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The SPEAKER (Mr Harman) took the Chair
at 2.15 p.m., and read prayers.

TEMPORARY REDUCTION OF
REMUNERATION (SENIOR PUBLIC

OFFICERS) BILL
Standing Orders Suspension

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of the
House) [2.17 p.m.]: I move-

That so much of the Standing Orders be
suspended as is necessary to enable this
House to hereby direct that in connection
with the "Temporary Reduction of Remuner-
ation (Senior Public Officers) Bill" the
questions on the several stages of the Bill
shall be put, without further debate , at or be-
fore the expiration of the following periods of
debate on those questions-
(a) for the Committee stages of the

Bill-four hours;
Mr MacKinnon: Is that what you call co-oper-

ation?
Mr TON KIN: To continue-

(b) for the adoption of the Committee's
Report and the Third Reading of the
Bill-one hour.

Mr Hassell: What a disgrace!
Mr O'Connor: How much notice did we have of

this?
Mr TONKIN: I telephoned the Deputy Leader

of the Opposition today-
Mr MacKinnon: What time?
Mr TONKIN: This was shortly after noon, and

he was not able to return my call.
Mr O'Connor: He was not therc.
Mr Clarko: The bully boy tactics!
Mr MacKinnon: Jack boots!
Mr TONKIN: Last night, when we applied the

gag, we saw its arbitrary nature. In fact , the
member for Moore made a plaintive plea to me
that he had fought for democracy and yet he did
not have the right to speak.

Mr Hassell: He was not the only one who did
not have the right to speak.

Mr TONKIN: When he said he fought for
democracy, I refrained from asking him how it
was that he supported a system in which a min-
ority could rule the State,

Several members interjected.
Mr Williams: You are absolutely twisted!
Mr MacKinnon: I wish the people of Western

Australia could see how you treat this Parliament.
Mr TONKIN: The fact is that the gag is arbi-

trary. When I was talking about the better man-
agement of this House, I made it clear that we
would be looking more to the guillotine because
the gag is a sudden cut-off point.

Mr Hassell: What is the guillotine?
Mr TONKIN: I believe the guillotine motion is

superior because if the Opposition wishes, it can
organise its speakers.

Several members interjected.
Mr TONKIN: Yesterday-on the Bill about

which we are speaking, we had 16 speakers.
Mr Blaikie: And no Government member.
Mr TONKIN: We had one Government mem-

ber and I5 Opposition members.
Mr O'Connor: Who was the Government mem-

ber?
Mr TONKIN: He is usually called the Prem-

ier.
Mr O'Corjor: You said "yesterday"-you are

wrong again; he did not speak yesterday.
Mr TONKIN: I corrected myself and I said,

"on this Bill."

Mr O'Connor: You did not correct yourself.
You are an arrogant man in an arrogant Govern-
ment.

Mr TONKIN: On the second reading of the
Bill there were 16 speakers, one of whom-

Mr O'Connor: You want co-operation-you
will get it!

Mr TONKIN: -was a Government member
and 15 of whom were from the Opposition.

Mr Clarko: Has it ever happened before that a
Premier has not replied to the debate on a Bill he
introduced?

The SPEAKER: Order! Ever since this Parlia-
ment started a few moments ago there has been a
continual barrage of interjections. Interjections
are highly disorderly. The House will come to
order!

Several members interjected.
Mr TONKIN: The fact is that whenever the

gag is applied, the mover of the motion is not able
to speak in reply. That is the way our Standing
Orders are in this House-perhaps they should be
amended.

Mr Hassell: Because your Premier wants to go
home to bed-that is what it is all about. He
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wants to go out tonight, so we have this motion
today.

Mr O'Connor: He's got the staggers and so
have you.

Mr Hassell: This Parliament does not belong to
the Government, you know.

Mr O'Connor: You can say that again.
The SPEAKER: Order! It is my task to see

that Standing Orders are adhered to. Standing
Orders were made by the Parliament and one of
the Standing Orders is that interjections are
highly disorderly. I would ask members to co-op-
erate with the Chair.

Mr TONKIN: I intend to analyse the speeches
made on the second reading of this Bill. I think
members will find that the repetition has been ab-
solutely incredible. We had I5 Opposition
speakers and they repeated the same points over
and over again.

Several members interjected.
Mr MacKinnon: Debate lasted 61/ hours?

Mr Clarko: How often have you talked about a
rigged Parliament?

Mr MacKinnon: How long did 'you speak for?
No answer! It took 6 / hours.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER; Order! I have been very toler-

ant, but I do not intend to remain so. I may use a
certain process if members will not co-operate
with the Chair. It is not one I want to use, but I
may not have any choice.

Point of Order

Mr THOMPSON: Mr Speaker, it is true that
the Standing Orders say that interjections are
highly disorderly. However, I think you would
have to agree that the circumstances with which
the Opposition has been presented today are such
that there will be many interections-

The SPEAKER: Order! There is no point of
order and the member for Kalamunda knows
that.

Debate (on motion) Resumed

Mr TONKIN: We do have a Standing Order
which deals with tedious repetition,' but it is a
dead letter. In saying that, I do not intend to criti-
cise you, Sir, or the previous Speaker. However it
is not possible to prevent members standing up
and making the same points as have been made
previously, even if for the reason that, by the time
a member has repeated himself or the words of
other members, it is too late already to take
action.

I shall inform the House of the number of rep-
etitions that have occurred in this debate. The
fact is the Bill was debated in the Assembly dur-
ing a period of 61/ hours yesterday. We had a
total of IS Opposition speakers, which, on
average, allows 14 minutes per speaker. It could
be said that many members did not debate the
substance of the Bill. All but nine of the Oppo-
sition's 25 members spoke and the member for
Gascoyne was absent all day.

Mr O'Connor; He happened to be ill; is that all
right?

Mr Clarko: Typical dirty politics by you! Hit
below the belt!

Mr TONKIN: If the Leader of the Opposition
will listen to what I am saying, he will realise I
am not criticising the member for Gascoyne for
being absent.

Mr Clarko: Why are you saying it then?
Mr TONKIN: I am saying that, of the nine

Opposition members who did not speak, one was
absent.

Mr Clarko: You did not say that; you said he
was absent all day.

Mr TONKIN: That is the point I am making:
Of the nine Opposition members who did not
speak, one was absent all day. That is not a
reflection on the member, The three National
Country Party members did not speak. The Lib-
eral Party members who did not speak were-

Mr lilaikie: Would you repeat that?
Mr TONKIN: -the member for Murray-

Wellington and the member for Mt. Marshall.
Both those members have not yet made their
maiden speeches and that might be the reason
they did not speak on this measure.

The other members were the members for
Clontarf ' Greenough, and Murchison-Eyre, and
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. All I am
trying to say is that on the second reading-

Mr MacKinnon: You have never read John
Stuart Mill, have you?

Mr TONKIN: -there were 15 Government
speakers who indulged in tedious repetition time
and time again.

Mr Thompson: That is a reflection on the
Chair.

Mr TONKIN: No, it is not. I have indicated it
is not possible for a Speaker-even the member
for Kalamunda may have tried it sometimes when
he was Speaker-to prevent tedious repetition. I
have already explained the reason for that.

Mr Thompson: You are admitting that the
things which happened here yesterday were an
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emulation of what you did when you were in Op-
position.

Mr TONKIN: I do not know whether it was an
emulation, but it certainly happened when we
were in Opposition.

Mr Hassell: The Parliament was preserved;
your right to speak was maintained!

The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the
House has the floor!

Mr TONKIN: Thank you, Mr Speaker. It is
time that the Parliament was run in a better
fashion-

Mr Hassell: So that you can go borne to, bed be-
cause you are not prepared to be here to do your
work!

Mr O'Connor: Parliament is here to look after
the public and you are not prepared to look after
them.

Mr TONKIN: The guillotine motion will allow
a further five hours' debate which will make a
total of 111'2 hours' debate on this Bill; that is, an
average of nearly 24 minutes for each member.
Members opposite should go to the public and say
that a period of It 1/2 hours' debate on a Bill is
inadequate or unfair and see what sort of reaction
they get.

Mr Blaikie: Would you mind answering one
point? Not one Government member has rebutted
the arguments made.

Mr TONKIN: Prior to its resuming on 26 July
last, the Parliament was aware that this Bill was
one of a package which needed to be passed be-
fore the adoption of the Address-in-Reply.

Mr Hassell: You are not going the right way
about getting it passed.

Mr TONKIN: The stonewalling tactics used
yesterday-

Mr Hassell: They were not stonewalling tactics
and you know it. They were speeches made by
members who are entitled to speak when they
want to do so. Those members are elected by the
electorate and they have the right to come here
and speak when they want to. That is what Parlia-
ment is all about and that is what we have been
doing.

Mr O'Connor: Will we get the opportunity to
speak? You are just as likely to jump up and cut
off debate.

Mr TONKIN: The fact of the matter is, we be-
lieve the opportunity for debate which is being
provided under this proposed measure is ad-
equate. If I I1' hours' debate is not enough-

Mr Hassell: How do you know what will be
said? You have not heard all the points yet.

Mr TONKIN: We have heard the points 25
times over.

Mr Hassell: I-low do you know?
Mr TONKIN: Do we have to listen to every

member to see whether the real gem will be with
the last speaker?

Mr Hassell: That is what Parliament is for.

Mr TONKIN: The Parliament is also designed
for the orderly passage of legislation.

Mr Hassell: And you have ruined the order.
MR O'CONNOR (Mt Lawley-Leader of the

Opposition) [2.27 p.m.]: I rise to oppose this mo-
tion. Here we see the consensus and consultation
the Government.has indicated it will give to the
people of this State. This is the most blatant and
insulting attack on the institute of Parliament
that has ever occurred in this country.

Mr Tonkin: You used guillotine motions.

Mr O'CONNOR: I was notified that this mo-
tion would be moved when I arrived in this
Chamber 15 minutes ago.

Mr Tonkin: I rang your Deputy Leader and he
was not available.

Mr Hassell: And you weren't available
yesterday when you were in Cabinet and I rang
you. That shows what a stupid argument that is.

Mr Tonkin: All I am saying is that I tried to
ring you and you weren't available.

Mr Hassell: Why didn't you leave a message?
Mr Tonkin: I left a message.
Mr Hassell: You didn't leave a message

indicating what your call was about. You have
breached the agreement we made last night.

Mr Tonkin: What agreement?

Mr Pearce: Have you worked out who is the
Leader of the Opposition over there and who is
making the speech?

Mr O'CONN'OR: This is the most blatant and
insulting attack ever made on the freedom of this
country and the institution of this Parliament.

Mr Tonkin: When you were in Government you
used guillotine motions.

Mr O'CONNOR: No longer do we have free-
dom as we have known it in the past. The Leader
of the House has abused almost every privilege of
the House. He gets up and complains that mem-
bers of the Opposition spoke for 14 minutes each,
on average,' on this Bill. However, he himself
spoke for seven hours-that is more than the total
period that Opposition members spoke on the sec-
ond reading of this Bill-on a Sill in this Parlia-
ment and indulged in greater repetition than that
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of all Opposition members throughout the whole
of the second reading of this Bill.

Mr Thompson: It is different now.
Mr O'CONNOR: Of course it is different now,

because the Government wants to use its jack-
boots.

We are not prepared to accept that. If we re-
ceive the sort of treatment that the Government
wants to hand out to us and to the people of this
State, I assure the Government that we will hand
out the same treatment to it.

Mr Tonkin: You don't even represent the
people. You didn't because you had the gerry-
mandered electoral boundaries. You call
Kalamunda a rural electorate, but the member
for Kalamunda should be ashamed of himself.

M r Thompson: I am not.
Mr Tonkin: I know you are not capable of

shame.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order! I call the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr O'CON NOR: Mr Speaker-
Mr Thompson: If anyone in this place should

be ashamed of himself, it is you.
Mr O'CONNOR: The member for Morley has

said that I do not represent anyone.
Mr Tonkin: I did not.
Mr O'CONNOR: He did say that.
Mr Tonkin: I did not.
Mr Hassell: You did.
Mr O'CONNOR: He did. I was elected to this

Parliament in the same manner as the member for
Morley. If he wants to show disrespect for my
electorate and Others I suppose that is his privi-
lege.

Mr Tonkin: I am talking about the electoral
laws.

Several members interjected.
Mr O'CONNOR: I have 20 minutes to speak,

but the record will show that it is the shortest 20
minute speech ever given in this place.

Mr Pearce: That's because your members want
to make your specch. They think they can do it
better than you can.

M r MacKinnon: You should just be quiet.
Mr O'CONNOR: The Government has shrunk

to incredible depths in its running of this Parlia-
ment. It has refused the Opposition the oppor-
tunity to debate this issue in the Parliament. The
Premier introduced this Bill and 16 members
spoke on it for an average of 14 minutes each.
No-one could say that procedure was unreason-

able, especially when one considers what the pre-
vious Opposition, now the Government, did when
its members debated measures before this House.
We followed a reasonable procedure, but this
Government is not prepared to answer questions
because it does not have the answers. Apparently
Government members were not given the answers
by their political advisers, those faceless men sit-
ting behind the scenes who run messages to
Government members.

An Opposition member: That is the surveillance
of the Parliament.

Mr O'CONNOR: Yes, it is, and operated from
the rooms around us. These faceless men tell the
Government what to do.

It is fair for the people of this State and for the
members of this Parliament to be given answers
to fair questions put to the Government, but this
Government does not care to answer Such
questions.

I refer now to page I I of the Temporary
Reduction of Remuneration (Senior Public
Officers) Bill. The provisions shown there indicate
that the Premier will have the power to do what-
ever he wants to do with the money gained as a
result of this measure.

An Opposition member: He is a dictator.
Mr O'CONNOR: If he wants another Curtin

House built, he will be able to have it built, but
will he answer questions put to him? If he wants a
casino built or to employ more of his cronies, such
as the father of the Minister for Mines, he will be
able to do so, but will he answer these questions?
He has not tried to explain the details of this
legislation or to reply to any of our questions. The
public of this State and the members of this Par-
liament are entitled to those answers. Quite
frankly, if this is an indication of the sort of co-
operation we will receive from the Government, I
assure members opposite that they will receive the
same sort of so-called co-operation from us.

I will read some of the provisions of this Bill be-
cause they will make the Premier admit-

The SPEAKER: Order! It is not possible in the
debate on this motion to refer to that Bill. The
motion refers to the guillotine procedure.

Mr O'CONNOR: While I do not want to dis-
agree with your ruling. Mr Speaker, I would dis-
agree with it because, quite frankly, this motion
directly relates to that Bill. The Government is
not prepared to answer our questions and it has
deprived the public of this State of information to
which they are entitled. This Government is
spending money left, right, and centre, but is not
prepared to give the details of its expenditure to

1084



[Wednesday, 17 August 1983]108

this Parliament. if it will not give those details,
what do we do? The Premier was not prepared
last night to come into this place to give us any of
the information we have sought, yet he raced out
of this place last night to give information to the
media. Ile was prepared to talk to the media, but
not to this Parliament. in terms of a public re-
lations operation, he and his cronies have op-
erated very well, but his refusal to give infor-
mation to this Parliament will be fought by the
Opposition to the very last.

No reason is available for this Government's
adopting a secretive attitude in regard to passi ng
out information to which the public of this State
are entitled. The Government is abusing its
powers in a way the people of this State have
never previously witnessed. I emphasise that a
total of I5 or 16 members spoke for an average of
14 minutes each, which cannot be regarded as un-
reasonable.

Mr Tonkin: I am sorry, I made a mistake; the
average was 26 minutes each.

Mr Clarko: He has the same advice as the
Government gets on its other sums.

Mr O'CONNOR: The member for Morley
cannot say that my approach to this Bill was un-
reasonable. The time allowed to me was unlimi-
ted, but, of course, I did not take up an unreason-
able amount of time. I spoke for about 30 to 35
minutes, although I am not sure of the exact time.
My procedure was reasonable.

Mr Tonkin: I accept that comment,
Mr O'CONNOR: If this Government is not

prepared to give this Parliament reasonable time
to debate the issues before it and to give time to
the Opposition so that it can indicate the prob-
lems it envisages and the reason the Government
is trying to cheat the public, what course can we
take? No doubt exists in my mind that this
Government has a great deal to hide. It was not
prepared at any stage to give any information at
all on any aspect of the Bill. Not one point was
made by a Government member, despite its pro-
visions enabling the Premier to do whatever he
wants to dqI with the moneys gained. If he will not
be able to use these funds as he sees fit, is he pre-
pared to rise in this place and tell us so? We have
witnessed an arrogant display by this Govern-
ment, which obviously wants to operate as the dic-
tator of this State. Frankly, I thank God for the
Legislative Council.

We do not want to disrupt the Parliament; we
want to co-operate with the Government, but it
must co-operate with us-it must be both ways. If
the Government is to go ahead with legislation
such as the Temporary Reduction of Remuner-
ation (Senior Public Officers) Bill which allows

the Government to do whatever it wants to do
with public money, whether it be to employ
cronies, build itself a mansion, or buy a farm in
the bush so that Government Ministers and mem-
bers can have a more pleasant time than they are
having a( the moment, we will not co-operate. We
have asked the Premier to clarify these matters,
but he has not been prepared to answer our
questions.

Mr Speaker, I assure you that the Opposition
of this State will not be unreasonable. We have
not been unreasonable-

Mr Tonkin: You lost the election, but you now
threaten us with the Legislative Council.

Mr O'CONNOR: Our party happened to win
the election as far as the Council is concerned.

Mr Tonkin: You received fewer votes, but got
more seats.

Mr O'CONNOR: Our members in the Legis-
lative Council won their seats because the people
of this State voted for them. That is what the
Government does not like. This Government
wants to pass legislation to ensure that it can act
dictatorially. Only the Legislative Council may be
able to preclude this Government from adopting
that course.

Mr Tonkin: You can't take a beating. You were
beaten in the election, but now you are threaten-
ing us with the Legislative Council.

Mr O'CONNOR: I was elected to this House.
and I was elected as the Leader of the Opposition.
The Opposition has a part to play in the
governing of this State. If the Government thinks
that it can steamroll its wishes through this Par-
liament, it has another think coming.

Mr Tonkin: You always have a majority in both
Houses when you are in Government.

Mr Clarko: What has that got to do with it?
Mr O'CONNOR: We have never used jack-

boots, but this Government has. We have a Minis-
ter on the other side complaining because people
have spoken for an average of 26 minutes, yet he
is one who spoke on an issue for seven hours. The
Bill that was before us. to which this motion re-
lates, referred to a major issue, a measure of great
concern to the community. The provisions in that
Bill show that the Government is trying to
steamroll its desire over the people of this State,
and virtually take their money from them without
consultation. It has not been unreasonable for us
to stand in this place to put the views of the
people of this State who do not have the oppor-
tunity to toss this Government out, a Government
which wants to become the dictator of our comn-
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munity. The Opposition will not accept the types
of tactics adopted by this Government.

The other side has sought co-operation from us,
and we will try to co-operate, but, if those op-
posite continue to try to treat us in the way they
have, we will Fight them on behalf of the people
we represent. We will not sit down and calmly ac-
cept the sorts of tactics that are put before us.
such as those which have been used today.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [2.37
p.m.]: This motion will be passed by the Legislat-
ive Assembly.

Mr O'Connor: Ha!

Mr BRIAN BURKE: What the Opposition
chooses to do in the Legislative Council will be a
matter for its own determination, but to address
briefly this motion and the co-operation that has
been extended to the Opposition, and in that way
attempting to justify some aspect, at least, of this
motion-

Mr O'Connor: Mr Nice Guy!
Mr BRIAN BURKE:-l will point to examples

of the way we have tried to co-operate. In respect
of the Bill in question, the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition prevailed upon us to allow at least a
week for the Opposition to consider the nature of
the measure, which he said was complex.

Mr Hassell: That's the tradition of the House,
at least a week. That's the minimum period which
has been adopted in the whole history of the
House.

Mr O'Connor: Would you like to put it through
before we see it?

The SPEAKER: I cannot recall the Premier's
having interjected on speakers of the Opposition
side since Parliament assembled at 2.15 p.m.
today, so I think the same courtesy ought to be
extended to the Premier.

Point of Order

Mr O'CONNOR: I cannot recall the Premier's
having spoken on the Bill last night, either.

Several members interjected.

Debate (on motion) Resumed

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition prevailed upon us for that period,
so we granted two or three days more than he
sought. Yesterday, without any warning whatso-
ever, except of their intention to move an urgency
motion, the Opposition sought to suspend Stand-
ing Orders and we indicated then that, had the
matter been raised, it would have been given due
consideration. That was done last night and the

Government agreed that today Standing Orders
might be suspended to discuss that motion.

It was also the request of the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition that we allow three or four weeks
in which the Opposition could study the Consti-
tution Act Amendment Bills so that it could
frame its response. I understand that the Leader
of the House has guaranteed the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition that we will be as flexible as we
can.

Mr Tonkin: We have given an extra two weeks.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In addition to that,
yesterday evening we sought repeatedly to obtain
information from the Opposition about the
number of people who might be speaking in this
debate. We were first told by the Opposition
Whip that there would be two or three speakers,
then we were told there would be six speakers.

Mr Clarko: Have you ever been a Whip? I was
a Whip in this Parliament for several years. I was
on the Government side and your Opposition
Whip chose to tell me whatever he wished to tell
me. I would often ask how many speakers he an-
ticipated there would be, and he would give me
information which had no relevance. It would
change from day to day and minute to minute.

Mr Tonkin: Talk to the member for Canning
and ask him.

Mr Clarko: I am talking about his predecessors.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I can tell the House only

what we experienced yesterday evening in respect
of the attitude and the statements of the Govern-
ment Whip. It made the business of the House
almost unmanageable because we were not to
know for how long-even roughly-the Oppo-
sition was to continue to debate the Bill. In ad-
dition to that, we attempted to indicate to the Op-
position that we would agree to the three or four
requests current from it in respect of parliamen-
tary business. We were looking to proceed with
this particular legislation.

The Opposition chose to continue to speak as it
wanted on the Bill and, as the Leader of the
House has indicated, some 15 speakers had their
say. Others who were expected to speak presum-
ably did not want to speak, and one was not
available to speak. As far as the Government is
concerned, we had made our position perfectly
clear in respect of the matter. We had attempted
to accommodate the reasonable requests of the
Opposition and had attempted to discern from the
Opposition Whip just how many speakers
intended to contribute to the debate.

Mr Blaikie: But none on your side made any at-
tempt to answer any of the queries raised by us.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: We had really striven to
get to a situation in which we might properly
manage the business of the House. Now, a couple
of speakers have raised the matter of our answer-
ing queries. Two queries were directed to me, and
I am sorry the Leader of the Opposition was not
in the House at the time when the query he now
raises was directed to me by the member for
Stirling.

Mr O'Connor: I was in the House.
Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I find it very strange that

the Leader of the Opposition is not aware of the
undertaking I have given to the member for
Stirling. The other query raised was from the
member for Nedlands, and apart from that there
was a string of gratuitous insults that ranged from
how the bags under my eyes would have allowed
me to go to the Himalayas-

Mr Clarko: Today it looks like you will be able
to go forever.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: In any case, I do not

think that any objective-

Mr Clarko: Don't stand there like a pontiff
from the thirteenth century.

Mr BRIAN BURKE:-assessment of the con-
tribution made by the Opposition would deter-
mine that it was anything apart from-

Mr Hassell: Your ego is unbelievable.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order!
Mr BRIAN BURKE:-power politics and I do

not deny that that is the Opposition's role and it
makes its own decisions about those matters.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The final point I wish to

stress upon the House is that, when the gag is
moved, it is simply not possible for the Govern-
ment to reply to the debate that has preceded the
moving of the motion.

Mr Thompson: Why did you move the gag?
Why didn't you let the debate take its normal
course?

Several members interjected.
Mr O'Connor: Why didn't you seek the right to

reply?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Oppo-

sition reaches the logical point and asks: Why did
I not stand up and seek the right to reply? I doubt
whether that would have engendered much joy

from the Opposition because that
off the debate.

would have cut

Several members interjected.
Mr MacKinnon: You are trying to justify.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not trying to

justify; I am trying to explain in a good-natured
fashion to the Opposition-

Mr Clarko: The bully boy in the middle of
bullying.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: -why the Government
decided to gag the debate last night. Now if the
Opposition wants any clearer statement of the
Government's position, let me reiterate it for the
purpose of clarification. The Government will not
surrender to the Opposition the right to manage
the business of this House. I do not care how
loudly the Opposition members guffaw, I do not
care how loudly they yell, and I do not care how
many insults are chucked across the Chamber; the
truth is we are the Government, and the Oppo-
sition lost the election. It is now our job to man-
age the business of the House.

If the Opposition cannot successfully prosecute
its case with 15 different speakers over seven
hours,' its members should want to resign, not seek
more time to make bigger monkeys of themselves.

Several nembers interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Now let Me restate: It is

the Government's intention to ensure that the
management of this House reposes within its
power and that, as far as possible, as many people
who want to contribute are given the opportunity
to do so.

As the Leader of the House has outlined, 15
members of the Opposition were given that oppor-
tunity last night-

Mr O'Connor: We were not given it.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: -for an average time of

26 minutes, and what we endured was tedious
repetition that now masquerades in the minds of
the Opposition members as serious questions de-
serving answers.

On the front page of the newspaper the follow-
ing morning, the Leader of the Opposition was re-
ported as saying that the Legislative Council will
knock back this legislation. If the Legislative
Council wants to do that, then so be it!

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Deputy Leader of
the Opposition) (2.49 p.m.1: Last week I put on
notice a question to the Premier relating to the
amount of money it would cost the Government to
meet the increases in wages granted by the
Government in breach of the wages freeze legis-
lation.
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That question was presented on Friday and itlis
relevant to the debate on the Bill we have before
the House. That question was not answered
yesterday and the Premier said that the infor-
mation was being collated.

Previously, in a similar vein, the Hon. Gordon
Masters in another place asked for details of the
number of breaches of the wages freeze legis-
lation. He was put off with a similar
answer-that the information was being collated
and would be provided in due course.

Mr O'Connor: They will not give information
to which Parliament is entitled.

Mr HASSELL: The point we are debating is
whether the Standing Orders of this House should
be varied to restrict debate on a piece of legis-
lation the Government has put forward. In the
two examples I have given, the Government itself
has refused in response to parliamentary questions
to provide the information the Opposition re-
quires, and which is relevant to the debate. So the
attempt to stifle debate is not confined merely to
the use of the gag last night, which cut off not
only the opportunity for a number of members on
this side of the House to speak in the debate, but
also the opportunity and the obligation on the
Premier, as the Minister responsible for the Bill,
to respond to the debate.

It might well he pertinent to refer to Standing
Order No. 35 of this House which states-

Bills mray be introduced and taken to the
stage that the motion "That the Bill be now
read a second time" has been moved before
the Address-in- Reply to the Governor's
Speech has been adopted, but no other
business beyond that which is of a formal
character shall be entered upon. Provided,
however, that the introduction of Bills under
this Standing Order shall not prevent any
discussion on the subject matter of any such
Bill during the Add ress-in- Reply debate.

That surely is the starting point of the duties of
this House-to debate the Address-in-Reply first.
The present Government and its predecessors
have from time to time sought to suspend that
Standing Order to permit debate on certai n pieces
of legislation which are regarded as urgent and
which cannot await completion of the Address-in-
Reply. The Bill now before the House is one of
those Bills.

But the Opposition has gone much further than
simply to apply the strict letter of the law or the
strict letter of the Standing Orders in co-oper-
ation with the Government in relation to legis-
lation, for we are to debate, as a result of our co-
operation with the Government, a number of Bills

related to the Electoral Act, the Constitution Act,
the Parliamentary Superannuation Act, and so on
before the completion of the Address-in-Reply.
None of those Bills is of an urgency which
justifies the suspension of Standing Orders.

Mr Tonkin: That is your opinion.

Mr HASSELL: None of those Bills is of the
character of a finance Bill such as the Business
Franchise (Tobacco) Amendment Bill or this Bill,
which would justify its being brought forward be-
cause of questions of revenue raising relevant to
the Government's Budget. The Opposition has co-
operated with the Government in dealing with all
those matters.

I want to remind the Premier and the Leader of
the House that discussions about future business
took place last night, as was mentioned, between
myself and the Leader of the House. Those dis-
cussions were directed towards the first item of
business today being an agreed motion to suspend
Standing Orders to enable the Opposition to put
forward an urgency motion which you. Mr
Speaker, ruled out of order yesterday because of
the very existence of the Standing Order to which
I have referred.

The Government refused to co-operate with the
Opposition yesterday to bring forward that mo-
tion under a suspension of Standing Orders, albeit
that it was a genuine urgency motion. In pursu-
ance of the invitation of the Government to dis-
cuss the matter to see whether it might be
brought on today, I discussed it with the Leader
of the House and it was agreed it would be
brought on today on the basis that we would have
no more than four speakers who would speak for
no more than 20 minutes each.

That was to be the first item of business today,
instead of which I was told as I walked into the
Chamber at 2.15 p.m. that that motion to suspend
Standing Orders would be brought on after the
completion of debate on the Temporary
Reduction of Remuneration (Senior Public
Officers) Bill. That was a breach of an agreement
between the two sides as to what was to be done.

Mr Tonkin: Nonsense!

Mr HASSELL: Not only did I discuss the mat-
ter with the Leader of the House, but also he said
he would have to refer it to the Premier and when
he had done so he told me that what we had dis-
cussed was "all right".

Mr Tonkin: That is right; it was for the suspen-
sion of Standing Orders. No mention was made in
our discussion at any time as to when in the day it
would be.
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Mr HASSELL: There was no question but that
that was to proceed as the first item of business
today.

Mr Tonkin: We did not even discuss it.
Mr Brian Burke: It was not raised with me by

the Leader of the House.
Mr Tonkin: You might have assumed it.
Mr HASSELL: One does tend to assume a

number of things in this place, and one is that the
normal procedures of Parliament will be followed.

Mr Tonkin: Suspension of Standing Orders is
not normal.

Mr HASSELL: The normal procedure of Par-
liament is that questions of the suspension of
Standing Orders for urgency motions, and
urgency motions, come up at the beginning of the
day. That is the tradition of the House, and that
is what one could assume.

The Premier has complained that the Oppo-
sition Whip will not advise the Government of the
number of speakers involved. It really does not
serve a great deal of purpose to go back con-
stantly to the practices of the present Government
when in Opposition. It ought to be recorded, how-
ever, that on many occasions as a Minister in this
House I was not able to ascertain even the begin-
nings of an idea of when a debate would be con-
cluded or how many speakers the then Opposition
had on a particular Bill. The Opposition firstly re-
fused to tell us and on the occasions when it did
so, it did not have the discipline and control to
keep to what it said it would do. The Opposition
breached its word in that respect on many oc-
cas ions.

Be that as it may, the Government is not en-
titled to know how many speakers we have on a
Bill.

Mr Tonkin: Okay, fair enough. We will play it
that way.

Mr HASSELL: But in the normal course of
events we do discuss across this House the way
things are going. Last night I told the Leader of
the House we were not filibustering his Bill-the
Bill to which the Premier refuses to reply-and
that is borne out by the fact that our speakers did
not use all their time in any case that I recall, and
certainly not on average did any of them ap-
proach using all their available time. Every one of
our speakers spoke to the Bill, which is an import-
ant one, and spoke to issues in the Bill and
questions raised in relation to it. Those questions
have been raised with all of us by our constituents
and by organisations in the community which be-
lieve that we have an obligation to represent their
point of view. That is what we are attempting to
'35)

do. However rude the Premier might be about the
way in which it was done, the fact is that substan-
tive arguments were raised.

I had proposed to speak on the legislation in re-
lation to my area of responsibility as a shadow
Minister-the police-and certain anomalies that
arose in relation to the payment of police officers
under the pay cuts. That opportunity was denied
me. Now the Government proposes to bring this
legislation under the control of a guillotine
motion.

Mr Tonkin: Five or six speakers to a Bill is
plenty.

Mr HASSELL: There is no need for a guillo-
tine motion in this House. We have no need of the
guillotine procedure. The government of this
State has proceeded for years without any such
procedure.

The Parliament does not sit for a great pro-
portion of the year and, indeed, when in Oppo-
sition, it was the Leader of the House in particu-
lar who complained time and time again about
the fact that the Parliament did not sit longer. If
the Government has some problem getting
through its business, let the Parliament sit for a
longer period of the year. Let the Government do
what every Government has the obligation to do,
which is to listen to the debate in the Parliament
and to answer it. An Opposition has very little
power to do anything other than to bring forward
its arguments in the Parliament, and to present
them to the public by way of the Parliament.

In the six years that I sat on the Government
side of the House before the last State election,
there was one occasion only on which a guillotine
motion was put forward, and on that occasion, as
it happened, the debate was brought to a con-
clusion before the time allowed under the guillo-
tine motion had been reached.

The reality is that this Bill is an important Bill.
As the Premier has said, it is a Budget Bill and
affects the finances of the State. It affects the
payment of salaries of a number of people, but the
principles involved are much wider than that.

There are issues to be debated. Apart from the
broad issues and the particular aspects of the
drafting of the legislation, particular aspects of
the provisions in the clauses of the Hill need to be
considered carefully.

It could be expected that the debate in the
House on the Bill would have been completed
today; but whether that be so, that does not pro-
vide the Government with a legitimate excuse or a
legitimate reason for seeking to stifle the debate
with an artificial cut-off. What happened last
night was an example of the petulance of the
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Premier. He became fed up with the debate; he
did not like hearing what he heard; be did not like
bearing in this Parliament the arguments that
were embarrassing him at a time when his em-
ployees, the public servants, were sitting in the
gallery, listening to what was said. He panicked.
He thought he would bring it to an end. He was
tired, he was irritable, and he thought he would
simply bring it to an end; so he used the numbers
which he has to cut off the debate through the
gag. In doing so, the Premier cut off his own op-
portunity and his own obligation to give a
measured response to the points that had been
made.

Then the Premier had the unbounded arro-
gance to go onto ABC radio and other media and
say that no substantive arguments had been put
up, and he had nothing to answer. What a totally
ridiculous position! What the Premier was really
saying was that if the debate had ended earlier
and the Government had not gagged it, he would
not have bothered to reply, anyway.

I venture to suggest that is not true. The Prem-
ier would have replied, if he had not gagged the
debate. He would have felt moved to reply- In-
deed, in the same radio report, the Premier said
that he would have ample opportunity to reply in
other stages of the debate.

What will happen when we are part of the way
through the Bill and then the Committee stage
time runs out? That should not occur as we are
not filibustering; but if issues of substance have
yet to be raised in the later stages of the Bill,
what will happen?

The Premier is really inviting the Parliament to
transfer the debate to the upper House. He is say-
ing to this House and to the Parliament that the
debate should not occur here, because we do not
have time.

Mr Tonkin: Twelve hours-come on!

Mr O'Connor: Twelve hours nothing. We had
61/.

Mr Tonkin: Plus today.
Mr HASSELL: The Parliament is inefficient in

the way it goes about its business. The Parliament
is a debating House; it is the place in which,
traditionally and for generations, people have put
forward points in argument. The State is not
governed from the Parliament; the Government
governs the State outside the Parliament. How-
ever. in Parliament, debate is the essence of every-
thing we do. It is argument; it is conflict across
the Chamber.

There is no way to bring that to an end fairly
because, in doing so, one would have to put the

Speaker or some other person in a position of
judging the quality of the arguments. Someone
would have to be given the power to say that one
argument was not as good as another, and that
the less good argument should not be heard. Of
course, that is a ridiculous proposition and it
could never be sustained because no parliamen-
tarian, no elected representative, would give auth-
ority to anyone to say that his argument on behalf
of his constituents, however poor and illfounded
that argument may be, should not be put, should
not be heard, should not be presented to the very
place to which he was elected and to which he was
sent to present his arguments.

Time and again, as Minister in this House re-
sponsible for legislation, I sat through hour upon
hour of tedious, repetitive debate from the then
Opposition. Indeed, I well remember the electoral
legislation for which I was responsible in 1981,
when we started the debate at about 2.30 on a
Tuesday afternoon-

Mr Tonkin: I do not think so.
Mr HASSELL: I beg your pardon-on a

Wednesday afternoon, and we finished that de-
bate, after a continuous session, at something ap-
proaching I I o'clock the next morning. How easy
it would have been during that debate, which was
tedious and repetitious, to gag the debate.

Mr Tonkin: You did not care. You had the
numbers in both Houses, contrived by yourselves.

Mr H-ASSELL: We could have gagged the de-
bate at one o'clock, two o'clock, three o'clock,
four o'clock, five o'clock, or six o'clock, but we
did not; we listened to it. As the Minister, I re-
sponded time and time and time again, mostly to
the Leader of the House. We did that because,
however bad the debate was, at least we believed
in this institution.

Mr Tonkin: Come on!
Mr HASSELL: The Government clearly does

not.
Mr Tonkin: Your electoral laws show you do

not believe in the institution. You do not believe
in the proper representation of the people.

Mr HASSELL: The Government does not be-
lieve in this institution; and it cannot be trusted
with the power it has.

MR OLD (Katanning-Roc) [3.08 p.m.]: Since
the present Government has occupied the Govern-
ment benches, the management of the business of
this House has been, to say the least, chaotic and
disgraceful. Today it has reached an all-time low;
and it has not taken long to reach that very low
point. I do not know how much further down the
scale the Government can go, but obviously it is
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aiming for some sort of record to be included in
the Guinness Book of Records.

It is unfortunate that when this disgraceful
exhibition was put on by the Leader of the House,
we had school students in the gallery. Mr
Speaker, I suppose you saw a letter in ihe paper
recently from a senior school student expressing
dismay at the way the management of this House
was conducted.

Mr Jamieson: Anyone who comes here would
have that opinion.

Mr OLD: They should not have that opinion,
and the member, as an older member of this
House, should agree with that.

Mr Jamieson: It is the very nature of the
House.

Mr OLD: It is the baying of the wolves op-
posite which sets the whole show off. Members
opposite talk about co-operation, but co-operation
is a thing which I am afraid is fast dying. That is
unfortunate because, when we were in Govern-
ment, we made every endeavour to co-operate
with the Opposition.

Mr Tonkin: Because you had a distorted Parlia-
ment.

Mr OLD: However, we did not get very much
encouragement from the Opposition to co-op-
erate. Today we have witnessed the moving of a
motion which threatens democracy. I say that ad-
visedly, because freedom of speech and freedom
to debate subjects in the House are two of the cor-
nerstones of the Westminster system.

Mr Tonkin: So is fair representation. That is a
more important cornerstone.

Mr OLD: The Leader of the House has
brought up an interesting point and I might have
a chat with him about that later.

This bastion of democracy today is being
thrown out of Parliament at what is a very early
stage in its first sitting. During the period we
occupied the Government benches, the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition recalled once during his
six years on those benches when the Government
applied the gag motion or the timetable. I believe
there was one other occasion prior to that when
the same procedure was adopted. The fact that
the Government occupied the Treasury benches
for nine years is an indication of the co-operation
it extended to a very troublesome Opposition and
one made more troublesome by the present
Leader of the House.

He once stood in the House and occupied
almost the whole of one day's sitting delivering a
filibuster. Yet he talks about repetition: he is the
greatest exponent of repetition I have ever seen.

Mr Tonkin: There was no repetition in that
speech.

Mr OLD: We sat there all day without any
thought of gagging the debate or trying to
interfere in the business of the House.

Mr Tonkin: Because you had interfered with
the electoral jaws.

Mr OLD: That is an interesting comment from
the Leader of the House. We will have the oppor-
tunity to debate that matter later on if the
Government goes ahead with its electoral prom-
ises.

Mr Hassell: Do you think we will have a chance
to debate it?

Mr OLD: There is probably no chance because
the Government is dropping electoral promises
every day. I notice today that the Minister for
Education has suddenly decided that the extra 50
school teachers who were to be engaged in the
next week-

Mr Hassell: Immediately.
Mr OLD: -if not sooner, are now not to be

employed. That is quite an odd statement-
Mr Pearce: That is an incorrect statement.
Mr OLD: -from a man involved in the pro-

fession as long as the Minister. There will be some
very disappointed school teachers in this State.

Mr Peter Jones: Unemployed teachers.
Mr OLD: We are justly proud of our record

when occupying the Government benches in that
we never once stifled debate.

Mr Pearce: Rubbish! There were gags and
guillotines and Ministers who would not stan'! up
to answer questions.

Mr OLD: How often was the gag applied? The
occupant of the Whip's chair at present has found
that the phrase he most uses in the House is,
"That the House do now divide". We did not use
that device on more than three or four occasions.

Mr Pearce: It has gone from not once to four
times.

Mr OLD: I am talking about the gag. But I re-
turn now to the snide comments of the Leader of
the House about fair representation. He will find
that if the Government ever does introduce its
Bill-there are grave doubts that it will-it will
cause a great upheaval in the country and people
will realise just what the Labor Party stands for.
He talks about fair representation, but perhaps
the Minister for Agriculture might have a few
words to say about that. Perhaps he thinks one-
vote-one-value is a good thing.

Mr Tonkin: Twenty-eight per cent of the people
electing the majority of the Legislative Council is

1091



1092 [ASS EMBLY]

not fair representation. That is rule by a minority;
that is what happens in the Soviet Union.

Mr OLD: It will be interesting to see what
some of the Government's new country members
think about this, those members who are now
busily reading the paper. I have a shrewd sus-
picion that the Bill will never hit the floor of the
House.

What rules the Legislative Assembly today is
time. When that clock approaches 11.00 p.m., the
Government it seems must take action to get
eveyone out of the place. We like going home at a
reasonable hour, but we are prepared to stay here
if a Bill is to be debated.

The Leader of the House made great play of
standing and reciting a list of members who spoke
on the Bill last night and a list or those who did
not, as ir to say it was a great discovery. He made
some snide remarks about my colleague, the
member for Moore. The member for Moore was
ready to get to his feet and lake part in the de-
bate;, what is more, the Leader of the House does
not know who else would have taken part in the
debate. He is trying to justify himself and the
Government for introducing this motion today
when we came here with reasonable expectations
that an urgency motion which we had endeav-
wired to introduce last night would be accepted
by the Government for debate. I feel sure the
Government would have accepted it.

My reading of this morning's newspaper indi-
cated that the Government would accept it.

Mr Cordon Hill: We are.
Mr OLD: At 10.55 p~m! Of course, do not for-

get that we have to go home at 11.00 p.m. There
would not be much point in moving an urgency
motion at that time of night, and the motion deals
with a subject which is very important to the
people of this State, especially the small
businessmen. They are the people for whom mem-
bers opposite have no regard whatsoever;, they
never have had and they never will have.

Mr Tonkin: Ask the Stock Exchange. It waited
seven years for action from your Government and
got it from us within 30 days.

Mr OLD: The Labor Government brought
down the price of petrol!

Mr Tonkin: We have saved the consumers of
Western Australia $1.5 million a month as a re-
suit of our action.

The SPEAKER: The member will address the
Chair.

Mr OLD: Yes, Mr Speaker, I will be delighted
to; I find you to be a much more pleasant person
to look at.

I have been baited by the Leader of the House,
so I think I should be entitled to answer him in
some way. We had the expectation that we would
debate the motion today. It is a motion involving
a matter of great importance to this State and to
the nation. Had we been able to debate it, I am
sure the Government would have supported it.

We have seen democracy thrown out the door
of this House at a very early stage.

Mr Bertram interjected.
Mr OLD: The member would not know any-

thing about democracy; he has never learnt the
meaning of the word. If a subject has nothing to
do with cigarettes, he does not know what it is
about.

At a very early stage of the Parliament, we are
able to see what we can expect in the future. We
are ready to stay in the Parliament as long as the
Government wants to debate its Bills.

House to Divide

MR GORDON HILL (Helena) [3.19 p.m.]: I
move-

That the House do now divide.

Point of Order

Mr HASSELL: I have a point of order, Mr
Speaker.

Motion put and passed.
Mr O'Connor: Divide!

Motion

The SPEAKER: Before I put the motion-

Point of Order
Mr O'CONNOR: On a point of order, I did

call "Divide" on the last motion, but no decision
was given in connection with that. I just appear
here again in connection with that matter.

The SPEAKER: I am sorry, but I did not hear
the Leader of the Opposition call for a division.

Mr O'CONNOR: Mr Speaker, I have a very
loud voice.

The SPEAKER: If a division is required, ring
the bells.

Question put and a division called for.

Points of Order

Mr PEARCE: On a point of order, is it consist-
ent for a member to call for a division when there
has been no vote cast in the negative?

Mr Clarko: There was a vote, but you didn't
hear it.
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Mr HASSELL: On a point of order, the point
of order that I wanted to raise before-

Mr Pearce: A member cannot stand during a
division.

Mr HASSELL: The Speaker has just taken a
point of order from the Minister.

Mr Brian Burke: Points of order shall be taken
in the seat when the division bells have been rung.

Mr Pearce: I took a point of order before the
bells were rung.

Mr HASSELL: Mr Speaker, I have a serious
point of order to take with you and I would like to
take it so it can be heard by you, if no-one else.
The point is that earlier today you referred to the
Standing Orders and to the precedents of the
House, and you restricted debate as a result of
referring accordingly. It is also part of the
precedents of the House that a member who is
first on his feet is entitled to the call. Both last
night and again today, the Government Whip has
been given the call when he clearly, on both oc-
casions, was not first on his feet. In relation to his
move for the gag, in all consistency, I believe that
the Speaker should proceed as has been indicated
otherwise in other areas.

The SPEAKER: The position is that the Chair
has the absolute right of discretion to call the
member who attracts his attention.

Bells runs and the House divided.

Remarks during Division

Mr Bryce: Hear, hear!

Mr Parker: And the member for Kalamunda
knew that all the time.

Mr Davies: You should well know that; you
have been here long enough.

The SPEAKER: Order! The question before
the Chair is that the House do now divide.

Mr Clarko: The free speech bashers!

Mr Rushton: They won't last long doing this.

Mr Clarko: It takes two to tango and to run
this House.

Mr MacKinnon: They have the record for the
greatest number of gags in a week.

Mr Old: He doesn't know any other words.
Mr Davies: You have a short memory if you

think that is a record. I told you about a few rep-
rehensible things. I will tell you a few things.

Mr O'Connor: Do not go pointing at me with
your finger all the time, or I will tell you what to
do with it.

Mr MacKinnon: It shows exactly the sort of re-
spect they have for the Public Service.

Mr Davies: Temper!

Mr Bryce: If there had not been a change of

Government, we would never have discovered the

member for Dale!

Result of Division
Division resulted as follows-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Brian Burke
M r Terry Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Coyne
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
M r 0Urayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Peter Jones
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McNee

Ayes
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr 1. F. Taylor

Ayes 29
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
M rA. D. Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Mr Wilson
M r Gordon HillI

Noes 22
Mr Mensaras
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Trethowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

Mr Bradshaw
Mr Laurance

(Teller)

(Teller)

Motion (House to divide) thus passed.

Motion

The SPEAKER: The question before the Chair

is the motion of the Leader of the House. To be

successful this motion requires the support of an

absolute majority. If, when I put the question, a

dissentient voice is heard, I will have to divide the

House to establish whether the motion has the

support of an absolute majority.
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Question put and a division taken with the fol-
lowing result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Coyne
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Peter Jones
Mr MacKinnon
Mr MeNe

Ayes 29
Mr H-odge
Mr Jamieson
Mr Tom Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Parker
M r Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr A. D. Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Tray
Mrs Watkins
Mr Wilson
M r Gordon Hill

Noes 22
Mr Mens-aros
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
M r Trethowa n
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr P. J. Smith Mr Bradshaw
Mr 1. F. Taylor Mr Laurance

The SPEAKER: That vote represents an absol-
ute majority as required under the Standing Or-
ders.

Question thus passed.

TEMPORARY REDIJCTION OF
REMUNERATION (SENIOR PUBLIC

OFFICERS) BILL
As to Committee

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of the
House) [3.28 p.m.]: I move-

That Order of the Day No. I be now
taken.

Question put and a division taken with the fol-
lowing result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Brian Burke
M r Terry Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson

Ayes 29
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
M r Tom Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Parker
M r Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
M rA. D. Taylor
M r Tonkin
M rTroy
Mrs Watkins
Mr Wilson
M r Gordon Hill

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarkeo
Mr Court
Mr Coyne
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Peter Jones
Mr MacKinnon
Mr MeNee

Ayes
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr 1. F. Taylor

(Teller) Question thus passed.

Noes 22
Mr Mensaros
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
M r Trethowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

Mr Bradshaw
Mr Laurance

(Teller)

In Committee

The Chairman of Committees (Mr Barnett) in
the Chair; Mr Brian Burke (Treasurer) in charge
of the Bill.

Clause 1: Short title-
Mr O'CONNIOR: After a disgraceful exhi-

bition by the Government last night and again
today, it is necessary for the Opposition to obtain
the information-which should have been pro-
vided last night-dAuring the Committee stage.
The Government has indicated that the provisions
of this Bill are temporary and in the public
interest.

Mr Bertram: Hear, hear!
Mr O'CONNOR: I have doubts in both of

these areas. If one reads the Bill properly-and
obviously the member for Mt. Hawthorn has
not-one sees it is a selective tax, and, according
to the Government, it hopes to raise S30 million
as a result of the implementation of the Bill. The
Government should explain the reasons for its ac-
tions. Earlier the Government indicated to us-

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I point out to the
Leader of the Opposition that he is not speaking
to the short title which is clause 1, and he must
address his comments to this clause if he wishes to
continue his remarks.

Mr O'CONNOR: I would like you. Mr Chair-
man, to advise me to what part I am referring. It
says "temporary" and "public interest" and if
that is not in connection with this clause I would
like your advice.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I think the Leader
of the Opposition is talking to the long title of the
Bill which is the section members could address
themselves to at the end of the committee stage.
What he is now talking to is the short title which
is clause 1. 1 ask him whether he wishes to con-
tinue his remarks in regard to clause I1?
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Mr O'CONNOR: Yes, I wish to continue my
remarks because this clause refers to the words I
have mentioned.

Mr Brian Burke: It does not say anything about
public interest.

Mr O'CONNOR: That docs not preclude me
from mentioning it. The Government indicated in -itially that this Bill was introduced for several
reasons including the economy, distortion of
relativities. and re-distribution of wealth. It will
come into operation from I September and I have
grave doubts whether this Bill is in line with what
the Government has said. I am not sure that it is
a temporary reduction. If members refer to clause
2 they will ind there is an indication that the pro-
visions of this Bill could be continued. I ask the
Premier to give an undertaking, which I hope he
will do at this stage, that it is a temporary
measure and will not be in operation for more
than one year. The Hill, as I have read it, and
from the advice I have received from the legal
profession, would indicate there is some doubt in
this regard. I hope the Premier will supply the in-
formation.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Prior to addressing my
remarks to the short title I address myself to one
or two remarks the Leader of the Opposition
made. I suppose it demonstrates that everyone i s
fallable, but the Leader of the Opposition referred
to this measure raising $30 million. The truth is
that that has never been the claim of this Bill.
What has been claimed is that this Bill will con-
tribute to a target saving of $I11 million and a
total of $30 million. That is what is to be saved
from the total impact or effect of the cost cutting
measures announced by the Government a month
or two ago.

Mr O'Connor: That is correct, you mentioned
this in your second reading speech.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am pointing out that
the Leader of the Opposition referred to this Bill
raising $30 million when he talked of it as a selec-
tive tax.

Mr O'Connor: It is part of a package of $30
million.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is right; I want to
clear the record so that everyone will know. I
want also to touch upon that part of the Leader of
the Opposition's contribution in which he referred
to "public interest". I do not know how he can
argue sensibly about one's perception of the pub-
lic interest, but clearly the Government can be re-
sponsible only for its own perception of public
interest. What we are saying about this piece of
legislation is that we anticipate that the savings it
will cause to be made are savings that could be set

out in the public interest and so far as that is con-
cerned I suppose it is a subjective argument we
can repeat among ourselves until the cows come
home. According to the Opposition's view there is
not one bit of public interest involved, while we
maintain that public interest is a part of this legis-
lation.

Another point the Leader of the Opposition
raised was in regard to the word "temporary" in
the short title and he sought assurance that this
will be a temporary measure. I give that assur-
ance and say that it is a temporary measure in
that it will proceed for 12 months from I
September; that is, if it is passed through the
Legislative Council in time.

If the Leader of the Opposition examines this
Bill, he will be able to determine this matter for
himself. Clause 2 (3) refers to Clause 6-
temporary reduction of remuneration-and it
provides that the Bill can exist for t2 months
only. If the Leader of the Opposition believes that
somehow or other the drafting of the Bill is not
sufficient to provide that guarantee, I would
suggest that the short title is not the clause in
which to raise the issue. However, he might raise
it at the relevant clause.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 2: Commencement-
Mr O'CONNOR: I believe that the drafting of

this clause is unsatisfactory. Subclause (2) (b) in-
dicates that the legislation can be deproclaimed
and reproclaimed. I ask the Premier whether this
clause means that if this Bill was deproclaimed in
September, it could be reproclaimed in another
two years?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I hate to labour the
point, but the Leader of the Opposition simply
cannot treat subelauses as though they are entities
in themselves. If he reads on from subclause
(2)(b) to subiclause (3) he will see-

(3) Nothing in subsection (2) shall enable
the continuing application of section 6 to the
remuneration payable to any affected person
after the expiry of the period of application
provided for in relation to the remuneration
of the affected person in that section.

Mr O'Connor; You are giving an undertaking
that that will not happen?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Not only am I giving
that undertaking, but also I am saying that this
clause prevents the persistent application of the
legislation. As far as subclause (3) is concerned,
the affected persons under clause 6 of part 11 of
the Bill cannot be affected after the end of the
last pay period ending within 12 months from I
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September 1983. So there are two things: Firstly,
the Bill before the Chamber gives the guarantee;
and, secondly, I give that assurance.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 3: Application-
Mr O'CONNOR: I refer to the exclusions as

set out in this clause. Subclause (2) commences-
Notwithstanding subsection (1), this Act

shall not apply to or in relation to-
And the subclause refers to a number of people.
The exclusions from the provisions of the Bill in-
clude, under paragraph (e), the Chairman of the
Workers' Compensation Board and a Chairman
of a Supplementary Workers' Compensation
Board. Why are board members not excluded
also? The services of board members are not paid
for by the Government-board members are paid
through insurance premiums-and therefore to
exclude them would not affect the income of the
Government. It seems rather strange that the
chairman and a supplementary chairman of these
boards should be excluded, yet members of the
board who are not paid by the Government are
not excluded.

In paragraph (h) we see that the President of
the Western Australian Industrial Commission is
excluded. I ask the Premier why this inclusion
does not relate also to senior commissioners and
other commissioners.

[Interruption from the gallery.]
The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr O'CON NOR: These people are in a similar

position to judges and they should be excluded.
Paragraph (i) relates to academic, non-academic,
and other staff of the University of Western Aus-
tralia, Murdoch University, the Western Aus-
tralian Institute of Technology, and the Western
Australian College of Advanced Education. In my
opinion other people doing similar work also
should be excluded. Is the Premier prepared to ex-
clude these other people I have mentioned; that is,
the members of the Workers' Compensation
Board; the Chief Commissioner, senior com-
missioners, and members of the Western Aus-
tralian Industrial Commission; and other people
who have similar qualifications to those men-
tioned in respect of the tertiary institutions?

I wonder why the State Government Insurance
Office does not appear in this list of exclusions.
That is a self-funded organisation and the em-
ployees are not paid by the Goverment although I
realise that the Government does benefit from the
annual profits of this organisation.

Mr HASSELL: I wish to raise a number of
questions with the Premier and Treasurer about

this clause. Subclause (1) delineates and defines
the Persons to whom the Bill applies. My specific
question to the Premier is whether any persons or
group of persons on the public payroll, other than
those included under subclause (2), are not
covered by the provisions of subeause (1). In
other words, while the clause gives a long and
wide definition of the people affected by the legis-
lation, is there any group of people who are not
covered by the ambit of the Bill?

Secondly, I refer to the advisers to the Govern-
ment who arc employed on contract. There has
been some public discussion as to whether or not
the various advisers will be affected. I understand
that, because these people are on contract, they
will not be covered by the Bill and I ask the Prem-
ier whether they will take the cut voluntarily
where it would apply to the level of payment they
are receiving.

My third question relates to subclause (2) and
the exclusion of judges of the Supreme Court,
other judges, and judicial officers. I ask the Prem-
ier to explain exactly what arrangements have
been made in relation to each category of persons
set out in paragraphs (a) to (h); I leave aside
paragraph (i) because I am not directing my
question at the academic people.

I am asking the Premier to explain this because
on Friday of last week I placed on notice a
question to the Attorney General. I asked about
the arrangements that had been made with the
judges and the judicial officers. I have not re-
ceived a reply to my question, so I now ask the
Premier what arrangements have been made and
whether all the judicial officers referred to in
paragraphs (a) to (h) of subclause (2) will be
taking a pay cut as if they were indeed covered
under subclause (1)(a).

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In answer to the Leader
of the Opposition, in all the cases to which he
refers, the substitution for inclusion within the
ambit of this legislation is the voluntary taking of
a pay reduction by the people to whom he refers.
Perhaps it is best for me to give the Committee
some of the background to the matter so that it
might better understand the incidence of the pay
cuts as they are represented within the Bill and
not represented by some position taken voluntarily
by people who would otherwise be affected.

As the Committee would know, the Law So-
ciety in a public statement raised a question as to
the constitutionality of any effort to reduce
judicial salaries. Our best advice was that it was
entirely constitutional, and that if the Govern-
ment wanted to, it could propose to this Parlia-
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went legislation to reduce the salaries of judicial
officers.

Following the confirmation of that decision it
was put to the Government-to the best of my
recollection by the Chief Justice, and perhaps by
same of his colleagues-that, voluntary reductions
in salaries would be undertaken by members of
the judiciary. When that was put to the Govern-
ment, together with the ambit of the voluntary
reductions proposed, the Government included
those officers of a judicial nature who are in-
cluded in the Bill.

[interruption from the gallery.]
The CHAIRMAN: Order! That is the second

time the person in the gallery has interrupted pro-
ceedings in the Chamber. I point out that mem-
bers welcome the presence of the public, and we
like to have you here; but you are not allowed to
interfere with the debate. I would like to see you
remaining in the Public Gallery, listening to the
debate, but I ask you at this stage not to interrupt
proceedings again.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: One matter exercising
the mind of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
is a slight variation upon the theme. That relates
to the question of the judicial officers included in
subclause (2)(c)-judges of the Family Court of
Western Australia. The Government's stated
intention in respect of salary reductions was that
if reductions resulted simply in a swelling of the
Commonwealth Government's coffers or gave the
Commonwealth the opportunity to say that a de-
creased specific purpose or general grant would be
appropriate in succeeding years in the matter of
the sharing of Commonweal th-State financial ob-
ligations or relationships, the salaries reduction
should not apply.

That partly answers the question raised by the
Leader of the Opposition when he spoke about the
limitation on members of specific tertiary
institutions-the University of Western Australia,
Murdoch University. the Western Australian
Institute of Technology, and the Western Aus-
tralian College of Advanced Education. The
salaries of people in those institutions are funded
entirely by the Commonwealth Government. The
Government decided not to reduce salaries in
cases where the Commonwealth's coffers would
be swollen as a result or the reduction, and that
applies in this instance.

The Government is still considering the situ-
ation applying to judges of the Family Court. It is
the case that the judges have volunteered a
reduction of 10 per cent in their salaries, so they
remain in the category of people who may be
exempted. We are now considering the situation

in which the judges are paid entirely by the Com-
monwealth Government, and whether the appli-
cation of that general rule is appropriate in their
case.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition raised a
question that I did not quite follow. He asked
whether any group was not covered by the ambit
of this Bill. I am not sure if he meant a group by
virtue of occupation, or by virtue of Federal
award coverage.

Mr Hassell: Any group on the Government's
payroll, obviously.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not sure whether he
means a group by virtue of occupation or a group
under a Federal award. I assume he does not
mean the latter, because that is well known. A
number of people are employed under Federal
awards; and their contracts of employment cannot
be amended by virtue of decisions of this Parlia-
ment. I am not aware of any other group of
people-

Mr Hassell: I am asking about the people under
Commonwealth awards who clearly cannot be
caught under this Bill. I am asking whether there
are any other people who are employed by the
Government, on the Government payroll, who are
not covered by the Bill, other than the judges and
the ones listed in subelause (2).

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Not to my knowledge,
apart from the people working within a Federal
award.

The other matter that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition does not appear to understand-and I
am not being patronising-

Mr Clarko: It is hard for you to resist. It is one
of your great strengths, resisting being paironis-
ing.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: A contract of service is
different from a contract of employment. The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition referred to min-
isterial advisers, claiming that they were not
within the ambit of the legislation. I simply point
out that that is not right. They have a contract of
employment, and they fall within the ambit of the
legislation.

Mr Hassell: All of them? Would Mr Rowe be
in that?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If Mr Rowe has a con-
tract of employment, he would be covered.

Mr O'Connor: Will this lead to a reduction of
the $3 000 allowance?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, I do not understand
that the allowance would be reduced, in the same
way as members of Parliament will not have their
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allowances reduced. The schedule makes arrange-
ments for specific allowances to be reduced.

Mr O'Connor: You do not believe that mem-
bers of the Industrial Commission and of the
Workers' Compensation Board should be included
in these exemptions?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Perhaps the Leader of
the Opposition did not understand what I said, or
perhaps I have not expressed myself clearly.

Mr Clarko: That is more likely.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That exemption relates

to the voluntary decrease of 10 per cent that
certain people have undertaken to endure. As far
as the other people are concerned, it is within the
capacity of the Treasurer, under the legislation, to
make certain exemptions. It was not our view that
the Chief justice, for example, should be regarded
in the same way judicially as members of the
Workers' Compensation Board. I do not know
whether the Leader of the Opposition shares my
view of the judicial nature of the presidency of
that board, as opposed to the functions or duties,
judicial or otherwise, of the board members. That
is an excellent reason for defining a different role
or a distinction of the role between the members
of the board.

Mr O'Connor: You would agree that no contri-
bution comes from that area to the Government
coffers? You are talking about a group which is
not financed by the Government.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know that that
is strictly true. When the Leader of the Oppo-
sition talks about the way in which that function
of government is financed, I would say that
certainly there is a cost to the taxpayer in the
maintenance of the service. I cannot see why these
people should be exempted from the temporary
reductions, in the same way as the people who are
partly funded from a number of different areas
might be said to be included appropriately.

I do not share the point of view of the Leader of
the Opposition on that matter. If he wants to ad-
vance reasons that certain people who are within
the ambit of the proposed Act should be excluded,
I will consider any case he puts to me and attempt
to provide him with an answer. In due course, if
the Government believes that other people should
be exempted, they will be exempted.

The important point about these exemptions is
that they are related to a voluntary reduction
equal to that reduction which would have applied
had those officers not been excluded from the Bill.
So it is not as though we have gone through on
the basis of functions and said about certain
functions that, because they are of a certain
nature, a person performing them shall not have

his or her salary temporarily reduced. It is, rather,
a reflection of voluntary reductions taken.

The last point raised was about the SC 10,
which is a trading concern. The Leader of the Op-
position raised a point that is under the consider-
ation of the Government; that is, whether legit-
imately the 5GbO should be excluded from the
temporary salary reduction legislation. No final
decision has been made, but, as the Leader of the
Opposition indicated, the SGIO has a capacity to
make a contribution to the State Government's
finances. it may well be that the Government will
decide that a contribution should be directed to
the Consolidated Revenue Fund from the SGbO
according to powers bestowed upon the Govern-
ment later in the Bill.

Mr COURT: The clinical staff of teaching hos-
pitals are not formally within the Public Service
and as such do not have the automatic rights to
arbitration when contractual disputes arise, not
that that means much when this sort of legislation
is around; but why have they been included in the
legislation when academic and non-academic staff
members of universities and so on have been ex-
cluded? The Premier has said they are excluded
because they receive Commonwealth funding, but
is that not the case with hospital staff?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, they are not in the
same position. It may be of interest to the mem-
ber for Nedlands to know that the Government is
aware that clinical staff see a need for some arbi-
tration process that can apply to their claims for
changed wages and conditions and that the
Government is considering that aspect, which we
consider to be a separate one. As far as clinical
staff and their salaries are concerned, it is not
true to say they fall within the same category as
some members of the four tertiary institutions,
which I have named, as they simply are not paid
directly by the Commonwealth in the way staff
members of the institutions are. I suppose the ar-
gument could be extended by saying that every-
one is paid by the Commonwealth when it distrib-
utes back some of our taxes.

Mr BLAI KIE: This clause deals with the appli-
cation of this measure and with the people to
whom it will or will not apply. I am particularly
interested in clause 2(a) to (h) which deals with
the judiciary. The Law Society questioned
whether the legislation ought to cover members of
the judiciary, and the Premier indicated that
certain members have volunteered to refrain from
taking their full salary.

Mr Brian Burke: All of them.
Mr BLAIKIE: Is that the case?
Mr Brian Burke: I just said it was.
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Mr BLAIKIE: Are the people within these
exemptions not covered by the legislation? My
understanding is that people employed in State
services, but under Federal awards, will not be
covered by this legislation.

Mr Brian Burke: Are you trying to be funny? I
just said that to your leader.

Mr BLAIKIE: I am trying to be very purpose-
ful. I understand certain officers within the Main
Roads Department and some officers within the
State Energy Commission fall into this category. I
ask the Premier to tell us how many officers are
involved and to explain the actual loss of revenue
to the Government by these people not being
covered by the Bill.

I understand the Government is writing to these
people and asking them to co-operate as a matter
of State pride and State sense. In the event of
their ignoring the Government's request,' how
much money would the Government lose?

I understand also that many other workers may
well seek refuge in Federal awards following the
introduction of this legislation. Has the Govern-
ment considered this and, if so, with what result?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I indicate, firstly, that all
members of the judiciary who are exempted under
clause 3(2)(a) to (h) have informed the Govern-
ment that they will accept a voluntary temporary
reduction in their salaries.

The second confirmation sought by the member
for Vasse is that there are some people who are
outside the ambit of the legislation. They are
people who are under Federal awards. We do not
have any calculation of the amount of revenue
that will be foregone should all those people under
Federal awards refuse to participate in the tem-
porary reduction of salaries. To the best of my
knowledge, they do exist within the State Energy
Commission, the Main Roads Department, and
the Metropolitan Water Authority, and I under-
stand approximately 589 people are involved.

Mr Blaikic: One would assume their salaries
would be in the order of $30 000 and upwards.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member would be
pretty safe in saying that, if their salary exceeded
$29 500, they might be involved.

Mr Blaikie: So we are talking about a large
sum of money collectively.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We would be talking
about 589 multiplied by the amount of reduction
that would apply in each case. We have not done
that calculation.

Mr O'Connor: It would probably be about $1.5
million.

Mr Slaikic: Why not? It is a valid question.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I really do not think it is.
Mr Blaikie: It is pretty valid to all the people

you have caught. They want to know why you
have let these people off the hook.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Wanting to know why
we have let them off the honk is different from
wanting to know what in total would be on the
book were they not off it. I have not been asked
that previously and to my knowledge that calcu-
lation has not been done, although I am happy to
have it done and for it to be forwarded post haste
to the member for Vasse.

Mr Rushton: Wouldn't you know so as to have
some expectation of the figures for Budget calcu-
lations?

Mr O'Connor: At $2000 each, it would be
$1.160 million. Do you disagree?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have not done the cal-
culation. If it is $4 000, it would be twice that
amount. The point I am making is that unless we
multiply the 589 officers concerned by the actual
amount by which their salaries are reduced, there
is not much point in saying it is $2 000 or saying
it is $3 000.

Mr O'Connor: But the average would be in that
area.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: But the point is still that
we have not done the calculation.

Mr Rushton: You would have made an esti-
mation.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This is a new point
which the member for Dale is bringing up in say-
ing that we should have made an estimation of the
people from the 580-odd who will voluntarily par-
ticipate in the scheme so that we could put that
estimation in the Budget. That would be a fairly
foolish thing to do, because while I accept that
some people willI participate voluntarily when they
are written to-and I correct the member for
Vasse here because he said he understood we had
already started writing to people, but only when
the legislation is passed by the Legislative Council
and we have a law will we be writing to those
people who are outside the ambit of the legis-
lation-in the face of advice from the unions and
associations covering these people, I would not an-
ticipate a big majority participating. However. I
may be wrong. So for reason of the uncertainty
about any prediction, it would be foolish to in-
clude in the Budget calculations for revenue an
amount that might be received from these people.

Mr Blaikie: Were the 589 people included in
the original group of 4 000?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: My understanding is
that the number of people affected by this legis-
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lation is in the region of 3 900; that being the
number affected, it would not include those unaf-
fected. This in fact includes the 589 who work
under Federal awards, so we would have in the re-
gion of 4 489 people affected had they not been
affected because they are under Federal awards
and so not been included!

Mr CLARKO: Clause 3 (l)(b) specifies the re-
muneration figure of $29 500 as the base figure of
those affected by the imposition of this Bill.

The Premier is reported as having said that
originally he contemplated a much lower figure.
Everybody would appreciate it if the Premier
would tell us the figure that was previously con-
templated. or, at the very least, perhaps the sum
of dollars less than the particular figure he used.
In addition, he might also give us his reasons for
himself and Cabinet deciding finally on $29 500
rather than a figure of, say. $3 000 or $4 000
higher than that. I want him to tell us why he
chose this level to become the core of the legis-
lation.

Secondly, I ask the Premier whether, under
clause 3 (2), judges and those in similar occu-
pations are excluded because they volunteered to
give up an equivalent amount to that which the
Government would have otherwise compulsorily
taken from them. If that is so, that is not my idea
of voluntarism. It seems to me, in effect, to be the
same thing. If the Premier had been able to, he
might have gone along to all the people who were
previously listed in clause 3 and said to them, "if
you don't voluntarily agree to it, we will force you
to do it". The Premier would have had to decide
whether these people would have agreed to it. I
presume that the reason the judges want to be ex-
cluded and to accept pay cuts in a so-called volun-
tary way is because they would not want to be
seen to be in a situation of having had imposed
upon them a pressure which would be considered
to be improper. It is generally not regarded as
being proper to twist the arm of the judiciary in
countries such as our own. The Government
should not have brought in this legislation; it is
horrendous, unjust, undeserved, and improper,
and is based on the false premise that we are in an
economic crisis.

Mr Davies: I gather you don't agree with it.
Mr CLARKO: It seems to me that someone

less moderate than the Premier might one day
come in and ;ay to the judges, "We are going to
take away all your pay".

Mr Davies: You couldn't do that.
Mr CLARKO: If the Government did that,

without doubt, the Press would state that it had
intimidated the judges and had applied pressure

on them which had never been applied previously
under our system of government.

This pay cut has been accepted out of respect
for the argument that I have just made-that
they do not want to be seen to have been coerced
and intimidated; but really the Government has
done exactly that. It has put all levels of the
judiciary of this State in a position which they
have never, in our history, experienced. It was
quite wrong for the Premier and his Government
to do this. The proof of how bad is the item that
the Premier has proposed is that they have com-
pulsorily not voluntarily given up their particular
positions by this subterfuge.

Mr HASSELL: Since the debate began, I have
been handed the answer to the question that I
asked of the Attorney General concerning the
making of pay cuts. So far as the Family Court is
concerned, and contrary at least in part to what
the Premier said and to what the Attorney Gen-
eral has indicated, it is my understanding that all
members of the Family Court's bench have not
agreed to a pay cut. Leaving that matter aside, I
find it surprising that there should remain any
question of making a cut, in the salaries of the
Family Court bench. It is a fact that they are paid
by the Commonwealth; indeed, I understand the
administrative arrangements for payment of Fam-
ily Court judges are that the State is paid quar-
terly in advance to cover their salaries. It does
seem surprising to me that that question remains
open for consideration, as the Premier indicated
and as the Attorney General indicated in response
to the question I asked him.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I suppose reflected in
how the member for Karrinyup comported him-
self is one of the reasons that the Committee
sometimes does not proceed as smoothly as poss-
ible, but I will deal with the questions asked and
do my best to answer them.

In respect of the question raised by the Leader
of the Opposition in relation to the Family Court,
I can only say that my advice was that all mem-
bers of the judiciary had agreed to the 10 per cent
temporary salary reduction. I do not know
whether the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has

a ny special knowledge on that matter, but if he
has, I can only say that either his advice or mine
is wrong; however, that is not particularly import-
ant.

The other matter raised about the payment of
the Family Court judges I do not understand to
be quite as simple as he makes it out to be. I
understand that there is more than one way in
which these payments are made and that there
was, in the Attorney General's mind at least, a
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question to be answered about whether or not
Family Court judges comply with the requirement
of being paid or funded entirely by the Common-
wealth in order to rail within the ambit of the ex-
clusion. Now, if the Attorney General, in answer
to the question asked by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, has clarified that matter for him, I
suppose that is Fine. I can only say that if the At-
torney General's advice to me is as the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition indicates is the
case-that is, that these judges are funded en-
tirely by the Commonwealth-they will be
exempted from the temporary reduction of
salaries legislation. We are applying that rule in
respect of tertiary institutions; if it applies appro-
priately to Family Court judges, it will apply to
them. There is not a great deal of trickery in that.

Mr Kassell: I did not suggest any trickery.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is just a matter of the
Attorney General advising me in due course
whether he believes they comply with the criteria
laid down. The member for Karrinyup started off
by asking me for the previous level considered by
the Government to be the lower limit in respect of
this legislation. I make one general comment: Any
lower level that was considered, was considered by
Government and Cabinet, and is not subject,
under any policy followed by the previous Govern-
ment and certainly not by this Government,' to
public disclosure. To relieve the member's mind a
little, I inform him that a number of different
starting points were considered. They were all
lower than the present starting point for the
reduction in salaries proposed by this. legislation. I
am not prepared to be any more specific about
confidential Cabinet and other discussions about
which 1 do not think the member would seriously
inquire.

M r Clarko: The CSA newsletter said $24 000,
but the Premier is denying that? Was it in the
order of that figure?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not denying that
figure.

Mr Clarko: Did you say somewhere that
$24 000 was the figure?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: All I am saying is that
confidential discussions carried on within Cabinet
or between Ministers, or in other Government
areas about legislation-

Mr Clarko: Did you say it to the CSA perhaps?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: -should not be the
subject of legitimate questioning by members of
the Opposition.

Mr Clarko: I accept your argument about
Cabinet, but did you perhaps say to GSA rep-
resentativs-

Mr O'Connor: Or to the unions?
Mr Clarko:-that you were going to take

$24 000, because that would not be private? We
could ask them and check that out.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I suggest, if the member
wants to know, he should ask them.

Mr Clarko: You would look a bit silly if we got
it from them when you could give it to us now.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This is why the Com-
mittee does not proceed very smoothly. It is diffi-
cult to successfully debate something when some-
body carries on like this.

Mr Clarko: You seem to be evading something.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am simply not giving it.

Mr Clarko: I accept your Cabinet argument,
but if you made the statement somewhere else,
your argument does not stand up.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: All I can say, once again,
for the satisfaction of the member or others, is
that I am not about to reveal, though not for any
sinister purpose, what different levels were con-
sidered in relation to the starting point for this
legislation. I am prepared to tell the member that
a number of different levels were considered.
They were all lower than the one eventually
chosen. I am prepared to say that, and to say that
Cabinet gave consideration to particular levels
and then gave the dollar amount involved in those
levels.

Following on from that, the member also asked:
Why choose the level that was chosen? The
threshhold point of $29 500 is a reasonable assess-
ment, I am informed, of the commencement of
the upper echelons of Government employees. For
example, it is equal to the highest classification of
the clerical division of the State Public Service
and the minimum of the administrative division.
Senior Public Service officers above this level of
$29 500 are in the best position, in the Govern-
ment's view, to bear the brunt of a temporary
reduction in remuneration. Probably that is as
near to the reasoning behind it as it is possible to
get in answer to the question about the choice of
the level.

Mr CLARKO: I noted that the Premier indi-
cated that he or his officers and the Cabinet
thought that $29 500 was the beginning of the
upper echelons and that seemed to imply that it
affected only people in the highest levels of the
Public Service. I have before me the schedules of
the last pay increases for teachers. These pages
list the classes only and not the names of people. I
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have marked in yellow numerous classes of people
or teachers who fall within this category. They
are not teachers wham one would consider to be
at the top of the 15 000 teachers in existence. We
have principals of class IA. primary schools who
are four-year trained, those in class I schools and
class 11 schools, principals of correspondence
schools, irrespective of whether they are four-year
trained or otherwise; special Aboriginal
schools-most principals of these schools fall
within this category: most principals of special
schools fall within this category; secondary school
principals who are associated with distance edu-
cation; ordinary secondary school principals who
are in schools which are classified at "over 600",
which are our biggest secondary schools,
irrespective of whether they are four-year trained
or otherwise; one section of them receives $36 000
a year and the other. $32 000 a year, At the
classification of 600 or less, the four-year trained
Figure is $34 980. If they are not four-year
trained, they receive $31 189; district high school
I principals receive, $33 696; others at that level
receive $30 394; principals of district high schools
1I receive $31 216 if four-year trained as princi-
pals; and only those "others" at the district high
school 11 principal level fail to get the sum of
$29 500.

If we look at even deputy principals at the
larger schools, we find that, if they are four-year
trained, they receive $31 028 which is over the
$29 500 cut-off point.

If we go through to the technical colleges, we
see that three quarters are above the $29 500
level. What I am trying to say is that when we use
the cut-off point of $29 500 we are including
many people who, in my opinion, are not able to
readily and easily forgo this sum of money. Many
people will say that they deserve more.

The Government will shortly bring in a nexus
with New South Wales teachers and will raise
these salaries higher, presumably on the basis that
the Government believes they deserve the in-
crease. At the same time as the Government does
that, it will do exactly the contrary and slash the
pay of these people who are charged with running
our primary and secondary schools and technical
colleges. In my opinion, these people are the last
people the Government should be looking at in re-
gard to a salary cut. Many teachers will be affec-
ted by this legislation. All I can say to the Premn-
ier is that it will all come back to haunt himn.
Nothing is sweeter these days for me than my
visits to a primary school. I discover that the prin-
cipal is very receptive to moy visits, much more so
than he might have been in the past because he is
anti-Labor. H-e hates what the Government is

doing and believes the Government's cutting his
hard-earned pay is an unprincipled act of destruc-
tion of all the years of loyalty he has given to the
department.

Mr O'CONNOR: I seek the Treasurer's advice
as to whether he is prepared to consider other
people apart from those referred to ini clause 3 (2)
(i). From the information I have obtained, I
understand that about 160 research officers in the
Department of Agriculture fit into this category.
Should they not receive the same benefit received
by other people involved?

I listened with interest to the Treasurer's com-
ments regarding the Workers' Compensation
Board and the arbitration commission. It is my
view that the other members of the Workers'
Compensation Board are not paid by the tax-
payer. if they were, one could say that, if I bought
the Treasurer a shirt, it would be paid for by the
taxpayer. The Workers' Compensation Board is
funded from insurance premiums paid by various
organisations. I do not accept the view that those
members of the Workers' Compensation Board
are paid by the taxpayers. They should receive the
same exclusion because the Government does not
pay their salaries. I move an amendment-

Page 4, line 5-Insert after the word
"Chairman" the words "and members".

If this amendment is accepted, it will include
members of the Workers' Compensation Board. I
move this amendment to test the feelings of the
Chamber, and, if it is accepted, I will move
another amendment in connection with the sup-
plementary board and the Industrial Commission.
The Government is not receiving any benefit in
relation to the $11I million from the Workers'
Compensation Board.

Amendment put and negatived.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Firstly, in respect of the
comments made by the member for Karrinyup, I
can only say that they were a repetition of lots of
things that have been said by members from that
side, inside and outside the Chamber. If at the
next election the primary school principals, to
whom he refers, exhibit what he terms strong
anti-Labor bias, we will suffer the consequences.

M r ClIa rko:. T hose a re t he peoplec whose pay you
are cutting.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I refer to the comment
raised by the Leader of the Opposition when he
spoke Firstly of those people funded extraneously
and working on research projects in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. His information is not the
same as ours. However, I am perfectly happy to
look at the situation and, as he would know if he
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has read the Bill, ample provision exists for ex-
clusion.

Mr O'Connor: That is the reason I asked the
question.

Mr BRIAN BURKE. Not everyone is aware of
the terms of this Bill.

As I said previously, this legislation will not af-
fect those people whose salaries are funded by the
Commonwealth. In the case of judicial officers,
the question of Commonwealth funding does not
arise. Of course, the judiciary, perhaps with the
exception of chase in the Family Court, are not
Commonwealth funded, but there is compounded
reason in the proposition put forward that judicial
officers should be seen to be outside the influence
and ambit of Government. I am saying that the
inclusion of those people within the ambit of this
legislation would mean we arc somehow im-
pinging upon them and that question does not
arise because they have volunteered a reduction of
10 per cent of their salary in line with this legis-
lation.

In connection with the Workers' Compensation
Board and what the Leader of the Opposition says
will revert to insurance companies, that matter
will be considered by the Government also. We
did not accept the amendment because, as has
been said previously, ample provision exists in the
Bill to exclude anyone, should they comply with
the legislation.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 4: Interpretation-
Mr O'CONNOR: I refer to clause 4(8). 1 ob-

ject to the Treasurer being the person involved in
this case. This Bill gives him the power above an
arbitrator. I believe that in connection with issues
such as this there is nio way the Treasurer would
have the time to investigate each of these aspects
in order to make a decision. One of his advisers
would operate on his behalf and I object to the
way in which some of his advisers go about their
work. I believe this power should be conferred on
someone else; the Premier should not have this
power. It should be placed in the hands of a court.
I ask the Premier to reconsider this matter. After
all:, the people who work in the courts have the
knowledge that is required in their particular
field. To send each issue to the Treasurer for de-
termination would be wrong.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We will give consider-
ation to the point raised by the Leader of the Op-
position, but I point out that we are not talking
about any objective assessment of a particular
situation. Notional salary as set down in the legis-
lation is clearly defined and it is not my view that
there would be many instances in which there

might be a dispute about it. It appears to me that
the definition in the legislation is clear enough to
preclude that happening.

Although we will consider the suggestion put
forward by the Leader of the Opposition, I do not
hold much hope of the Government's accepting
his request. If a dispute does arise, provision for
its handling is made under clause 3(I)(a).

In respect of who will decide in the case of a
dispute that arises, I point out that the legislation
refers to the Treasurer and does not refer to any
ministerial adviser. It would not be my intention
as Treasurer to delegate this power-if I had the
power to do so-to anyone but myself.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 5: Relationship of this Act to other

legislation and to the Crown-
Mr HASSELL: Thi 's clause provides that, if the

Bill becomes an Act, effect shall be given to this
Act notwithstanding anything, whether express or
implied, in any other Act or in any proclamation,
etc. This is not an unusual provision in legislation
of this kind where an overriding provision is
sought to be applied so as to cut across all other
arrangements on a basis-in this case tempor-
ary-that it is different from that which usually
applies.

However, the point I want to make in relation
to clause 5 is that it does trouble me to see such a
very strong clause operating. Albeit it is not un-
usual ini its drafting, here it is used to operate in
conjunction with the provision in clause 9. In the
fullness of time, we will come to debate clause 9
and the Leader of the Opposition will have more
than a word or two to say about the enormous
powers to be conferred on the Treasurer under
this clause. I will not touch on the aspect now, but
I need to point out at this stage of the debate that
claus5e 5 adds to the wide powers proposed to be
conferred on the Treasurer under clause 9, be-
cause clause 5 states that "Effect shall be given"
regardless of any other law. Giving effect to the
Bill includes, of course, giving effect to the very
wide powers proposed for the Treasurer under
clause 9.

While it may be regarded as a technical point,
it is not in fact merely technical; it is very much
an aspect of substance to point out that the wide
powers of the Treasurer under clause 9 will be
made whole and complete and quite without limi-
tation through the operation of clause 5.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In this matter I would
simply refer the Committee to the fact that a
similar clause is included in the provisions of the
Salaries and Wages Freeze Act.
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Mr Hassell: I am aware of that and I said it is
not unusual in drafting.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: As members will per-
ceive, this legislation is largely modelled on the
Salaries and Wages Freeze Act which also gives
to the Treasurer, or the Government of the day,
wide powers in its application and operates to dis-
criminate between members of the public. The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has said it is not
an unusual or uncommon clause to find in legis-
lation of this type, and the Government agrees
with him.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 6: Temporary reduction of remuner-
ation-

Mr O'CONNOR: Is it the Government's
intention not to preclude people from taking long
service leave during the period this legislation is in
force-provided they are entitled to it, of course?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Firstly, the reason for
our not including long service leave payments
within the ambit of the temporary salaries
reduction legislation is that, in the Government's
view, a large part of long service leave entitlement
has accrued in respect of years previous to the one
in which this legislation will be current. If the
Leader of the Opposition is forecasting that there
will be a mass exodus of people on long service
leave and that there would need to be put in place
special provisions to prevent people from taking
long service leave, he will know that there are, for
example, provisions of employment that require
notification in respect of long service leave. 1
think in the teaching profession, for instance, no-
tification is required of an employee's intention to
take long service leave. In various other forms of
Government service, as in the workplace, there
are requirements for people who intend to take
long service leave. It is the Government's
intention that these normal requirements as to no-
tice and the facility of someone's absence on long
service leave and. the arrangements that must be
made to allow that long service leave to be taken,
will persist. We are not anticipating doing any-
thing special to stop people going on long service
leave.

Mr O'CONNOR: As long as the Premier gives
an indication that there will be no prevention of
long service leave, I will accept the situation. In
my opinion a large number of people who receive
a salary of $29 500 a year or more might want to
do just what he has suggested. Usually people re-
ceiving this level of salary have been employed
with their departments 176. a long period of
time-perhaps 20 or 30 years. I imagine many of
them will have built up long service leave credits

of at least six months. If I were one of them, I
would probably be thinking of taking long service
leave so that I would receive full pay during that
period rather than remaining at work on a 10 per
cent lower salary.

I received a letter from a principal of a school
who told me he had resigned over this particular
issue. Probably many people will be in the same
position. I believe there is a possibility that large
numbers of people will take long service leave, but
as long as the Premier gives an undertaking that
they will not be precluded from doing so, I have
no objection.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: So the Committee is not
under any misapprehension, let rme repeat what I
said previously. Within the workplace, for people
intending to take long service leave, there are re-
quirements as to notification and as to the ca-
pacity of the workplace to withstand the absence
of the person going on long service leave, and the
capacity to make alternative arrangements. I said
to the Committee that we are not anticipating
there will be any surge of people seeking to go on
long service leave, and for that reason we are not
anticipating having to make any special arrange-
ments -as to the long service leave that is open to
different officers to take.

Obviously we do not believe there is a problem,
but, for example, if everybody who was affected
by this legislation decided to take long service
leave at once, the matter would have to be looked
at. It is as simple as that. Our anticipation that
there will not be a problem is borne out by what
the Opposition has consistently said is its view of
the calibre and morality of the Public Service.

Mr HASSELL: Clause 6 is really the nub of
the Bill, and in that context I want to make a few
remarks in a general way about its impact and
how it will operate. Firstly, I refer to the impo-
sition of a 10 per cent pay cut on the senior police
officers of the Police Department. These officers
are categorised as commissioned officers, and
there are over 100 of them in the WA Police
Force.

In the lower levels of promotion a police
officer's remuneration is calculated generally on
the basis of receiving a base rate of pay plus a
separately identified allowance for weekend work
and shift penalties. However, when an officer be-
comes a commissioned officer-and at the same
time because of his level of salary as a com-
missioned officer he will be caught by the pro-
visions of this Bill-his salary is expressed as a
total. There is no separate identification of the
amount for weekend and shift penalties. The re-
sult is that the senior officers-the commissioned
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officers of police -are going to suffer a pay cut
being applied to those additional allowances
whereas that is not to be the case in relation to
other senior public officers who are affected by
the Bill. Allowances for those servants of the
State will not be afrfected by the 10 per cent cut as
the Premier himself confirmed this afternoon in
discussion with the Leader of the Opposition. So
here is a very clear anomaly applying to one sec-
tion of the Government service-it applies in par-
ticular to the commissioned officers of police.

It is my understanding that a submission was
made to the Government that commissioned
officers of police should have their pay cut applied
to the base salary;, in other words, that there
should be introduced an identification of the sep-
arate elements of their salary-the identification
of a base amount plus the additional allowances
to cover weekend and shift penalties, although of
course commissioned officers do not receive week-
end and shift penalties as such.

That submission was rejected by the Govern-
ment, and it is unfortunate that no attempt was
made to have some regard for it, because it simply
creates another anomaly in relation to the whole
of this plan of action. It creates the anomaly that
these officers are receiving a cut in their allow-
ances whereas members of Parliament, members
of Cabinet, and other senior Government officers
do not receive any such cut in allowances. I am
told that the effect of this is that in the north of
the State, where special conditions and allowances
prevail, in certain cases some commissioned
officers will receive less money than sergeants,
and, in a few cases, even constables. That is most
unfair.

The Police Force is a highly structured force
where promotion is slow and very much depen-
dent on seniority. It is a system that needs to be
reviewed and changed to some extent, but these
conditions prevail and officers do not become
commissioned until many years after entering the
Police Force. It is indeed unfortunate that such
senior officers, in some cases, however few, should
find themselves earning less than the officers and
constables below them in rank.

The second point I want to raise in a general
way is the impact of this whole scheme and the
reduction of salaries under clause 6 on the pos-
ition of the public servant vis-a-vis the Govern-
ment of Western Australia. Only in recent
times-in the matter of the last six months as I
understand it-has the High Court made a de-
cision, in a unanimous judgment, substantially ex-
tending the jurisdiction of the Commonwealth in
relation to industrial matters and industrial dis-
putes. The effect of the High Court decision is to

give the Commonwealth authorities jurisdiction
over a vastly expanded range of work relation-
ships, including work relationships which pre-
viously were not considered to be work relation-
ships at all, and this includes police officers who
have an independent duty and obligation to the
Crown, for very good reason, and including work
relationships which were formerly considered, as a
matter of law, to he exclusively within the
jurisdiction of State authorities.

Furthermore, the effect of the High Court de-
cision to which 1 refer is to extend the capacity of
the Commonwealth Parliament to legislate to ex-
pand even further, as appears in its present
legislation, the jurisdiction of the Commonwealth
Conciliation and Arbitration Commission which
is still referred to incorrectly on some occasions as
the Australian arbitration commission.

In my view there cannot be many subjects of
greater importance to the State of Western Aus-
tralia and to other States than the maintenance of
control by the State over the employment re-
lationships between the State and its own em-
ployees. It concerns me greatly that the impact of
this legislation may well be to encourage the vari-
ous employee organisations representing public
servants in this State to seek Federal coverage.
The very thing that the Premier and the Govern-
ment are choosing to do in this legislation-which
for all that we do not agree with it and for all that
we question it, we do acknowledge to be a proper
function of the Government of the State-could
not be done if the coverage of the employees of
the Government of Western Australia was
transferred to the Commonwealth jurisdiction. As
the Premier has acknowledged, many Government
employees will be exempted from this measure
simply because they are under Commonwealth
awards. So it must be recognised that in so far as
this legislation encourages Government employees
to seek or obtain coverage under Commonwealth
awards, so it reduces the constitutional power and
authority of the State.

As I said to the Premier on another occasion in
the pasi few weeks, much and all as we may dis-
pute some of the things that the Government
seeks to do, much and all as we may question
them, challenge them, and seek to defeat
them-and perhaps on occasions in the other
place we can do just that-what we do not
question is the proper constitutional authority of
the Government of this State to undertake those
things for which it ought to have constitutional
power and authority.

What we do not seek to do for any short o r

long-term political gain is to transfer more power
from this State to Canberra, whichever Govern-
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ment is in power there. It concerns me seriously
that this short-term measure introduced by the
Government as a matter of expediency and as a
matter of passing importance-if it is import-
ant-should affect in the long term, significantly
and substantially, the constitutional power and
authority of the very Government which the
Premier leads. It would be very unfortunate if this
legislation had that effect as, indeed, it will.

It was announced yesterday that one of the
senior officers in the State Prisons Department,
Mr Kidston, is to accept an appointment in Vic-
toria.

Mr Thompson: That is one public servant who
will be voting Liberal next time, who voted Labor
last time in this State.

Mr HASSELL: That officer has served this
State well. He has gone to Victoria on a very sub-
stantial increase in salary. He is a loss to this
State and this legislation will encourage that sort
of loss to occur in other cases.

We cannot afford to lose the best of our public
servants, who are few enough; we cannot afford to
lose their experience, know-how, and knowledge
any more than we can afford to lose the consti-
tutional power and responsibility to deal with our
own employees. In some respects, these issues are
perhaps the most important ones which arise in
the long term as a result of this legislation.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: You will, Sir, pardon the
Government for being cynical about the position
adopted by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
who says, with a sanctity that is rare in this place,
that neither he nor the Opposition qualifies the
Government's right to govern, but then! in the
same breath, refers to the defeat of the Govern-
ment's intentions from time to time as occurs in
the upper House. The Opposition cannot have it
both ways.

Mr Hassell: You have got it wrong.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of

the Opposition cannot draw strength-
Mr Hassell: For a start, you have got it wrong.
Mr BRIAN BURKE-from a very self-

righteous altitude which is adulterated to the de-
gree that he then seeks to adulterate it by the
qualification of just the occasional defeat in the
upper House. It is very distressing to see the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition attempt to claim
that he can continue unsullied by any action of
the Legislative Council in his adherence to what
he concedes is our right to govern.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition raised a
number of matters in respect of police officers
and, in order that confusion does not arise in the

minds of members of the Committee, 1 point out
the following facts: Firstly, shift and weekend
penalties are excluded under schedule two from
notional remuneration, but are calculated at the
lower rate of remuneration where a reduction
applies. I am not sure whether the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition mentioned it, but if he is under
the impression that those shift and penalty rates
are included within the ambit of this Bill, let me
assure the Committee that is not the case.

Mr Hassell: No, I did not put that point.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am just saying the

impression I gained was not clear.
Mr H-assell: I was talking about the com-

missioned officers, who number in excess of 100,
who are affected by this Bill.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The major point of the
first part of the contribution made by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition in respect of clause 6 re-
lated to the 100 or so commissioned officers to
whom he referred and who are employed within
the Police Force.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition made
much of the identifiable component which he said
was included within those officers' salaries in
place of an overtime payment which was the en-
titlement of non-commissioned officers. The facts
are these: Since 1950 the rates of police officers
have included components for shift or overtime
payments, but those components have never been
identified. In addition, as recently as last week or
so, when discussing this matter with representa-
tives from the Police Union of Workers who came
to see me, it was indicated that they too were un-
able to identify any component which represented
shift allowance payments or overtime payments
made to lower ranking officers within the Police
Force.

Mr H-assell. They can't be identified. There is
no argument about that. The point is that they
are included.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If such components can-
not be identified, it is very difficult to exclude
them; but that is simply the practical application
of a particular point of view. What I am saying is
more compelling than one's inability to exclude
something that cannot be identified and I assume
that, if one cannot identify something but wants
to exclude it, one must take a bit of a guess at it.
However, more compelling than that is the argu-
ment that all public servants have included within
their salaries a component for overtime. That is
the case for police officers and the people within
my department or any other Government depart-
ment who work overtime. However, I do not hear

1106



[Wednesday, [7 August 1983] 10

any argument advanced by the Opposition in re-
spect of their positions.

Mr Hassell: Wall some of these people end up
on lower salaries than the people below them?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not understand that
will be the case as a result of the reductions, be
cause the formula has been devised to ensure that
is not the case.

Mr Hassell: But it does occur in the Police
Force.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Of course it occurs in the
Police Force, because people who work overtime
will end up with higher wages than commissioned
officers whose wages or salaries include the
overtime component and who are within the
ambit of this legislation. However, that is really a
nonsense argument, because a bread carter who
chooses to work 20 or 30 hours' overtime a week
may end up receiving a salary well in excess of the
minimum salary adjusted by this legislation.

Therefore, I guess one can apply that sort of ar-
gument to any worker within any part of the
Government service who works overtime and re-
ceives a payment for it. I do not see how one can
sensibly invoke that position in respect of those
police officers who are earning less than their
lower ranked colleagues as a result of those lower
ranked colleagues working overtime.

Presumably it is the case also that a
nightwatchman working in any department may
end up earning more than one of his colleagues in
the Civil Service on the minimum rate at which
this reduction will take effect, but it is a different
situation and the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition is not comparing like with like when he
talks of workers in different categories, entitled to
receive different allowances, shift penalties, or
overtime rates earning more or less than some of
their colleagues whose station in life, according to
their employment, is above that which they
occupy.

Finally, if people in the Public Service work
shift work, presumably they receive shift allow-
ances. The major point I make is simply that it
is not true for the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition to claim an identifiable component exists
within the wages or salaries of commissioned
officers that represents a payment in respect of
overtime worked.

Mr Hassell: I did not claim that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I understood the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition to say that there is an
identifiable component in the salary.

Mr H-assell: No, I didn't. I said it was included
in the salary. I did not say it was identified, It is
not identified and I said it is not.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If it is not identified, I
suggest to the Committee that it falls within the
same category as that unidentified component
which is paid to every civil servant who works
overtime without having included within his sal-
ary an identified payment for that overtime
worked.

Mr HASSELL: Briefly I want to make the
point to the Premier that I understand the points
he has made except in so far as he perhaps misun-
derstood the points I made. The fact is that, in re-
mote areas of the State. in particular, com-
missioned officers work hours and have
responsibilities very similar to those of the men
below them, in terms of their overall supervision.

Whatever may be the logic of the position the
Premier espouses, the fact is that, in some eases,
commissioned officers of the Police Force who,
under a strict seniority system, have taken many
years to reach that position, will find themselves
in the situation that they are earning less than
sergeants and, in some cases, constables, who are
below them in the hierarchy. Whether there be
great logic to explain that situation, it is not com-
parable with the position in the city where a few
senior public servants receive some allowance for
overtime which is also affected by this Bill, but
where the application of the Bill does not result in
those officers receiving a net sum which is less
than the amount their juniors receive.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is not my wont to
delay the Committee unnecessarily, but I did not
think I would ever hear the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition say that, regardless of logic, this is the
situation which, by implication, should apply.

Firstly, the Government says that it should not
operate regardless of logic and, secondly, it main-
tains that, if all the arguments advanced by the
Opposition previously about the discriminatory
nature of this legislation are going to be at least in
part upheld, we certainly cannot discriminate in
the manner suggested by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition. It boils down to this: The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is arguing now on behalf
of that part of the 100 commissioned officers who
are affected who can clearly be identified as
working the same hours as their junior colleagues
and who, as a result of their not having an ident-
ified overtime component within their salaries, re-
ceive less than those junior colleagues. We cannot
begin to treat those 100 commissioned officers
separately and I do not think the Police Union or
the officers themselves would want that.
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The Deputy Leader of the Opposition's argu-
ment opened up the whole Pandora's box that was
referred to ad nauseam during the second reading
debate; that is, the equity of a situation in which,
as one member said, some public servants have
eight children and some have none; some have
children working and others do not; some police
officers have wives working, while others do not.
It smacks of the same sort of unrealistic approach
to say that we should attempt to determine equity
on that impossible basis, when it is suggested that
we should apply the same lack of logic to the 100
commissioned officers.

Mr Hassell: Or, alternatively, it indicates just
how anomalous the whole scheme is.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That may be what the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition gains from the
legislation. All I am saying is that, if that is his
complaint, to act upon it would render the legis-
lation even more anomalous by virtue of our es-
tablishing still further categories of people treated
differently.

It is not the Government's intention to act on
the suggestion made by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, but I point out that, if we were to ex-
tend the consideration of the incidence of the
reduction to the unlikely extent of reducing the
salaries of public servants earning £28 000 who
had recently won holidays or for some other
reason had recently had a windfall, I suppose
that, in some respects, would be a fairer way to
handle the matter. If we were to means test the
temporary reduction, that might be a fairer way
also.

What we have done is to set about achieving as
fairly as w~e possibly can the result sought by the
Government. The Opposition's case is not ad-
vanced far by the suggestion of the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition that regardless of logic a
certain thing is the case.

Mr HASSELL: Will the Premier respond to
the point I made concerning the possible long-
term impact of a shift of jurisdiction to the Com-
monwealth, which is encouraged by this legis-
lation?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Two other points were
raised by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
One was a specific reference to Mr Kidston, who
has written to the Government confirming that
the Govcrnmcnt's policy and any action it may
take as a result of this legislation did not play any
part in his decision to take up the position in Vic-
toria.

Mr Hassell: I did not say it like that.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not say that the

Deputy Lcader of the Opposition did say it like

that, but Mr Kidston has indicated in writing that
that is the case. I understand it may well be the
case that he applied for this position prior to the
Government's announcement.

The threatened shift of jurisdiction from the
State to the Commonwealth of the control over
awards of Government workers was the second
point of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, and
he referred to it as the long-term and most serious
effect that this legislation may have. Members
should not be under any misapprehension about
what will compel any participants in an industrial
relationship to seek coverage in an area that the
participant views as being to his, her, or its ben-
efit. If the Opposition regards this legislation as a
provocation to people to seek Federal coverage,
any other matter arising in which a conflict exists
between the State and any of its employees or em-
ployee organisations, will provide the same sort of
impetus.

Mr O'Connor: But it would be a pity.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: From my limited knowl-

edge of industrial relations, I can suggest to the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition that if he is to
be dissuaded from a course of action by the sort
of threat he envisages, he will find that threat
used more often than he would contemplate. It is
simply not good enough to say there is a threat
that there will be some shift of jurisdiction to the
Federal scene. I do not concede that is the ease
because I do not concede the position is as simple
as was implied by the suggestion of the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition. If this piece of legis-
lation does not provoke that shift, something else,
say, three weeks from now, may provoke the same
threat. Incidents of lesser or greater magnitude
may occasion the same worry or concern. We
simply cannot operate on the basis that everything
we might contemplate doing may cause a shift in
jurisdiction.

Mr HASSELL: I emphasise that no such
threat has been referred to me by any of the or-
ganisations representing public servants, but this
issue causes great concern-it is a real issue. I
understand the points made by the Premier,
although I must make the comment that salaries
are at the centre of employee-employer relation-
ships. One cannot say that, if those salaries move
as a result of this legislation, a shift will not
occur; one cannot assume that situation, because
wage levels are the core of industrial relation-
ships.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: My argument is simply
this: It is not this legislation or any other action
that will be the enticement or provocation for that
shift in jurisdiction. Such a Shift is a possibility at
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any time for any implement that opens the way
for a shift or encourages a shift. What 1 say to the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition is that, if that is
an argument against this decision of the Govern-
ment, it is a valid argument against almost any
other decision in any area that the Government
may make.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 7: Treasurer may exempt, etc.-

Mr O'CONNOR: This clause will give the
Treasurer almost godly powers. 1 mentioned dur-
ing the second reading debate that he will have
the power to direct any part of the anticipated
$11I million-apart from CRE considerations-to
any area he so desires; and this clause will give
the Treasurer the power to exempt.

I refer members to subelause (1). The
Treasurer has told us that, in connection with his
exempting an affected person, he will not refer
the matter to one of his advisers; he will handle
these matters. Time will not be available to the
Treasurer to handle the many matters that will
arise. I have received approximately 400 let-
ters-although I have not counted them-from
various members of the Public Service concerned
about this measure. Many of those people indi-
cated the financial difficulties they will encounter,
not just as a result of the anticipated cut in their
salaries, but also as a result of the increased
charges imposed by this Government.

Many of them have committed themselves to
the full extent of their anticipated earnings. Some
have arranged for extensions to their homes, some
for the purchase of new homes and motor ve-
hicles, and some have arranged for education and
other facilities to benefit their families. A number
of public servants will face considerable difficult-
ies, and I do not believe it is up to this Treasurer
to consider who should or should not be
exempted. A question such as this should be de-
termined by the Public Service Arbitrator. I ask
that this change be considered sincerely.

I now refer members to subelause (1) (a). The
publishing of a person's name in the Government
Gazelle is not proper; it will indicate to the com-
munity at large the plight of a particular em-
ployee. Why should an individual in financial dif-
ficulty not of his own making have his name
placed in the Government Gazelte? It is quite
wrong. I am sure the Treasurer does not want to
have the names of those people bandied around
the community, and I ask him to consider the
elimination of that paragraph.

Under subelause (l) (b) the Treasurer may
reduce the rate or amount of remuneration
reduction otherwise applicable. Such an issue

should not be left in the hands of the Treasurer; it
should be in the hands of an independent organis-
ation or person, and I suggest the Public Service
Arbitrator should handle these matters.

Paragraph (c) refers to the authorisation of a
loan to the affected person. I would like to know
exactly what this means. It appears that the
Treasurer will have the power to direct that a loan
be made to an affected person, but from where
will he direct that the money should be paid?
Would he say to West Australian Newspapers
Ltd. that it should make a loan to, say, Ray
O'Connor, of $50 000 at a two per cent rate of
interest as a result of some financial difficulty? If
the Treasurer did that, I would support him, but
in all sincerity I want to know from where this
money will be obtained. If the Government is to
be in a position of directing loans it can affect in
some way the financial market of this State. The
Treasurer should tell us where the moneys will be
found and at what rate of interest they will be
lent. Will they come from the R&I Bank or some
other body?

If the Treasurer takes on these powers and a
member of the Australian Labor Party or the
Trades and Labor Council who works in the Pub-
lic Service is granted an exemption, a bad
reflection will be cast on the Treasurer, and I am
sure he would not care for that sort of reflection. I
ask the Treasurer to consider the issues I have
raised and, firstly, vest this power in the Public
Service Arbitrator and, secondly, delete the words
-by order published in the Gazette".

Mr CLARKO: I refer to the, provision that,
where the Treasurer is satisfied that financial
hardship is likely to be caused by this legislation,
he may grant exemption. I have with me a letter
to be sent to the Treasurer when this legislation is
put into effect. The address is "Bassendean", and
the letter states-

My dear Brian,
I write to you on this cold, wintry Sunday

evening requesting that you
(sob-sniff-waterish looking blot on
page-sob) exempt me from the Temporary
Reduction of Remuneration (Senior Public
Officers) Act.

You see (sob-sniff-water stain-sob) I
expected Swan Districts to easily beat South
Fremantle at the Oval in Australian Football
last Saturday. I am, you see, an ex Midland
boy and have always been loyal to them. In
fact, I watch them every Saturday afternoon
(sob-sniff-stain-sob).

I have been very unlucky because in 1961-
6 2-63 as a civil servant I was transferred
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(sob-sniff-stain-sob) to Part Hcldland
and could not see any matches-my Civil
Service salary did not allow me (s-s-s-s)
even to come to Perth for their three Grand
Final wins. The 1961 win was the first ever.

Mr Watt interjected.
Mr CLARKO: The member for Albany would

appreciate these dates. To continue-
In 1982 I was again transferred to the

bush (s-s--s-s), to Kununurra, and
couldn't afford on a Civil Service salary to
come to the Grand Final when they were ex-
tremely lucky to just beat the Claremont
team.

Now we have another "sob.-sob", which rep-
resent my tears, not the writer's. To continue-

Anyway, I do not wish to waste much of
your time by writing a letter which is too de-
tailed and lengthy, but I did have a large bet
on Swans last Saturday against Souths, and I
lost. I also have a large bet that they will
play off in the second Semi-Final which
(sob-sniff-stain-sob) I took before the
start of this season. You will appreciate, even
though I understand you follow soccer, that I
have lost this bet also. I took all of these bets
out before the beginning of the season. I also
had a large bet on Swans for the Flag.

Leave to Continue Speech

Mr CLARKO: I seek leave to continue my re-
marks at a later stage of this day's sitting.

Leave granted.

Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again at
a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr Brian
Burke (Treasurer).

QUESTIONS

Questions were taken at this stage.
Sittring suspended from 6.02 to 7.15 p.m.

TEMPORARY REDUCTION OF REM UNER-
ATION (SENIOR PUBLIC OFFICERS) BILL

In Committee

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
The Chairman of Committees (Mr Barnett) in
the Chair; Mr Brian Burke (Treasurer) in charge
of the Bill.

Clause 7: Treasurer may exempt. etc.-
Progress was reported after the clause had been

partly considered.

Mr CLARKO: The letter continues-
I know that you are regarded by some as

being kind and generous to a fault, by your
wire at least-perhaps at most-but I beg
you to exempt me from the cuts. You would
appreciate that I made these bets at the start
of the season before I knew of your unkind
cuts. I used the 10 per cent of my income
that I always use for betting and recreational
purposes.

You have now taken it off me-sob-
sniff-sniff. My wife has accepted a cut in
her dress allowance, so be it-but I need my
allowance.

I presume all these details will be pub-
lished in the Gazette and expect there to be a
few snide digs at me from all my mates but I
Presume you think that's okay. My mother,
children and family might be a bit embar-
rassed but that can't be helped, I suppose.

Yours sincerely,
(Signed) John Hayden Bunton Brown.

I would like to ask the Premier what his reaction
would be to the receipt of this supposititious draft
letter immediately after this measure becomes
law.

Mr Tonkin: Did you ask that?
Mr CLARKO: No, it was a supposititious let-

ter and I think if the Leader of the House were to
ask Mr John Tonkin about it, he would explain
what that means. If the Premier received such a
letter, would it meet the criteria which he intends
to apply under the provisions of clause 721 would
like to go further and ask what criteria he will
apply when, under this clause, people seek some
relief from the financial hardship they believe
they are experiencing.

Mr Watt: He would probably wait until after
the grand final!

Mr CLARKO: Particularly I would ask the
Premier to describe to us when it would be appro-
priate for a civil servant to be exempted from the
cut. I would like him to give us a reply in minute
detail; I would like to know what type of let-
ter-without the sobs and sniffs-he would ac-
cept. and, also, when he would decide that a pay
cut is warranted, but at a reduced level.

One of the questions I ask the Premier to ad-
dress himself to seriously is this: Does he think
that senior public servants. who are suffering
hardship will be happy to have their names pub-
lished in the Government Gazette? The publi-
cation of a person's name would be an admission
that his family is in serious financial difficulties. I
can just imagine what would happen at morning
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teatime in a Government office when the Govern-
meat Gazette came out. It might contain the in-
formation that the permanent head of a depart-
ment has been given an exemption from or a
reduction or his pay cut because he has been able
to persuade the Premier that he is worthy of such
a reduction or exemption.

1 am sure people will want to know the sort of
letter that will be accepted. In the letter I quoted,
has the writer given an appropriate set of reasons
for the Premier to bend the legislation?

Paragraph (c) of subclause (1) provides that a
loan can be ofrered to an affected person on such
terms and conditions as may be specified in the
authority or direction. When will the Premier
consider that a loan is suitable rather than an
exemption or a reduction? What sort of interest
rates will apply to such a loan? I do not necess-
arily expect the Premier to be able to give me an
exact interest rate but I would like a guide as to
whether it is better than, say. commercial rates. If
the Premier cannot give us these specific details in
regard to interest rates and conditions on such
loans, is he prepared to provide them to the Oppo-
sition at the earliest possible moment?

I believe this clause shows how totally unpalat-
able the measure is. It is really putting civil ser-
vants out into the public stocks with their
Financial positions revealed to the world. I do not
believe such a provision has ever appeared in any
previous legislation in this State. It is totally dis-
graceful to publish details of a person's poverty or
his temporary financial shortage.

What reasons will the Premier give for allowing
exemptions from reductions or for loans? Will he
grant them when the public servant is actually
starving or will it be because the public servant
needs a new suit? Will it be when his car gives up
the ghost and he needs a new one?

Mr Stevens: It might even be interest free and
non-repayable,

Mr CLARKO: It may be that the cost is
$3 000 per annum by way of a loan on a motor
vehicle. Perhaps the public servant needs a bigger
house-his children need a bedroom each or they
are studying and they need separate studies.
These are the needs that would apply to a civil
servant in this situation.

Mr Blaikie: What happens if the person con-
cerned has already made a commitment and the
10 per cent will put him in a financially em-
barrassing situation?

Mr CLARKO:- These are the sorts of things
involved. Perhaps the Premier will tell us in ex-
plicit detail.

Mr Watt: What is the chance of his going
broke while he waits for a decision?

Mr CLARKO: As the Premier has so many
extra staff in his department, perhaps an answer
would be given more quickly than in the old days.

Will public servants receive these aids or con-
cessions on bread-and-butter issues only, or will
they be given on luxury items? What happens if
the legislation is extended fr more than a year?
The Government has introduced it and agreed to
the principle; so all we are talking about is the
question of degree. In a few years' time, if the
Government decides it needs more money, will it
take 20 per cent, 30 per cent, or 40 per cent from
every civil servant in the higher levels? The
Government could virtually force all the senior
civil servants in this State to come cap in hand to
the Premier with expansive letters like the ones I
have read this evening, seeking the mercy of the
Premier-asking for scraps from his table. If we
reach a more draconian percentage, perhaps the
letters will read something like this-

Dear Brian-
The heading will be '"Exemption from Temporary
Reduction of Remuneration (Senior Public
Officers) Act", and the letter will begin-

As a member of the Balga (Dalkeith. Vic-
toria Park, Peppermint Grove) branch of the
Labor Party, I request exemption from-

I guess that is how the letters will be written in
several years' time.

Mr Jamieson: I think our Peppermint Grove
branch went broke.

Mr CLARKO: If the ALP had a Peppermint
Grove branch, it would probably be the only one
that was not broke.

We as a Parliament should throw out clause 7.
The business of having the Premier sitting as the
judge and arbiter of whether a senior civil servant
is in financial difficulties is one of the most rep-
rehensible things I have heard of. I-e is not quali-
fied' to judge. For a start, with his income of
$70 000 a year, how can he judge the people on
incomes half that amount? It is wrong that he
should make the decision for a start. Hie is not
competent to do so.

I have pointed out that there are so many needs
which could lead people to apply. People could be
in financial difficulties because they had mort-
gaged their homes and put the money on a horse
at the races. Certainly they would be in financial
difficulties.

The Government has cut the throats of the civil
servants; and then it has taken a band-aid and is
rapidly trying to slap it on their necks, but it
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keeps falling off; and members of the Government
have blood all over their hands, and also a great
deal of stupidity all over their hands. This clause
should be thrown out.

Mr THOMPSON: I seek the indulgence of the
Chair so I can correct an obvious misunderstand-
ing by the Premier with respect to what I said in
the debate last night. I refer specifically to part Of
an answer that he gave in question time today
which misrepresents seriously what I said last
night. It is appropriate that the Minister for Edu-
cation should be sitting next to the Premier, be-
cause he is the one who precipitated the passage
that has given rise to the Premier's misunder-
standing.

Members will recall that in the debate I
referred to a comment that had been made by my
colleague, the member for Karrinyup, or someone
on our side of the Chamber-

Mr Brian Burke: The Leader of the Opposition.
Mr THOMPSON: -that it would require only

six weeks for the wages freeze to continue, for the
same amount of money to be recouped as will be
recouped from the imposition of salary cuts on
public servants. At no stage did I concede that it
would be anything longer than that. I said. "For
the sake of the argument, let me agree with the
Minister for Education that it was longer". I
never put any time on it. I did not concede that it
was any longer than the six weeks nominated by
my leader. Obviously the Premier misunderstood
my position. I want to make it clear to him that I
never said that.

Mr Brian Burke: Can I just make the point that
I do not really think it is appropriate that the
Committee stage of this Bill should be used by
people to correct impressions and misunderstand-
ings.

Mr THOMPSON: Nor is it appropriate, at
question time, to misrepresent a member. There
was no opportunity at that stage for me to correct
it. I would have to wait until tomorrow. I just
took this opportunity, with the indulgence of the
Chairman, to correct it.

Mr Brian Burke: I am not taking a point of
order, but I just point out that the Standing Or-
ders on this matter are very clear.

Mr THOMPSON: I do not want to take
another minute; but the Premier did misrepresent
my position.

Mr Pearce: I will concede that you said, "for
the sake of the argument'.

The CH4AIRMAN: Order! The member for
Kalamunda is well aware that he will have an op-
portunity to redress the situation during the third

reading stage tonight, if he really wants to. He
has had sufficient opportunity and I ask him to
draw his comments closer to the clause under de-
bate.

Mr THOMPSON: We have had a time con-
straint placed on us, so I may not get another op-
portunity today or ever to have my say on this
measure. I thank you, Mr Chairman, for your in-
dulgence.

In a facetious way, my colleague has drawn at-
tention to the stupidity of this clause. Can the
Treasurer tell me which public servants, earning
the salaries that are to be subject to this cut,
would submit themselves to the indignity, in the
first place, of going to the Treasurer to ask for re-
lief or, in the second place, of wanting their
names published in the Government Gazette as
being people who have been given relief from this
draconian measure? I submit that public servants
are a proud group of people who simply would not
do this.

This clause is but part of a completely sordid
trick and it has been inserted to placate people
who will be really hurt. The Government is saying
to these people that it will give them a handout if
they are in trouble. No public servant in this situ-
ation would be prepared to go to the Treasurer to
say that he is suffering from hardships and is in
need of being bailed out.

The fact is that a number of public servants
will have committed themselves fully in the ex-
pectancy that their salaries would be no less than
they are currently receiving. None of them will
starve or go without clothing, but many will suffer
some embarrassment. There will be people who
have committed themselves to extending their
homes or going on vacation and so on in the way
we, as individuals, do, knowing the salaries we re-
ceive.

To suggest public servants will be able to get
relief by the insertion of this clause is an absolute
absurdity. Whoever suggested that this provision
should be inserted in the Bill must have had
tongue in cheek.

Mr HASSELL: This clause presents a difficult
issue with which 'to, deal because a number of
points of substance must be considered and I
intend to raise quite a different angle when deal-
i ng with it. Its purpose is to include in the legis-
lation a power for exemptions to be granted from
provisions which provide for a cut in the salaries
of certain people. If those exemptions are to be
granted, they must be granted by the Treasurer
himself, and for them to be granted, the Treasurer
must be satisfied that the application of the clause
has caused or is likely to cause financial hardship
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to an affected person in a particular case. So the
first matter is that each case must be dealt with
individually; cases cannot be dealt with in bulk or
in multiples.

The Treasurer has said that he proposes to deal
with the applications personally. I suggest, as did
the Leader of the Opposition, that such an ap-
proach is administratively unrealistic, and I am
surprised that, even after his short period of office
as Treasurer, he should make such a statement.
Apart from the administrative burden of dealing
with each case, clearly there will need to be a
judgmental assessment of each application which
will depend on information being provided and
the detail of that information being considered.

In some cases, that will require letters to be
written back to the applicants seeking further in-
formation and detail. I cannot believe that the
Treasurer seriously contemplates writing all those
letters without reference to any of his officers,
and that leads on to a recognition of the fact that
a number of these matters are necessarily to be
dealt with either by departmental officers or by
the Premier's advisers, and this may include some
of his political advisers. That is an extraordinary
proposition.

It is extraordinary that the proposition should
be contemplated or should be able to be contem-
plated that the personal and private affairs of in-
dividual members of Parliament and individual
senior Government officers might come to be con-
sidered by party political appointees of the
Government.

I raise yet another matter and it deals with the
applications for exemption for members of Parlia-
ment. This Bill applies to members of Parliament
in both Houses, and approximately half the total
membership of this Parliament is non-govern-
mental; in other words, it is of political per-
suasions other than those of the Premier and his
party.

While it might be a great disincentive-and it
may have been intended by the Treasurer that it
be a disincentive-to members of Parliament
from this side of the Chamber in both places to
use such provisions as these included in the Bill,'
the fact is that all members of Parliament are en-
titled to the benefit of clause 7 if the circum-
stances warrant it.

Now, without wishing to enter into this matter
in a contentious way, I believe members of Parlia-
ment are like other people; they are very much de-
pendent on their salaries and their circumstances
for their livelihoods. Members of Parliament. like
other people, have families, mortgages, and other
commitments. Under this provision, all members

of Parliament are not given an equal opportunity
to seek the benefit of these provisions.

I say the opportunity is not equal because,
clearly, it would be a very grave step indeed for a
member other than a Government member to ap-
proach the Treasurer and to be required to dis-
close all his or her detailed financial affairs as a
basis for making an application for exemption.
There may well be some Government members
who would be less than willing to disclose all their
private financial dealings and affairs to the
Treasurer as a basis for an applicaton for exemp-
tion.

A further point is this: No doubt the proposal
in the Bill for publication in the gazette of the
name of a person exempted has been included so
that some proper accountability is provided in re-
lation to applications for exemption. It would be
fair to say that we on this side would complain if
no such provision for accountability were pro-
vided. To that extent, I make it clear that I am
not critical of the Treasurer for including some
accountability in the Bill; but, quite frankly, the
provision is not fair to anyone who might be affec-
ted and it is particularly unfair to members of
Parliamet-

Mr Brian Burke: I am prepared to change the
legislation.

Mr HASSELL: I am glad of that and I will be
interested to see what change is proposed. If the
provision for the publication of names in the ga-
zette is to be dropped, some other means of ac-
countability must be included, but how that might
be done I cannot immediately suggest.

Mr Brian Burke: I suppose we could simply
publish the number of exemptions granted with-
out any names.

Mr HASSELL: That might be acceptable.
It really is not a fair and objective deal for

members of Parliament to be required to seek
their exemptions from the Treasurer. Even if the
Treasurer deemed it appropriate to be the
deciding officer in relation to other affected per-
sons, I do not believe he could fairly think that he
should be the deciding officer in cases of members
of Parliament. Some other method is needed.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: First, in relation to the
member for Karrinyup, I do not intend to delay
the House by answering the imagined or
"supposititious" letter he read out. It was patently
absurd and it would be a waste of our time to
bother with it.

But how things do change. Suddenly we have
this God-like power reposing in the hands of the
Treasurer. This God-like power now is somehow
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anathema to members of the Opposition; yet
when it proposed its own legislation it did not
mind that God-like power.

Mr Watt: The qualities of God have changed.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: There is only one God

and I do nol think his qualities have changed. His
presence is everywhere, but I suggest not in the
shape of people who sit in this Chamber.

What is sauce for the goose is sauce for the
gander, and I have been reminded of that all
night. Let me read a provision in the salaries and
wages freeze legislation which permitted the Min-
ister-not the Premier or Treasurer, but the Min-
ister-to have power for the purposes of relieving
an exceptional problem-not even hardship, but
an exceptional problem, which could involve
someone who was temporarily short of a dollar. It
was just an exceptional problem and the Minister
was authorised to grant an increase in the rate of
remuneration payable to a group or class of per-
sons or to persons engaged in a particular type of
employment by an amount specified by him.

Mr Hassell: That is quite different. He would
not deal with individual cases, but with classes of
people.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is not true. It re-
lated to a group or class of persons or to persons.

Mr Hassell: Not a person.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is perfectly true,

but it could be two persons.
Mr Hassell: But it wasn't about that, as you

know. It wasn't about individuals, as you say.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is no good the Deputy

Leader of the Opposition trying to tell us it was
not about that. That is the class in that piece of
legislation and the power implicit in that
subclause is more far-reaching than any power we
are seeking to include in this Sill.

Mr Blaikie: With a major difference.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Of course it is different,

if the Leader of the Opposition wants to talk
about the ability to relieve hardship in regard to
helping people build Curtin House Or something
else. How much further will people be allowed to
be delinquent in their intentions when all we have
to do is to assign to the Minister the ability to
make any payment he likes for any purpose what-
soever provided it solves an exceptional problem
in the Minister's mind?

Mr Blaikie: To whom?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: What does the member

mean by "To whom"? Why does he bellow out
"To whom?" on me?

Mr Blaikie: I said, "To whom does that refer?"

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Minister.
Mr Blaikie: To any class of persons?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes.
Mr Blaikie: But it does not refer to a person as

your legislation does.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member is 10 min-

utes behind the times. The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition has already raised that point. Wel-
come to my nightmare!

Mr Blaikie: Well, a nightmare you will get
then, and also by day.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The truth is that in the
salaries and wages freeze legislation there was a
similar, and I would suggest more far-reaching
power, provided that this is the proposition in this
legislation.

Now, I accept that it is politics and that what a
member thought was proper when he was in
Government, is not what he thinks is proper when
he is in Opposition.

Mr Hassell: Come on. it is quite different, and
you know it is.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The position should be
defined. I say to the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition that that is the case.

Mr Hassell: You know it is quite different.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is not quite different

at all.
Mr Hassell: You know it is.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am happy to read it out

again for the Deputy Leader of the Opposition's
edification and those people can decide for them-
selves whether it is different.

Mr Hassell: They will.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The ability to grant pay-

ments and to make available money to expend
taxpayers' funds is at the heart of this clause, as it
is at the heart of the clause in that part to which
the Opposition is objecting. The Opposition's own
legislation says-

(2) The Minister may, for the purpose of
resolving an exceptional problem, authorize
an increase in the rate of remuneration, pay-
able to a group or class of persons or to per-
sons engaged int work of a particular kind or
description, of an amount specified by him.

That is completely unfettered except in respect of
the exceptional problem and the amount specified
by the Minister; that is the point.

The Opposition perceived one or two substan-
tial problems. The first is that members of Parlia-
ment should somehow be treated differently from
other people. I inform the Opposition at the outset
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that that is not the Government's position. It
would hardly be compatible with our view about
the obligation we have to disclose our financial
interests if we were to suddenly say that we were
going to treat members of Parliament differently
from the way in which we proposed to treat other
people. I do not believe that the public generally
or the people specifically affected by this tempor-
ary salary reduction would accept with any sense
of satisfaction the proposition put by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition that suddenly members
of Parliament and their affairs are somehow to be
kept sacrosanct away from the areas in which the
affairs of other people might intrude. We regret
that proposition.

The publication in the Government Gazette of
the exemptions granted is a substantial point
raised by the Opposition, and the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition is perfectly correct. That was
included to ensure that some accountability
existed so that we would not be in a situation in
which the Government could willy-nilly grant
exemptions and not be accountable for its acti ons.
I am perfectly happy to consider that position and
instruct that in due course the appropriate change
be made. We will not accept an amendment i n
this Chamber at this time, Firstly, because I think
it needs to be attended to in some detail, and, sec-
ondly. because of the peculiar circumstances in
which this matter is now being debated. I give my
word to the Opposition that we will change that
particular requirement. Perhaps it is appropriate
that the number of exemptions, rather than the
names oF those exempted, might provide sufficient
accountability. In any case, it will be attended to.

The member for Karrinyup raised the question
of the criteria to be applied to hardship cases. The
criteria have been deliberately left out of the
legislation so no constraints whatsoever are im-
posed on applications received. I would hate to
presume upon the nature of the applications that
might be received, and I think members realise
that to define "acceptable" areas of hardship is to
exclude some about which we have no knowledge.
I can say only that we will treat applications for
exemptions as fairly as possible. It is not our
intention to impose hardship of the sort referred
to by the Opposition on members of Parliament,
on judges, policemen or other public officers.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition also
spoke about my handling personally all appli-
cations for exemption or relief under the other
parts of this clause. I do not know whether he de-
liberately-I suspect not-misquoted me in re-
spect of my answer to the Leader of the Oppo-
sition, but what I said was that the decision-mak-
ing power in this matter would be exercised by

me. That statement was in response to the Leader
of the Opposition's proposition that I would
simply assign to some political adviser the task of
dealing with these matters and, presumably, let
him make the decisions. Of course, I will not be
writing all the letters which are sent, or opening
all the letters which are received. I will not be
seeking all the additional information, but the de-
cision-making power which is the obligation im-
posed on me by this Act, will be exercised by me.
I give that assurance to the Chamber. I suspect I
am capable of fulfilling the practical application
of that assurance.

I think I have covered most of the points raised.
The member for Kalamunda spoke about civil
servants being a proud group and went on with
that sort of comment which rings hollow from
people who, when in Government, so constantly
sought to make political mileage by kicking the
public servants.

Mr Hassell: That is absolute nonsense. You
people did that. You kicked the public servants
and we had to derend them. You made continuous
attacks on the police.

Mr Thompson: When have I attacked the Pub-
lic Service?

Mr MacKinnon: Give one example.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Quite frankly, I cannot

list an example right now.
Mr MacKinnon: I bet you can't.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, I cannot, but if the

member is denying it, that denial contradicts my
very strong understanding about the Opposition's
consistent-

Several members interjected.

The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr MacKinnon: Talk to your advisers. Why

make a statement that you cannot verify?
The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: In any case, this is the

same Opposition which, when in Government, im-
posed a wages freeze for 12 months on the same
civil servants-

Mr Hassell: On everyone.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: -and which now would
seek to impose a further wages freeze if it were in
Government. It really does ring hollow, this new-
found concern for the civil servants, and it is very
difficult to understand the Leader of the Oppo-
sition's position, because nothing much has
changed.

Mr Blaikie: I am glad you shifted from the
member for Kalamunda, because you were on
very thin ice there.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will rely on others
rather than on the member to tell me when I am
on thin ice. In The West Australian, under the
heading "Libs; NCP won't block wage cut" the
Leader of the Opposition is reported as giving the
following undertaking-

OPPOSITION Ml's will not try to block the
State Government's proposed legislation to
cut the salaries of MPs, judges and top pub-
lic servants.

Mr MacKinnon: You told us we would get a
fair go in Parliament.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The article continues-
Mr O'Connor said Opposition MPs

thought that if the wage freeze continued for
,a further 12 months-

That is what he said then.
Mr O'Connor: What is wrong about that? That

is a factual statement.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It says something about

the state of mind and about what one is prepared
to encounter in regard to a 12-months' wages
freeze. This is what he said about the Bill-

-it would not be necessary for the Govern-
ment to increase power, water, sewerage and
drainage charges -...

Mr O'Connor: What are you quoting from?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The West Australian of
30 June. We have had a sudden change of mind
from that side of the Chamber, it seems.

Mr O'Connor: There have bcen some vari ations
to this Bill to what we expected, and well you
know that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: There have been no vari-
ations in regard to members of Parliament.

Mr O'Connor: We haven't complained about
that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for
Kalamunda has.

Mr Thompson: I am worth every zack I get.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not saying the

member is not worth every zacc he gets-
Mr Blaikie: Yes, you are. You are trying to

take 10 percent from him.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: -if he is still paid in six-

penccs. I am not saying that the member is not
one of the more deserving recipients of such a sal-
ary. All I am saying is that there seems to be a
sudden welling up of anger on a personal sort of
basis about individual salary cuts in the Oppo-
sition ranks. The article continues-

"Under normal circumstances I can't see
any difficulties in their cuts," he said.

At the party meeting the Leader of the Oppo-
sition said-

No one had said at the meeting that they
were unhappy about accepting a cut,

Things do change; I accept that. The politics of
things change. What is fashionable one day is not
fashionable the next, and I understand that. I
wish people did not pretend that they did not
understand it. It really is a bit much, is it not?

Mr Hassell: It is a bit much for you.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am just quoting what

the Leader of the Opposition said less than two
months ago. Tonight he says, "We are not com-
plaining" and the member for Kalamunda says,
"Well, I am". There really has to be some sort of
co-ordination on that side of the Chamber.

Mr Blaikie: I am certainly complaining about
the legislation.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I thought the Opposition
consistently indulged in complaint about every
issue, but frankly, this is, absurd.

Mr Carr: It reminds you of Queensland, doesn't
it?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Government gives
the Opposition its assurance that the matter of
the publication of the names of people exempted
will be deleted from the legislation. We are not
prepared to treat members of Parliament differ-
ently.

In the matter of the processing of the different
exemption applications, I restate what I said pre-
viously: The decision-making power will be exer-
cised by me. In respect of the power as a whole, I
suggest that it is not much different: in fact, it
may be a bit less than the power reposed in Minis-
ters under the salaries and wages freeze legis-
lation. That, as I see it, is the truth.

Mr O'CONNOR: I am very pleased that the
Premier has agreed to cut out the principal sec-
tions in connection with the publication in the
Government Gazette. That will ease some burden
for the people involved. I would like to take the
Premier to task a little in connection with com-
ments he just made regarding statements I made
in June. In making those statements, I said that,
generally speaking, we would not be opposing the
legislation, but I also made it very clear that I
would want to see the legislation before I agreed
or disagreed with it. I think that is a reasonable
request to make at any particular time. Neither I
nor my party has ever totally agreed to legislation
without seeing it. We could give some indication
of our views prior to seeing legislation, but it de-
pends on the legislation concerned.
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We do not accept some of the horrific clauses
in this Bill. I will comment on them in a moment
because some come in a little later, and I will also
comment on them at the third reading stage. I be-
lieve that in this case the Premier should not be
the person controlling these funds. I indicated
earlier that I intended to move an amendment to
clause 7, line 8 of page 9 of the Bill, to delete the
word "Treasurer" and insert in lieu thereof the
words -Public Service Arbitrator" because I be-
lieve he would be a better person to deal with the
individuals involved. When a person comes for-
ward with problems in connection with his pay-
menits caused by the cut in salary and increases in
charges in this State, a fair bit of detail is re-
quired in regard to checking the individual's prob-
lems, determining whether they are genuine, and
discovering what could be done to assist him.' For
those reasons, I believe the best person to do that
job would be the Public Service Arbitrator. I do
not think the Treasurer should have control over
these issues.

I move an amendment-
Page 9, line 8-Delete the word

"Treasurer" with a view to substituting the
words "Public Service Arbitrator".

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Government does
not accept the amendment, in the same way, I
would suggest, as the previous Government saw
fit to accept the responsibility for making direc-
tions about the payment to persons or groups or
others involved in particular activities under the
salaries and wages freeze legislation, by enabling
the Minister to make the decision. I would
suggest that that is where the responsibility
should lie because it is not really the sort of re-
sponsibility that, in my view, should rest with
another public servant who should not be put in
the position of having to wear the odium that
could attach to this matter. If there is an odium to
attach to it, that is the Government's responsi-
bility. If the Government makes the wrong de-
cision it will be on the Government's head. The
Public Service arbiter does not assume, from our
view, a position where he should bear that re-
sponsibility. In the same way the previous
Government insisted that the Minister accept
the broad power and assume the responsibility for
the exercise of the power, this Government fol-
lows that example.

Amendment put and negatived.

Mr CRANE: For a number of days I have been
puzzled as to how this legislation got past the
Premier's own crew and now, at last, it has hit
me. The only way he could have got Mi4 members
to agree to the legislation was by including a pro-

vision whereby they could be exempted from
having their names published in the Government
Gazette. On reflection, I am strongly opposed to
the requirement of the publication of names in the
Government Gazette being removed.

Mr Brian Burke: You cannot win!
Mr CRANE: I would not like to see public ser-

vants having to go cap in hand to the Treasurer to
ask that they be exempted. We are the decision
makers who will inflict this horrendous legislation
on the people in Western Australia. Despite the
fact that some of us do not want to, we must ac-
cept the responsibility. Therefore, I agree that we
must carry the odium that goes with it and in no
way should we hide behind it.

If there are some members who wish to be
exempted from it let them make the necessary ap-
plication. I do not pretend to be the richest person
in Parliament, but I doubt that I would be the
poorest. However, the money I earn as a member
of Parliament is well earned and no doubt other
members of Parliament earn theirs also. In ad-
dition, I have made a tremendous contribution
from my own coffers in order to do the work that
is expected of me by people in my electorate. Un-
less the new members in this place have a private
income they will be very short of money most of
the time and will have lo go to the Treasurer cap
in hand and say, "Look old chap, I am in
trouble".

I believe that this is the way the Treasurer got
this legislation through his own party; that is, by
telling his party members that this is a clause that
could exempt them from the punishment that
would be inflicted on others.

The mistake we are making is not in the pub-
licising of names in the Government Gazette. I
would like to see another clause framed whereby
the names of members of Parliament only should
be published in the Government Gazette. Let us
have our names published and show the people
that we are prepared to take the medicine we have
inflicted on others. If I ask for an exemption, let
my name be published. I should not hide behind
the fact that I am a member of Parliament. In-
stead, I should be a brave fellow and set an
example to the rest of the State. I am violently
opposed to members of Parliament not having
their names recorded in the Government Gazette.
If this could be amended, I would not object to
this clause.

I hope that members can follow my train of
thought because last night I was denied the op-
portunity to speak during the second reading de-
bate. Members of Parliament will be hard-pressed
when they find that the money they earn in this
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capacity will not be sufficient for the job they do.
I have been in this place for 9 h years and in that
lime I have purchased five new motor vehicles. It
is not because I like new vehicles, but, because of
the many miles I need to cover in my job, the ve-
hicles wear out quickly. Fortunately. I now have a
diesel-powered vehicle and, as the member for
Albany suggested when I was laying praise upon
my new vehicle. I should refer to it as the member
for Armadale because he is a man of great
"torque"

Mr Brian Burke: What sort Of Motor vehicle is
it?

Mr CRANE: It is a diesel Toyota.
Mr Blaikie: I can understand why you have a

diesel after the Minister for Consumer Affairs put
up the price of petrol.

Mr CRANE: I will now refer to my devoted
motor vehicle as the member for Armadale.

I would like the Treasurer to include an amend-
ment which would not exempt members of Parlia-
ment from this clause. If we are honest and sin-
cere decision makers in this State, why should we
allow ourselves to hide our light behind a bushel?

Mr Stephens: Move an amendment.
Mr CRANE: I ask someone to write it out for

me because I have another 10 minutes of time
available, Some members in this House will find
themselves in a lot of trouble and will need some
assistance from the Treasurer unless they have
another form of income. Some of us are blessed,
or fortunate, to have another income.

At last I realise how the Treasurer got this
legislation through his party-it was a case of set-
ting a sprat to catch a mackerel by allowing us to
be exempted. I must admit that the Treasurer has
been plausible and he is a nice fellow. The way
that he speaks in this House is praiseworthy and
is different from the way he has spoken to me on
previous occasions. However, it is good to see a
change. Let us be honest about it and move an
amendment that will not exempt members of Par-
liament from having their names published should
they ask for relief from this horrendous legislation
which will be inflicted on many people. I am sure
the member for Vasse has written out an amend-
ment for me.

Mr Blaikie: The Premier indicated that he will
have the Bill amended.

Mr Brian Burke: It is a bit different now. I said
I would amend it to not have publication and now
you want part publication.

Mr CRANE: Members on this side of the
chamber do not mind having their names pub-
lished. I notice the legislation will give the

Treasurer power to authorise loans. A short time
ago I asked the Treasurer whether he had any ap-
plication forms. It is excellent that we may obtain
a loan under this legislation, but if our names are
to be published we may be persuaded not to go
ahead with an application. I can see there is a
strong case why we, as members of Parliament
having inflicted this legislation upon others,
should not be exempted from the embarrassment
of having to ask for relief.

I have employed a number of people in my time
and I have never asked any of them to do any-
thing that I would not do myself. In the old days
with the rough horses we had, it was great enter-
tainment to ask an employee to ride a horse know-
ing he would be bucked off. I always got on the
horse myself before asking anyone else to do so.

We are asking people to be subjected to this
atrocity and we are seeking an exemption for our-
selves. I do not agree with it. Therefore, I seek the
support of all honourable members-we are all
honourable members as somebody once said-to
the amendment that I propose. I move an amend-
mert-

Page 9, line 12-Add after the word
-may" the words "with the exception of
members of Parliament".

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I want to make the point
that we are not time wasting and it seems strange
to me that we are subjected to protestations, and
that the Opposition can carry on in this manner.
We give the assurance in this subclause that we
will amend the legislation to remove the require-
ment of the publication of those names.

Mr O'Connor: Surely an individual has the
right to express his opinion.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Of course. I do not dis-
agree with that at all.

Mr Hassell: You are not suggesting we have
been time wasting, are you?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No, not at all, but I am
suggesting this is time wasting. I will tell the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition what happened
here.

Mr Hassell: I can tell you what happened.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will bet that the Depu-

ty Leader of the Opposition cannot tell me what
happened because, if he had known what had hap-
pened, he would not have bitten like a shark in the
way that he did. I will explain what has happened.

Mr Hassell: You do not need to.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for Stirling

perceived the opportunity of having members of
the Country Party vote against each other.
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Mr Stephens: Shame on you!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for Stirling

then had a Liberal Party member draw up t he
amendment. The amendment was then passed to
a member of the Country Party who moved it and
this has now set the stage for a division in the
Country Party. That is what has happened. I do
not know whether anyone will call "Divide" on
this amendment.

Mr Davies: Not now.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: We do not intend to-
Mr Hassell: All that has happened is that a

member has moved an amendment to express his
view, as he is entitled to do.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We do not intend to
treat members of Parliament differently in the
way they fear and we do not intend the publi-
cation or otherwise of the names of people seeking
exemption.

Mr Watt: You are just driving wedges.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not driving

wedges-perhaps it was that the member ducked
around behind the member for Albany, but in any
case that is what happened. We are not accepting
the -amendment, and we will not call for a div-
ision.

Amendment put and a division called for.
Bells rung and the Committee divided.

Remarks during Division

Mr Crane: I might as well be the Premier!
Mr O'Connor: You might be the teller.
Mr Brian Burke: Let this be noted as the first

time since the momentous split that they have
voted the same way.

Mr O'Connor: They are a long way apart.
Mr Crane: It is confusing to see how many

people are going to apply for exemptions.
Mr Pearce: I think you should appoint two

tellers-one for the Country Party and one for the
National Party.

Mr Stephens: There is still plenty of room on
this side. I will give him some good back-up sup-
port.
. Mr Pearce: Can you check with him whether he
really means it?

Mr Stephens: They will get confused with the
pairs list.

Result of Division

Division resulted as follows-
Ayes 2

Mr Crane Mr Stephens (Teller)

Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Blaikie
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Coyne
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill
Mr Hassell
Mr Jamieson
M rTom Jones
Mr Macl~innon
Mr Mclver
Mr McNee

Noes 42
Mr Mensaros
M r O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Rushton
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. i.-Smith
"MrSpriggs
M r A. D. Taylor
M r 1. F. Taylor
M r Thom pson
M r Tonkin
M r Trethowa n
M r Troy
M r Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hilt
Mr Williams

Amendment thus negatived.
Mr Crane: We lost!
The CHAIRMAN: The question is

clause be agreed to.

(Teller)
(Teller)

that the

Point of Order

Mr BRIAN BURKE: My understanding is
that there is currently before the Chair an amend-
ment seeking to remove the word "Treasurer"
with a view to replacing that word with the words
"Public Service Arbitrator".

The CHAIRMAN: That was voted on and de-
cided.

Committee Resumed

Clause put and passed.
Clause 8 put and passed.
Clause 9: Disposal of amounts of remuneration

not paid-
Mr O'CONNOR: During the second reading

debate I spoke about this clause because it has
given me a great deal of concern. Also, the
Treasurer did not replay to the issues we raised
during that debate.

This clause appears to give the Treasurer total
and absolute power in regard to money raised
from this legislation, powers I do not believe he
should have. Apart from the Consolidated Rev-
enue Fund, bodies such as life assurance
companies, the Fire Brigades Board, the Workers'
Compensation Board, and others are involved in
this.

Last night I attempted to determine what was
to happen to the money raised. Subelause (3)(c)
provides that the monej may be used for any pur-
pose which the Treasurer considers to be in the
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public interest. I believe the Treasurer said that
he is considering deleting that paragraph and I
certainly hope he does so because of the powers it
would give him in relation to this money. I refer
members to subclause (4) which makes the pos-
ition even worse. The subclause sets out where the
money can go and the way the Treasurer may
deal with it. It provides that the public authority
shall comply with the direction of the Treasurer,
even if that direction is contrary to the laws of
this State. We have had no explanation of the
reason for this provision and I would not like this
clause to be agreed to without further comment
from the Treasurer.

For instance, this provision would allow money
from the primary industry marketing board to be
used in an area which is not in the public interest.
It could be used in an area contrary to the wishes
of that board. The funds could be placed in any
area which the Treasurer feels is of public
interest. The Treasurer may consider that a hol-
iday resort on the coast for him and his Ministers
would make them more relaxed and better Minis-
ters and that, therefore, such a resort could be in
the public interest and he could expend some of
this money in that way. The Treasurer could be-
lieve that the Trades and Labor Council being set
up in a better building would improve the trade
union movement and would be in the public
interest. I believe that the Treasurer could set up
a casino in Perth with this money and that there
is very little we could do about it with the Bill in
its present form.

This provision is inconsistent with the rest of
the measure and contrary to any conditions in any
other State legislation. I cannot recollect anything
like this over the years I have been in Parliament.
The Parliament would be wrong if it passed a law
such as this unless the Premier gave explanations
varying from the way in which I read the Bill.
Clause 9 should not be accepted, and I hope the
Committee rejects it.

Mr STEPHENS: Clause 9 is the one to which I
referred during the second reading debate last
night. By way of interjection, the Premier indi-
cated he would give consideration to amending
part of the clause. I trust that the amendment
which I will move subsequently will be accepted
by him.

The savings to be made as a result of this sec-
tional taxation should go into the Consolidated
Revenuc Fund and be spent from that fund so
that the Parliament has a say in its spending. I
have no objection to the 10 per cent being taken
from my salary, but I would like to think that the
Parliament has the allocation of that money, and
that it is not left to the Premier.

The provision is far too wide. I can understand
the need for the Premier to be able to authorise
statutory authorities to refund the money to the
Consolidated Revenue Fund or to allow them to
retain it with a view to reducing or restraining
any increases ini a subsequent period. Suticlause
(3)(c) provides for any other purpose which the
Treasurer considers to be in the public interest,
and in my opinion the power is far too wide.

Subclause (4) allows the Treasurer to give di-
rections, even though they may be outside the law
as it stands. We would be remiss in our duty if
we did not draw this to the attention of the
Government and give the Committee an oppor-
tunity to delete that part. I move an amend-
ment-

Delete everything after the word
"authority" on page 10, line 39 down to and
including the word "State" on page 11, line
12.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am persuaded by the
arguments advanced by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition and the member for Stirling, but, with their
indulgence, I will not accept their amendment
tonight because that will prevent the matter from
proceeding from this place this evening. The
member for Stirling would understand that if the
amendment were accepted here, the Bill would re-
quire reprinting and we would not be able to pro-
ceed to the third reading tonight. That is the
Government's intention. So, I give an assurance
that if the amendment is moved in another place
or if it is the member's wont that we move the
amendment as the Government, one way or
another, it will be done.

Mr STEPHENS: I thank the Premier for that
assurance, which I am prepared to accept. I do
not know whether the Clerk's advice would be
that we cannot do it tonight. I believe the Clerk
may be able to make the amendment without
necessarily having the Bill reprinted.

Mr Brian Burke: I accept your point, and we
will do it now.

Mr STEPHENS: The other reason I would like
the amendment to be made in this Chamber is for
statistical purposes. Any measure dealt with in
this Chamber should leave the Chamber the way
we want it to be.

Mr Tonkin: Hear, hear!
Mr STEPHENS: Otherwise, if the amendment

were made in another place, the members there,
regarding themselves as a House of Review,
would claim that they made this amendment and
that amendment when in fact the actual work was
done in this Chamber.
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I thank the Premier for his acceptance of the
amendment.

Mr O'CONNOR: As the Premier knows, I
made comments during the second reading about
this clause. I am pleased that the Premier has
agreed to the deletion of these provisions. They
worried me because I had not seen them before in
the 25 years I had been a member of Parliament,'
or I could not recollect having seen them. I am
pleased he has agreed to the request I made
yesterday in this regard.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I did not mean to assign
all the Government's change of mind to the mem-
ber for Stirling, because the Leader of the Oppo-
sition was the first to raise the matter. I would not
want the Committee to be under the misappre-
hension that the Government believes it is in a
position to implement the legislation as it wishes,
without the deletion of this part of the Bill

Quite frankly, nothing was intended by this
part of the Bill other than to direct statutory
authorities presently outside the Consolidated
Revenue Fund to put into the CRE any savings
made as a result of our implementing this legis-
lation. We do not plan to construct farms or new
headquarters for the TLC or anything like that!

Mr O'Connor: I am not saying you would do
that. However, the wording in the amendment
leaves the intention much more open.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Reference to clause 5
probably means that is not the case. I am willing
to say clause 5 gives sufficient overriding power to
substitute for clause 9(4). In any case, the Leader
of the Opposition put forward a point of view
which was accepted.

Mr HASSELL: The amendment goes some
way towards solving the problems seen in this
clause. However, I raise one point in relation to
this, because the provision applies to a number of
Government instrumentalities, one of which is the
Lotteries Commission. That commission has a
particular responsibility to raise funds for chari-
table and hospital purposes. One of the difficulties
of generalised legislation of this nature is that
sweeping provisions are introduced to cover every-
thing and one then finds one has included all sorts
of things one really did not want to include. I can-
not believe the Government would want to be in a
position where it could direct the Lotteries Com-
mission to put into the CRF the savings from this
proposed reduction in salaries.

Mr Brian Burke: But it is not in that position.
Mr HASSELL: It is not?
Mr Brian Burke: No.
Mr HASSELL: Why is that?

Mr Brian Burke: Clause 9(3)(b) allows the
flexibility that you complain isn't present.

Mr HASSELL: But it is an alternative. A
statutory authority could still be directed.

Mr Brian Burke: It could be directed, of course.
Mr HASSELL: That was the point I was mak-

ing. I do not believe the Government would want
the Lotteries Commission to be directed that its
savings, as a result of this proposed reduction in
salaries, are to be paid into the CRF. That pos-
ition applies to other instrumentalities, such as the
TAB, and I am just as concerned about them as 1
am about the Lotteries Commission. The very es-
sence of the existence of that commission is to
raise money for specific purposes and the same
situation applies in respect of other bodies. It does
not seem to be appropriate to write into legis-
lation the power to allow that money to be re-
moved to the Treasury.

It may be the Government will say it has no
intention to exercise that power, but I do not
think it is correct that the Government should
override legislation relating to specialised bodies
in that way by having such a general provision. If
the Government is making amendments, it might
very properly consider whether some bodies
should be exempt from the general power of para-
graph (a) leaving only paragraph (b) applicable
to them.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I really think the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is being a little pedantic
in the point he raises because, in general terms,
the legislation makes provision for those affected
to be treated in appropriate ways. The point made
by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition may have
some validity in respect of the Lotteries Com-
mission or certain other bodies which fall within
the general power of clause 9 (3) (a) and (b). I
simply point out to the Committee that flexibility
exists not to require the Lotteries Commission to
pay the money into Consolidated Revenue if that
is thought appropriate by the Government. The
legislation does not oblige the commission to do
so. It simply indicates, amongst the options
available to the Government, that is one option
which enables it to require a statutory authority,
if it makes savings as a result of this legislation,
either to pay the money into the CRF or to carry
forward money that is saved as a credit in its ac-
counts against operating costs for the year ending
30 June 1985.

I am not committing myself to this tonight, but
a case may arise in which the Government be-
lieves clause 9 (3) (b) is the appropriate way to
deal with savings made. However, I do not think
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is serious in
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expecting that we should somehow or other devise
a list of all those authorities to be treated accord-
ing to each of the parts of clause 9 (3).

The Government will turn its attention to the
matter because the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition has raised it, but it believes flexibility is
built into the legislation to allow people to be
treated differently according to their circum-
stances.

Amendment put and passed.
Mr HASSELL: I am glad the Premier has

agreed to have regard for the point I have raised.
It is a serious point, because we are talking about
a particular statutory body which has a special
role to fill. The Parliament quite deliberately es-
tablished that body under legislation which made
it independent of individual direction in relation
to its funds. That applies not only to the Lotteries
Commission, but also to some other governmental
bodies. I do not believe it is right to answer that
point simply by saying, "flexibility exists". In-
deed, flexibility does exist and that is the reason I
am raising the issue. The flexibility allows a
Treasurer to direct the Lotteries Commission-as
an example of other Government
instrumentalities which are statutorily indepen-
dent of Government-to transfer some of its
moneys to the CRF

I do not expect the Premier to answer this point
further, because he said he would consider it.
However, I wanted to make the point that I do
not think the answer is to say that flexibility
exists, because it is flexibility which I think
should be avoided in relation to a specialised and
independent body such as the Lotteries Com-
mission.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clauses 10 to I5 put and passed.
Clause 16: Weekly earnings for Workers' Com-

pensation purposes-
Mr O'CONNOR: Some members will be sur-

prised to know that weekly earnings for workers'
compensation will attract a reduction of 10 per
cent. I am concerned that, in this legislation,
workers' compensation is to be at the paid rate.
That concept undermines workers' compensati on
as we know it in this State, because the rate has
always been paid at the award rate. This can set
an unsatisfactory precedent, because if one looks
at industry generally throughout the State, one
sees many payments are made at above award
rates. This could result in a claim in the future of
trying to set a payment on the paid rate where
this is paid over and above the normal award rate.
It is a great pity it has been found necessary to
interfere with workers' compensation and I sin-

cerely hope this will not have an effect on indus-
try generally as a result of future claims being
made on the paid rate where these are above
award rates.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I really do find it
quaintly amusing to see the Opposition now com-
plaining about the interference with what might
generally be described as the arbitral process.
There was no greater interference to that process
than the wages and salaries freeze legislation that
this Opposition sponsored when in Government.
To talk about the need to leave intact an arbi-
tration system that was so thoroughly attacked by
members opposite when in Government is uncon-
vincing to say the very least.

Mr O'Connor: We didn't attack workers' com-
pensation in the way I have suggested this legis-
lation will.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It seems to me to be very
unfair to say that we should be interfering with a
particular process when it was the case that when
in Government members opposite interfered in de-
tail with the compensation laws and in general
with the arbitration and industrial conciliation
process in this State.

I understand that the journey from Government
to Opposition and, indeed, from Opposition to
Government, renders political views differently
from the eyes on both sides of the Chamber.

Mr Rushton: You have changed on the short
term money market; that is a good example.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: But members opposite
are j .ust as responsible for an about face on the
matter as the member claims the Government is.
When members walk the distance that separates
these benches, suddenly the world turns around
and what was right is now wrong and what was
wrong is now right.

We think this clause to be appropriate and the
reductions which apply in the cases referred to in
this clause are considered fair also in this clause
which talks about compensation payments re-
ceived by people.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 17 put and passed.
Schedule I put and passed.
Schedule 2-
Mr COURT: This schedule relates to the

amount that the cut in salary will be. I did not get
a reply to the question I posed during my second
reading contribution when I asked what was the
Government's policy on supporting the prices and
incomes accord and wage fixation and whether
the Government accepted the idea of a full in-
crease next year. I asked whether the Premier
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went along with the concept of a four per cent in-
crease for the remainder of this year and then full
indexation next year. Is the Government
intending to support this four per cent increase in
the last quarter of this year and then, wien we go
into next year. does the Government intend to
support the principle of full indexation where
salaries are tied to the CPI? I ask this because we
will end up with a mixed up wages policy if we
have a 10 per cent cut now, followed by a four per
cent increase in a couple of weeks, and then a
further movement of the CPI as we move into
next year.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I did not reply to the
member's question during the second reading de-
bate because I thought the third reading debate
would be more appropriate, certainly more appro-
priate than debate on schedule 2.

We have publicly committed ourselves to sup-
porting the return to a central wage fixation
system and to accepting and to passing on to wage
and salary earners within our competence in this
State that amount of increase awarded in what is
known as the September wage hearing of the
national commission.

In respect of what I believe to be the more im-
portant part of the member's questions-that is.
our attitude towards the ongoing commitment we
might have towards indexation in the following
year-our position is that we understand that the
ACTU has accepted the maintenance of real
wages or the attainment of full indexation to be
an objective in time and not something it is im-
mediately seeking. Nevertheless our attitude
towards that proposition is covered by our accept-
ance of the national wage case decision once we
return to the centralised system. If, at a national
wage case, an increase of 7.5 per cent is awarded
for next year. the Government will be obliged, by
its acceptance of a return to and its support for a
centralised wage fixing system, to pass on that in-
crease.

Mr Court: What will you budget on for the
coming year in respect of salary increases?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I understand, although I
will stand correction if I am wrong, that the
Budget forecasts presently are based on the possi-
bility of an increase of between four per cent and
4.3 per cent as a result of the September hearing
and probably another three per cent to four per
cent in March.

Mr Court: But the effect of this cut will be six
per cent. If the cut is 10 per cent and then there is
a four per cent increase, it is a six per cent cut.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: No. because in March
we will have a further increase.

Mr Court: I mean for the rest of the year.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Then that appears to be

the case, although, when talking about the first
part of next year, it must be remembered that
there will be the second case in March. In ad-
dition, the Civil Service Association currently has
an application for a variation of its award and this
was first lodged in December last year, but it was
prevented from being processed by the
introduction of the salaries and wages freeze
legislation. I presume the CSA would want that
long delayed application heard as quickly as poss-
ible once the salaries and wages freeze legislation
runs its course on 23 December.

Knowing how fond the CSA is of the Govern-
ment at the moment, I presume it will be pushing
very hard to have the application beard and de-
cided. Towards the end of the year we expect an
increase of 4.3 per cent, but that is not the end of
the financial year. The first half of the next
financial year will see two things: The first is the
March hearing and decision and the second is the
fate of the CSA application.

Mr O'CONNOR: This schedule actually pro-
vides for the cut in salary of the people concerned.
What worries me is that I (c) indicates that it in-
cludes people employed on a part-time basis. If a
person is employed part time on the basis of 25
per cent and earns $ 10000 a year. he would be
outside the scope of the Bill, compared with some-
one in full-time employment earning $40 000 a
year. The person earning $10 000 does not receive
a percentage cut to his salary. This is unfair and
it is unfortunate to see it included in the Bill.

Let us consider the example of the Minister for
Consumer Affairs, because we will find that he
does not in fact receive a cut in salary. On 19
February the Minister was receiving a salary of
$34 170. On his present salary and after the 10
per cent reduction he will receive $48 803 or 42.8
per cent more than he was earning on 19
February.

Mr Tonkin: Didn't your salary go up when you
became Premier?

Mr O'CONNOR: So it is not very difficult for
the Minister to make the magnanimous gesture of
dropping 10 per cent, because even now he will be
earning 42.8 per cent more than he earned in
February. Therefore, he is not disadvantaged to
any extent. Obviously he has not had the oppor-
tunity to live up to that standard of living by com-
mitting his income.

Mr Tonkin: I have been living up to that stan-
dard for years!

Mr O'CONNOR: From where has the Minis-
ter obtained the extra money?
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Mr Tonkin: I have been struggling.
Mr O'CONNOR: Many public servants have

suffered difficulties during their careers with
travelling to country areas, such as maintaining
two homes so that their families can remain in the
metropolitan area and their children can attend
an appropriate school. All this usually occurs
when life is fairly difficult for them financially.
At a later stage in their lives they might be able
to buy a new car or pay off their homes, but now
they will suffer more financial difficulties. People
like the member for Morley will not suffer those
difficulties because they have just received a pay
increase. As I have said, he will receive an in-
crease of 42 per cent, taking into consideration
the 10 per cent cut, compared with his salary
prior to February this year. He should take ac-
count of the difficulties to be suffered by the
people this legislation will affect.

I refer members to schedule 2, clauses 2 and 3,
and move the following amendment-

Page 20. line 12-Delete the figure "12"
with a view to substituting the figure "22".

If that amendment is accepted, I propose a
further amendment-

Page 20, line 14-Delete the figure " 15"
with a view to substituting the figure -25".

Mr Tonkin: Why don't you go to 50 per cent?

Mr O'CONNOR: The amendment if accepted
would still leave the Treasurer and his Ministers
with more than they received prior to February
this year.

Mr Tonkin: You have won me over!
Mr O'CONNOR: The Treasurer and his Min-

isters would still be better off than the civil ser-
vants this legislation will affect. If the State's
Finances are in as bad a condition as the Govern-
ment would like us to believe-although I do not
believe the Government-this magnanimous ges-
ture will be made. They would still be better off
than backbenrchers, who will lose $3 500 over the
year.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Government will not
accept the amendment, and I suspect that the Op-
position does not require much explanation.

Mr O'CONNOR: I do not accept that. The
Treasurer has stated what he believes to be the
grave position of this State's finances, and I have
indicated already that I cannot agree with him.
He has placed every civil servant in this State who
earns more than $29 500 a year-

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The question before
the Chair is that a Figure be deleted. I ask the
Leader of the Opposition to consider his remarks

carefully so that they bear on whether the figure
should be deleted.

Mr Brian Burke: If he wants an explanation I
will explain our position.

Mr O'CONNOR: I am explaining now; the
Treasurer can explain in a moment if he wishes.
He and his Ministers, if they think the State's
finances are in a parlous condition, should accept
the conditions I propose, which would still leave
them somewhat better off than our civil servants.

Mr Tonkin: Our jobs have changed slightly,
you know.

Mr O'CONNOR: That is so, but have the
finances of this State changed to any degree?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: As the Leader of the Op-
position appears to want some explanation I sup-
pose I should describe the Government's point of
view for him. We have never accepted the argu-
ment that because the present Oppostion lost the
election on 19 February, we should somehow or
other assume, because we won, that we deserve to
be penalised, if this a penalty-

Point of Order

Mr O'CONNOR: Mr Chairman, you required
me to keep my remarks related to the deletion of
the figure. Will your ruling be standard?

The CHAIRMAN: It definitely will be. I think
the Treasurer is referring to the questions you
raised with the small amount of leeway I allowed
you.

Committee Resumed

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is strange-

Mr O'Connor: It is strange that I was kept to a
certain figure.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am referring to the re-
marks of the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr O'Connor: It's new ground.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will make one point: If
the Leader of the Opposition was dinkum in mov-
ing the amendment I suggest that he, as someone
who earns about the same as a Minister, accept
the figure he has proposed. At present his salary
will be cut by the same amount as the salaries of
his beckbenchers. In any case, we would not im-
pose such a condition on him because we do not
believe that a magnanimous gesture by the
Government, as it was said to be by the mover of
the amendment, is necessary

Mr O'CONNOR: My salary has dropped 36
per cent since February.
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Mr Tonkin: You were sacked. Some
when they are sacked lose 100 per cento
salary.

Mr O'CONNOR: I still happen to be a
ber of this House.

Mr Tonkin: But you were sacked.

Mr Davies: Are you arguing that we
give you a little extra?

Mr O'CONNOR: My reply to the Trea5
that even though my salary has already de
by 36 per cent I am prepared to accept a
10 per cent cut on top of that proposed
legislation.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I think I should
that the Government intends to maintaint
ition outlined by the legislation. It is my fi
lief that there is not one other Governmen
net in this country-

Mr O'Connor: That would do what yo
done to the Public Service.

Mr BRIAN BURKE:-that would have
unanimously to accept a reduction in pay
extent that the Cabinet in this State has. I
sincerely that that is the case. While the rei
was proposed and accepted by this Gover
the Ministers and members of the Tas
Parliament were striving for a further mncr
their wages. The amendment is frivolous
of the context in which it would deserve to
sidered.

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Court
Mr Coyne
Mr Crane
Mr Crayden
Mr Hassell
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McNec
Mr Mensaros
Mr O'Connor

Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Brian Burke
M r Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Davies
Mr Evans
Mr Grill
Mr Jamieson
Mr Tomi Jones

and a division taken w

Ayes 19
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
M r Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Trethowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Noes 25
Mr Mclver
M r Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. i.-Smith
Mr A. D. Taylor
Mr 1. F. Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Gordon Hill

people
fC their

mem-

should

surer is
creased
further
by this

Istress
he pos-
Fin be-
t Cabi-

'u have

Ayes
Mr Laurance
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Peter Jones
Mr Cla rko
Dr Dadour

Pairs
Noes

Mr Hedge
Mrs Henderson
Mrs Watkins
Mr Bertram
Mr Terry Burke

Amendment thus negatived.
Mr COURT: Could the Premier explain, in re-

lation to the last schedule, when the temporary
reduction in remuneration finishes? Assuming
those people have had a 10 per cent cut in their
salary, do they then go back to their old salary
level plus the increases that have taken place dur-
ing that year? For example, possibly they will re-
ceive a four per cent increase in the September
quarter and, say, a further four per cent increase
in the First quarter next year. When they return to
their former salary levels what salary will they re-
ceive? Will that salary be a figure which is built
up by four per cent and then a further four per
cent?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I understand the
question. Mr Chairman, I seek your guidance. It

agreed seems that I would be disorderly in answering the
to the question raised in respect of schedule 2.

bucione Mr O'Connor: Come on, be disorderly!

nment, Mr Old: Be a devil.
manian Mr BRIAN BURKE: After 12 months the 10
'ease in per cent that was the subject of the reduction will
and out be restored.
be con- Mr Court: Yes, but if they did not have their

salaries cut, a four per cent increase would have

'ith the been compounded during the year.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: What would have been

compounded?
Mr Court: If they did not have their salaries

cut and they received a four per cent increase.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member has not

read the Bill. The four per cent increase is based
on the notional salary.

Mr Court: As if the salary were not cut?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is right.

(Teller) Mr Court: I am sorry.
Schedule 2 put and passed.
Title put and passed.
Mr Brian Burke: Do you realise we finished 20

minutes or so within the four-hour time limit?
Mr Hassell: That justifies the point I made: you

don't need that limit in this Chamber.
Mr Thompson: You wasted an hour.
Mr Brian Burke: So long as you are not upset

about the guillotine.
(Teller) Mr O'Connor: We are.
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Report

Bill reported, with an amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer) [9.08
p.m.]: I move-

Thai the Bill be now read a third time.
MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Leader of the

Opposition) [9.09 p.m.]: I want to comment
briefly on the disgraceful way in which this Bill
was handled in the House yesterday and about the
time wasted today by the Government in the set-
ting up of the guillotine motion.

The Opposition has been co-operative with the
Government this year. When a Bill of major size
comes forward it is only reasonable that the Op-
position has ample time to debate that Bill. The
fact that the Government was not prepared to put
a speaker on his feet yesterday left us in the pos-
ition of not knowing answers to many questions
we should have known at the third reading stage
of this Bill.

The Government has been in office for only a
few months and it has had only a few Bills before
the House, yet it has already started to use stand-
over tactics in connection with Bills. I hope this
practice does not continue because, while the Op-
position wants to be co-operative, I assure the
Government that if it intends to continue in the
manner in which it has handled this Bill, it will
receive no co-operation from this side of the
House. It will ind that the delays in the passing
of Bills will be ones that we, and I am sure the
Government. will not want to see. I have been in
this House a long time and I have never seen a
Bill handled in the manner in which this Bill was
handled yesterday. To speak on a Bill of that
magnitude for 6 / hours was not a big deal, par-
ticularly when members spoke for 25 or 26 min-
utes each. As the lead speaker for the Opposition I
had unlimited time yet I spoke for only 30 or 35
minutes which indicated very clearly that 1 was eF-
fectively moderating myself. I want to make it very
clear that if we get the right sort of consensus on
both sides of the House, there will be co-operation,
but we will not stand for being stood over in this
way; we will not accept a situation in which the
opposition is not able to receive anlswers to
questions and thus is not able to represent the pub-
lic properly in this House.

Mr Tonkin: Twelve hours is enough to present
your views.

Mr O'CONNOR: We had 6 hours on the sec-
ond reading. The Minister cannot talk; he spoke
for seven hours on a Bill himself, yet he is corn-

plaining about last night because between them
16 members talked on a Bill for 61h hours.

Mr Tonkin: You only kept saying the same
things over and over again.

Mr O'CONNOR: So did the Minister.
Mr Tonkin: No, I didn't. Read that speech

again.

Mr O'CONNOR: I have read many speeches
in this House and that was the most repetitious
and boring one. I sat here and listened to it for
seven hours which was something I hope I never
have to go through again. I say very sincerely that
in chopping off a major Bill after 6 h hours' de-
bate the Government was quite wrong. It
overrides the principles and the freedom of this
House. I am appealing to the Government that in
the future it should look sensibly at these things
and give members of Parliament the right to reply
in the way in which we have been accustomed.
We have had this sort of treatment in connection
with questions in this House where question after
question has not been answered, obviously in an
effort by the Government to hide a lot of the costs
it is imposing on the public of this State. I believe
that some of the reasons the Government initially
held back this particular Bill was that it did not
have the answers. Perhaps the Premier will have
to see his advisers before he comes back with the
third reading. I hope we get better treatment in
regard to Bills in the future.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Deputy Leader of
the Opposition) [9.15 p.m.1: I rise briefly to sup-
port the remarks of the Leader of the Opposition
in relation to the handling of this legislation and
to the future courses that we are likely to adopt.

The Premier made the comment across the
House a short while ago that he hoped we realised
that the passage of this Bill had been completed
well within the time allowed by the guillotine mo-
tion. In making that comment, he was really sup-
porting the very essence of the contentions we
made earlier this evening in our strong objections
to the introduction of the guillotine motion. The
reality is, as I told the Leader of the House last
night, that the Opposition has not been playing
around with the Government's legislation in terms
of attempting to delay it, hold it up, or to have
members speak for the sake of talking.

The Opposition has co-operated with the
Government in the terms of the legislation, in that
the Government wanted to bring it forward prior
to the completion of the Address-in-Reply. I refer
members to Standing Order No. 35. Standing Or-
ders of this House are the basis for the procedures
that should be adopted in this House.
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This evening I said that we did not need a
guillotine procedure in this House and I said we
did not need to have a guillotine motion in re-
lation to this Bill and it has been proved to be the
case. An orderly debate has taken place and the
various issues have been canvassed. Amendments
have been discussed and the Bill has been com-
pleted within the time limits prescribed by the
Government's guillotine motion. All that the
Government achieved by the guillotine motion
was a lot of dissension across the House between
the two sides: the waste of at least an hour of the
time of the House in debating the guillotine mo-
tion; and the creation of a lot of heat and no light
in terms of our working and understanding.

I do not want to delay the House, as the rest of
the Opposition has not sought to do at any stage
in relation to this debate in the second reading or
Committee stage, but I say to the Government
again, and seriously, that we are dedicated I n our
opposition to the introduction of the guillotine
motion in relation to any Bill, or indeed to any
general guillotine procedure. If the Government
persists with that kind of approach, it will con-
tinue to Aind that we are not prepared to co-op-
erate in the conduct of the business of the House
and that will be to the disadvantage of both sides.

We believe a matter of principle is involved and
we are not seeking to talk to nothing. We do have
our views about the Government's legislation and
we are entitled to express those views. I sincerely
hope, in the light of the experience of this Bill, in
the light of experience in an unnecessary clash in
this House today, in the light of the experience of
the waste of time that has occurred in this House,
and in the light of experience of the general ill
feeling in the House today, that the Government
will seriously reconsider any proposals it has
about guillotine motions.

Next week we will be debating an electoral Bill
in relation to an associated Bill. The Leader of the
House spent a solid 75 minutes introducing that
Bill in the second reading. By far the greatest pro-
portion of the Leader of the House's speech was
not directed to the provisions of the Bill.

Mr Tonkin: Of course it was.
Mr Wilson: He does not have to accept your

judgment.
Mr HASSELL: The Minister for Housing is

right; he does not have to accept my judgment
any more than we have to accept the Premier's
failure to respond to the second reading debate. In
the third reading he might have taken the oppor-
tunity to respond to the second reading, but he did
not do so. We remain in the position in this House
that there has been no response from the only

Minister who has spoken in the debate on behalf
of the Government to the points raised in the sec-
ond reading.

As I have mentioned, we will be debating the
electoral Bill next week. It is a long and complex
Bill on which 1, and other members, have done a
lot of work. If the Government wants to waste
time, it can proceed with attempts to gag and
guillotine legislation through the House, but it
will achieve nothing, just as it achieved nothing
today.

MR CRANE (Moore) [9:21 p.m.]: It is not my
intention to labour the point any longer, but last
night I was denied an opportunity to speak on this
contentious legislation on behalf of many people
in my electorate who are concerned and who will
suffer as a result of the passage of this Bill. I was
extremely disappointed because I have the record
in this place for not speaking very often and for
not speaking for long when I do. I believe it is my
democratic right to speak on behalf of my con-
stituents and to represent them in relation to this
Bill. It is unlawful that a gag should be used and
it is contrary to the principles we were taught that
we have the freedom to speak in this place-
freedom for which many men and women died. If
members had had the experience of looking down
the barrel of a gun in defence of their country
they would appreciate these principles.

The legislation is obnoxious to me. On several
occasions I, and some of my colleagues on this
side of the HIouse, have denied ourselves increases
in our parliamentary salaries. I know that we face
troubled times and the object of this legislation is
to try to alleviate these problems. It is a con-
tentious piece of legislation which hits at the heart
of those whom some people feel can afford it
most. I know that we are all poor people at times
and that even the millionaire with his couple of
yachts and jet aircraft and half a dozen concu-
bines is finding it difficult in making ends meet as
we, on parliamentary salaries, are trying to do.
He may be put in a position whereby he will have
to sell his yachts with high powered engines in
exchange for a row boat and a couple of oars and
I would remind members I did not spell it with a

I remind the Government of some very wise
words which Lincoln once said-

You cannot strengthen the weak by
weakening the strong.

This is precisely what this legislation is trying to
do-strengthen the weak and, at the same time,
weaken the strong-and it cannot be done.

Tonight I put forward what I believed to be a
sensible and honourable amendment-we are the
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decision-makers and we should deny ourselves the
right to hide behind clause 7 of the Bill. The
amendment was not passed, which is fair enough.
It was obvious that members on this side of the
House would like to apply for one of those loans. I
serve the Treasurer notice now that I do not
intend to apply for one myself. However, it is
possible that other members on this side of the
House intend to make application because they
did not support what I was trying to do.

It is unfortunate, but it is a fact, that this ob-
noxious legislation will pass through this
House-it has almost passed through now. That
does not alter the fact that it is wrong, and it will
be shown to be wrong by many people in the
future when they go to the polls, because there is
a sense of fair play among most of us. A minority
feels that many of us are fat cats. We are not and
that is a very bad phrase to use to describe people
who receive a salary commensurate with the ef-
fort and responsibility they put into their work. I
refer to those people whose salaries will be
cut-the civil servants who are responsible
officers in the main, and who do a remarkable job
for the Government and the State. I feel sorry for
those people. They have been given a lot of re-
sponsibility and are being treated in a shabby way
by this legislation.

I felt I should voice my objection soundly here
to what has happened to them and to the benefits
which will accrue to certain members of the com-
munity who will avail themselves of the oppor-
tunity given by clause 7. It is a very sad day in-
deed for democracy when what happened last
night can take place. I hope it never happens
again because I have always had a tremendous re-
spect for this place, for your position, Mr
Speaker, and for the officers of the House. I have
always shown a proper respect for the dignity of
the House. I believe it has gone one step further
down the ladder as a result of the shabbiness
shown last evening.

As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has
pointed out, other legislation is coming forward
which will require a certain amount of debate. I
ask the Premier please to afford the Opposition
the courtesy as I believe we did on almost, if not
every, occasion when we were the Government. It
does not matter on which side of the House we sit;
it is obnoxious to me if a person cannot have the
opportunity to speak. I remind members earnestly
of the good and true words of Voltaire who said,
"While I do not agree with what you say, I will
defend to my death your right to say it". Last
night I was denied my right. I appreciate that
tonight I have wandered from the third reading

debate and that you have afforded me that privi-
lege, Mr Speaker. I appreciate that very much.

I object most strongly to the third reading of
this legislation.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [9.28 p.m.]: I was
denied the opportunity this afternoon to say a few
words on a gag motion dealing with the alteration
of Standing Orders to handle this Bill under a
guillotine. I thought I would take the opportunity
now to express once again my objection to the
manner in which the Bill was handled under a
guillotine motion. We are elected to come here
and put the point of view as we assess it of the
people we represent. We are denied the oppor-
tunity of putting our thoughts in our own words.
We accept there will be a degree of repetition in a
debate, but at least the thoughts are expressed in
a different way. We all know that if one cannot
grasp an idea stated in one way, it may be poss-
ible to grasp it if it is put in other words. This has
to be taken into account.

I was very disappointed with the Leader of the
House who moved the guillotine motion for the
handling of this Bill. While I have not always
agreed with his point of view in the years he has
been in the House, I have always tended to feel he
was sincere in expressing that point of view. How-
ever, after his performance today, I am afraid I
am a little disappointed and disillusioned. I re-
mind the Leader of the House of words he used
when he was in Opposition. They can be found in
Hansard, Volume 2 for 1974, on page 1460,
where he stated-

If democracy is to flourish-and it is not
flourishing in Western Australia at the mo-
ment,-

Mr Tonkin: Because of the electoral laws.
Mr STEPHENS: To continue-

-nd certainly it did not flourish in this
place this afternoon-it is essential that we
allow and encourage people to take part in
public debate. If we stearnroll legislation
through this place with a guillotine motion
we do not allow the people to gather their
wits about them, to discuss the matter with
their neighbours, to write to their members
of Parliament, and to call meetings in order
to discuss a Bill which, in this case, has very
grave parallels in history.

This is another example of the Executive
riding roughshod over the Parliament. Mem-
bers of Parliament have become rubber
stamps. We have seen debates gagged.

I wholeheartedly endorse the sentiments expressed
there and I still hold them. The tragedy of this
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place is that the recent election did not return a
result in which the National Party had the bal-
ance of power so that it could bring a little reason
and consistency to this House.

Mr Evans: You are joining with them.

Mr STEPHENS: No, not at all.
It would have brought consistency. We would

have agreed with the words of the Leader of the
House when he was in Opposition. We would
agree with them now, and had we the balance of
power, the guillotine motion would not have gone
through and this Parliament would not be re-
garded as a rubber stamp.

It is very important for the Government to re-
alise that the effluxion of time-[ will not put any
period on it-will bring a swing of the pendulum
and it will find itself in Opposition. Some of the
tactics it is using now may be repeated and used
against it. It is always well to bear in mind that
what one does now can be used against one later.
If we develop that type of approach to parliamen-
tary debate. Parliament and the people of West-
ern Australia will be worse for it. I ask the
Government again to reconsider its application of
the guillotine. I can accept that in certain circum-
stances-the odd occasion-it may be justified.
but I certainly can never support it on a conti nu-
ous basis as appears to be the Government's
intention.

Mr Mclver: Do you think we should sit here all
night and listen to continuous repetition from the
Opposition?

Mr STEPHENS: The Minister was not
listening when I commenced my remarks and said
there may be a degree of repetition, but that
members are saying things in their own words.'

Mr Mclver: You have been here long enough to
know it is a planned situation.

Mr STEPHENS: The previous Government
used the guillotine on only one occasion. There
were one or two occasions when it used the gag. It
allowed debates to go on, but nothing changed
and 't never accepted any amendments. The legis-
lation left this House in the same form as it en-
tered. The situation now would appear-and I ac-
knowledge that the Government has accepted
some amendments, and I hope it continues in that
vein-that the Government is spoiling matters by
attempting to limit the amount of time for debate.

Mr Mclver: Limit? We have had I8 speakers.
Mr STEPHENS: I have taken the opportunity

to express some thoughts which would have been
more appropriate to the debate this afternoon.
However, because of the gag. I was denied that

opportunity. I urge the Government to be very
careful in the use of the guillotine.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch) [9.34 p.m.]: I
agree with the remarks of the member for Stirling
and it is not often I do that.

Mr Stephens: The more you do, the more you
will improve.

Mr MacKINNON: The comments he made
warrant attention by the Government and the
Leader of the House who should read the speech
he made on Thursday, 12 September 1974. 1 can-
not agree with everything the Minister says, and I
do not agree with everything contained in this
quotation from that speech. However, I urge the
Minister and the Premier to dwell on these words.
The Leader of the House stated then-

I believe in parliamentary democracy.
Members of this House are the people as-
sembled.

These are the views of the Leader of the House.
Mr Tonkin: Don't leave out the next bit.
Mr MacKINNON: To continue-

We do not accurately reflect the wishes of
the people in some of the Statutes but,
nevertheless, as far as is possible in Western
Australia we are the people assembled and
we come here to discharge our duties. Yet we
find that a Government, anxious to push
through a measure, will not allow us the op-
portunity for full and proper debate.

Mr O'Connor: Great words-who said that?
Mr MacKINNON: The Leader of the House

used those words. He should reflect on them and
reread them before he stands on his feet again to
move such a motion.

Mr Bryce: The lesson is about much the same
for you.

Mr MacKINNON: I want to remind the Prem-
ier or the words he used in the second reading
speech and the answer he gave to the member for
Nedlands today. I want to point out to him and to
all the public servants of this State the sheer
hypocrisy of the man and the sheer hypocrisy of
the reasons given for this legislation. I would like
to quote from Hansard of 4 August 1983. On
page 842, the Premier had this to say-

In the present economic environment, the
State has even less financial capacity to pay
increases in wages and salaries than it had
when the previous Government introduced
the salaries and wages freeze legislation less
than a year ago.

In short, demands for substantial salary in-
creases in excess or eight per cent cannot be
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financed without steep increases in taxation
or a sharp contraction in employment or
both.

I would like to repeat that last paragraph. It
reads-

In short, demands for substantial salary in-
creases in excess of eight per cent cannot be
financed without steep increases in taxation
or a sharp contraction in employment or
bot h.

Last night the Premier indicated to me that the
Civil Service Association made a demand for a
substantial salary increase. In his words, this de-
mand was for an increase in the order of 8.5 per
cent. In fact, I understand a demand was lodged
last December for an increase of 8.35 per cent. In
response to the member for Nedlands tonight, the
Premier indicated that, over the next 12 months
or possibly slightly less, he expects salaries to in-
crease, firstly, by four per cent as a consequence
of the national wage case-an increase he and his
Government is supporting-and he then expects a
further increase next March or April, 1 think of a
similar percentage or slightly less. That is within
one per cent of the claim made by the GSA. We
see, therefore, the sheer hypocrisy of the
Treasurer's statement.

We have witnessed already sharp increases in
taxation through Government charges, and we are
about to see the impact the taxation itself will
have as a consequence of the Premier's decisions.
I hope that in future the public servants of West-
ern Australia dwell on the words of the Premier,
dwell on the acts of this Government, and remem-
ber the sheer hypocrisy of this man in introducing
this legislation which was clearly no more than a
political stunt designed to take away from him
and his colleagues the pressure they would have
had to bear as a consequence of the vicious in-
creases in charges imposed on the people of this
State.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer) [9.38
p.m.]: In respect of the management of the
business of this House, the Leader of the House
has made it clear on numerous occasions that it is
the intention of the Government to ensure that an
appropriate time is permitted for the discussion
and debate of issues that come before us, but that
we do not intend to legislate by exhaustion and
that we intend not to remain here during the early
hours of the morning while we listen to tedious
repetition of strings of gratuitous insults that
seem, at this stage of the business, to be the long
suit of the Opposition.

In respect of the proceedings of the Chamber
yesterday, it is my contention that despite all

those speakers who made a contribution to the
second reading debate-and there were 15 of
them-only two points were raised. One of those
points related to the amendment that was ac-
cepted by the Committee during the stage already
passed in the debate on the Bill, and the other was
raised by the member for Nedlands. Apart from
those, I cannot recall a single point of substance
which was not repetitious of something that had
been said previously by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition or by some other member of the Opposition
publicly or in this Chamber at another time.

Mr Court: That is your opinion.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I want to make it per-
fectly clear that there has been a change in the
Government of this State, and we do not see the
discharging of our responsibilities in the way the
previous Government did. I suggest to the Oppo-
sition that while we will try to accommodate it
wherever it is possible in the matter of urgency
motions, the suspension of Standing Orders, or
the time that it requires for debate, it is the Oppo-
sition's responsibility, firstly, to provide us with
accurate indications of the time that it wants,
and, secondly, in a general sense to co-operate
with the Government.

If it is time for some frank speaking, let me say
quite directly that there is a problem in the Oppo-
sition ranks. It is a problem which relates to the
ability of the Leader of the Opposition-if one
likes-to manage the business of the House, and
the inability of the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition to manage the business of this place.

That is the nub of the problem. Whenever the
Leader of the Opposition manages the business
from the Opposition's point of view, there is no
problem, and we do not have this continual con-
frontation that seems to be the order of the day
when the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
handles the business of the House. Now I say that
without any rancour to the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, and only, as a tribute to. I guess, the
way he sees his role as managing the business, but
I say his view is different from his leader's view,
and that difference is well expressed in the orderly
passage of business through this place when his
leader is in control. If the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition believes he can, in some way or other,
bully the Government, that is not on. It will not
be allowed to happen, and certainly when the
Lcader of the Opposition is responsible for man-
aging the business of the House, it does not hap-
pen. We have not had a complaint from him in re-
spect of any dealings we have had with him or any
agreements we have reached with him.
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Mr Court: It has been handled by the deputy
leader with the Leader of the House.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: So I simply make the
point that if it is time to say directly what the
problem is. from the Government's point of view
it has been said. The Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition does not appear to be either capable of
trying or willing to try to manage the business of
the House in the way in which his leader does.

I wanted to make one or two other points very
briefly about the measure before the House and I
hope I will not delay the passage of this third
reading for too long. I do not suppose the Govern-
ment will ever be believed, but I will state the
case and accept the disbelief in respect of the mo-
tivation for this particular measure. As a result of
the processes through which we have been pass-
ing in our Budget deliberations-processes the
previous Government never undertook-we have
now reached the stage where the gap to be closed
in attaining the balanced Budget that is the sub-
ject of an instruction to Treasury by Cabinet, is
about $61.8 million. That is after an exhaustive
process, not yet complete, by which we have
brought before the Budget subcommittee of the
Cabinet all of the under secretaries of the differ-
ent departments with their Ministers, their
Finance officers, or accountants, and followed a
process during which we have gone through de-
partment budgets item by item, firstly, with those
people responsible for framing the bids, and, sec-
ondly, with the Treasury people at present respon-
sible for the amendments made in the light of
those original bids. I am informed that has never
been done previously in this State.

Mr MacKinnon: It was not done in that par-
ticular manner, but it was certainly done in a dif-
ferent form.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Let me say that the pro-
cess we embarked upon was never previously
undertaken. My impression is that each of the de-
partments concerned appreciated the opportunity
to speak directly to the Treasury people in the
presence of the Treasurer, and to the Premier and
Treasurer in the presence of the Budget
subcommittee.

Notwithstanding that process, on the last fig-
ures I have, the Budget deficit that remains to be
closed is $61.8 million. I will not enter into argu-
ments about there being no financial crisis; and I
do not want arguments about the short-term
money market, tit for tat, what you did and what
we did, and that sort of thing.

The Budget deficit remains to be closed; and we
have two options in closing it. The first is the pro-
cess through which we are now passing, consider-

ing the departmental estimates of expenditure.
The second is the revenue side of the equation, to
which we will turn our attention shortly. In that
context, this measure is part of our efforts to
maintain and control expenditure.

I do not pretend that senior public servants are
overjoyed or happy, or even that all of them ac-
cept what the Government is doing. I know that
to be the case. I am not saying we will not see per-
sistent opposition to the Government that will be
reflected in the poils at the next election. How-
ever, I am sick and tired of hearing the Oppo-
sition maintaining persistently, as people are re-
trenched in their hundreds from places like
Chamberlains, that somehow or other it is un-
Australian to expect some people in a better pos-
ition to bear part of the burden. The people who
were retrenched from Chamberlains did not have
any option about a reduction in their salaries,
which were salaries far less magnificent than any-
one in this Chamber receives.

Opposition members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It makes me absolutely

sick that this mob of members claims somehow or
other that it is all right, on the one hand, to inflict
upon people the optionless choice of trying to seek
a job at times of massive unemployment, but it is
not all right, on the other hand, to cut their own
salaries.

We want to be heard saying loudly that mem-
bers of Parliament can bear a 10 per cent
reduction in their salaries. In the matter of senior
public servants, if we are forced to control expen-
diture, as any business is forced to control expen-
diture from time to time, we will inflict economies
where we think they are appropriate. It absolutely
turns my stomach to see people like members of
the Opposition flying to the defence of the ranks
of people earning $12 000 or $13 000 a year when
they saw fit to freeze the salaries of those people
over a period of 12 months. They now suggest
that the salaries should be frozen once more!

Opposition members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: As far as the most

significant ideological point of the debate is con-
cerned, it is not something from which I flee. The
member for Floreat was the only one to pi npoint
it with any accuracy, although he contradicted it
later-and I will explain that in a minute. It is
time to start looking at the lower end of the scale.
It is time to start talking about relativities within
the economy of the society or community; and we
should be saying that things have got out of hand.

If members want my assessment of the position,
I indicate that one of the greatest delinquencies of
the Labor movement has been the lack of atten-
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tion that it has paid to the question of relativities
and to the distortion of the distribution of wealth
so that we have a situation in which, to quote an
example which might mean something to people,
those who empty the rubbish bins and who work,
perhaps six or seven hours a day, and not eight
hours, and who run in all sorts of weather, take
home $198 a week; and others of us, 'who sit
amongst these plush leather chairs, take home
four or five times that amount.

The integrity of this measure stands intact in
the face of what members of the Opposition have
said. We accept and embrace the philosophy from
which the member for Floreat turned aside so
quickly. After complaining of the compression of
relativities and the aim of the Government to even
out incomes in this society, the member for
Floreat voted for an amendment to do the same
thing.

It is time we started to realise that, in this so-
ciety, things have got out of hand in respect of the
distortion of relativities. We say that this legis-
lation does something ideological. Members can
accept that statement, which will be repeated in
due course, because that is what we are about.

Mr O'Connor: If it is only for 12 months, it
would not indicate that the relativities were out.

Mr Court: Do you not think there is one thing
more important than the relativities, and that is
the level of employment?

Mr MacKinnon: The creation of work.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The philosophy of the

Opposition was best summed up by the member
for Moore. Everybody laughed and thought it was
strange that the member for Moore should make
out a case for a millionaire with two yachts and
three concubines, and explain to the Chamber
that somehow or other he might have a few prob-
lems. That was strange and odd; and the member
for Moore was slightly carried away and embel-
lished the story a little. However, inherent in that
example was the philosophy of those who sit op-
posite; and it is a philosophy which says, "Impose
the same burden on the people who earn as much
as we earn as you impose on the people who earn
$12 000 or less".

We do not expect senior public servants to be-
come disloyal to the Government; but if they do,
that is on their own heads and we will not have
witch-hunts. They can do whatever they like.

The statement of the ideology is clear. We turn
to (he civil servants for loyalty and for their
ability to help us manage the affairs of the State.
We have made our position clear; and while mem-
bers of the Opposition will never believe that it
was a position to which we were driven by what

we perceived to be the financial situation in this
State, that is the truth and it is an honest reaction
to that financial situation.

I commend the Bill to the House, with a great
deal of pride.

Government members: Hear, hear!
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time, and transmitted to the

Council.

WITHHOLDING TAX: REPEAL
Standing Orders Suspension

MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Leader of the
Oppositibn) [9.53 p.m.]: I move, without notice-

That Standing Order No. 35 be suspended
to enable a motion, pursuant to Standing
Order No. 47, to adjourn the House for the
purpose of discussing the Federal Govern-
ment's withholding tax to be moved prior to
the adoption of the Address-in-Reply.

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of the
House) I9-54 p.m.]: I second the motion and I in-
dicate that, in accordance with the agreement
made with the Opposition, we are prepared to
allow the Standing Order to be suspended.

Mr Speaker, yesterday you ruled quite rightly
that a motion to adjourn the House could not be
moved pursuant to Standing Order No. 47 be-
cause of the operation of Standing Order No. 35.
This motion merely seeks to suspend Standing
Order No. 35 so that a later motion can be
moved.

In supporting this motion, the Government does
not agree necessarily with anything that the Op-
position may say in its substantive motion pursu-
ant to Standing Order No. 47. 1 am saying merely
that the Government is prepared to co-operate
with the Opposition to allow this matter of public
importance to be debated.

The SPEAKER: Order! As the motion moved
by the Leader of the Opposition was moved with-
out notice, it requires an absolute majority of the
House to be successful. When I put the question.
if I hear a dissentient voice, it will be necessary
for me to divide the House.

Question put and passed.

Urgency Motion
THE SPEAKER (Mr Harman): I have received

a letter from the Leader of the Opposition which
reads as follows-

16 August 1983.
Dear Mr Speaker,

In accordance with Standing Order 48, 1
hereby give notice that when the House sits

1132



[Wednesday, 17 August 1983] 13

this afternoon I desire to move a motion
"that the House do now adjourn" for the
purpose of debating some matter of urgency,
as provided for in Standing Order 47.

The matter of urgency that I desire to
raise relates to the Federal Government'.s
withholding tax which in my view is disad-
vantageous to the business community with
resultant effect on employment.

Yours sincerely,
R. J. O'CONNOR, M.LA.,

Leader of the Opposition.

The specific matter of urgency referred to by the
Leader of the Opposition is as follows-

This House urges the Federal Government
to repeal the new withholding tax law so as
to avoid the very considerable damage to
business and employment which will follow
the implementation of this scheme.

I understand that arrangements have been made
between the Leader of the House and the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition and I rule that six mem-
bers may speak to this motion for a duration of 20
minutes each.

Seven members having risen in their places,

MR O'CONNOR (Mt. Lawley-Leader of the
Opposition) [9.57 p.m.]: I move-

That the House do now adjourn.

I thank the Government for giving the Opposition
the opportunity to discuss this motion which is
very important to the community of this State.
We gave an undertaking to the Government that
there would be no more than four speakers from
this side of the House and that they would speak
for no more than 20 minutes each; therefore, I as-
sume that there will be two Government speakers.

No doubt in recent weeks the business com-
munity will have brought to the attention of mem-
bers of this House its concern about the withhold-
ing tax which is to be imposed on the country by
the Commonwealth Government. The legislation
relating to that tax was passed in May and it has
caused considerable concern to the business com-
munity generally, particularly as it will result in
unemployment in this State. The tax will operate
from I September and has been set at the level of
10 per cent on cash payments. It will apply to
contractors, builders, furniture manufacturers,
people in the transport industry, and other
businesses in this State. It will result in much of
the cash flow being taken away from these people
and stringent obligations will be placed on them.

The work involved in filling in the large number
of forms which are required to be completed in
this State will cost a considerable amount of
money. One of the obligations placed on contrac-
tors and subcontractors by this legislation is that
they must submit monthly reports of transactions.
We all know many of these people are now over-
burdened with work, such as completing tax re-
turns and the like, which must be submitted to the
Government and, bearing in mind the current
economic climate, this further imposition on
business people certainly will not assist them.

On top of that, contractors must withhold 10
per cent of payments to subcontractors. I am sure
it will not take members long to realise the effect
such a withholding tax will have on
subcontractors who have very little cash flow.
Many subcontractors are not rich people. They
live from month to month. Their margins of profit
would be in the region of three, four, or five per
cent. I am sure members who are familiar with
the position in the building industry would agree
with those figures.

Some frugal subcontractors may do a little bet-
ter than that and some who are not so frugal may
do a little worse. However, the average margin of
profit would be approximately Five per cent.
Therefore, a 10 per cent withholding tax in this
area would deprive contractors and sub-contrac-
tors of the normal return by way of profit that
they would receive.

In addition, householders must report to the
Government any work that is done costing in ex-
cess of $10 000. Contractors are being put in the
position of tax collectors and are being required to
do the work of the Tax Department by completing
forms, withholding tax, and then forwarding it to
the department.

Penalties for non-compliance may be imposed.
In the case of a subcontractor failing to complete
the relevant portion of the deduction form, the
contractor must withhold an additional 15 per
cent of the turnover. A considerable amount of
concern has been expressed throughout Australia
about this tax and it is essential that all sections
of the community, including building contractors,
builders, transport people, and the Government
and Opposition in this State, get together on this
issue. I am pleased the Government has agreed to
allow debate on this urgency motion.

The Minister for Housing has already ex-
pressed concern about this matter and we support
him and say sincerely that we hope something can
be done to enable the industries involved to con-
tinue in operation in order that their employees
are not put out of work.
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A number Of organisations have condemned
this tax including the Australian Confederation of
Industry, the Confederation of Western Aus-
tralian Industry (Inc.), the Housing Industry As-
sociation, the Master Builders' Association,
builders generally thoughout the country-this
sector will probably be the hardest hit-the Aus-
tralian Chamber of Commerce, the Perth
Chamber of Commerce, and the Osborne Park
Balcatta Business Association Inc-I am sure the
Premier would be pleased to know that organi.s-
ation supports a move of this nature . All these or-
ganisations, along with many others, have pub-
licly condemned this legislation. They have indi-
cated they believe it will penalise honest taxpayers
and it will do nothing to flush out the people who
try to evade tax. Indeed, the legislation is likely to
cause confusion and result in the imposition of
substantial Costs on the industries affected.

A number of these people have indicated also
that this withholding tax is likely to bankrupt a
number of industries affected. I do not doubt that,
if this tax is imposed on I September as indicated,
it will cause retrenchments mainly in the building
and transport fields. It will increase costs to the
consumer because of the additional work involved
and the added costs to contractors and
subcontractors, who, if they want to survive, will
have to pass on those costs to the end user or the
consumer, whether that be a person purchasing a
house, constructing an extension, or consuming
foodstuffs and the like which have beetn
transported from one area to another.

On top of the additional costs to the individual
to which I have referred, the withholding tax will
result in a mountain of red tape mainly caused by
the number of forms which will have to be com-
pleted.

The legislation contains power to exempt indi-
viduals from paying the tax and those powers are
very exclusive, so many people will be excluded
from those exemptions.

Mr Bryce: Have you read the conditions which
apply to them?

M r O'CON NOR: Yes.
Mr Bryce: I do not think they are very exclus-

ive. It seems to bea pretty neat set of books.

Mr O'CONNOR: The exemptions are rather
tight and the timing is important also. I am sure
the Deputy Premier would agree that timing is an
important factor in this area. It will be difficult
for people to complete the forms and lodge them
with the department in the time allowed.

Mr Bryce: Some already have their exemption
forms.

Mr O'CONNOR: That is right, but how many
people throughout Australia will apply for exemp-
tion and how many times will application have to
be made?

Mr Bryce: Only once a year.
Mr O'CONNOR: If one is a contractor and

uses different subcontractors all the time, a great
deal of additional work will be created in order to
complete the necessary paper work and lodge the
forms for the individuals concerned.

Mr Bryce: But you do not have to do that every
time for every individual.

Mr O'CONNOR: No; it must be done on an
annual basis unless an individual does something
which justifies removal of his exemption
certificate.

This tax will result in an increase in bank-
ruptcies in this State. Profit margins in the indus-
tries involved will be reduced or prices will in-
crease.

Neither of those is something we should look
forward to in this State. We must have one or the
other; that is, margins down or prices up. In the
end the consumer will be affected. Deductions af-
fect cash flows and in my opinion this tax will in-
crease overdrafts as well as substantially increase
interest rates in this country.

For instance, the Master Builders' Association
has indicated that withholdings in the building in-
dustry alone throughout Australia will be in the
vicinity of $850 million. If we have that amount
caught up just with housing in Australia, imagine
what the total amount would be when all the
other industries are included. I believe interest
rates will be forced up, and this is something we
can ill afford in this country, because many
people are being hard-pressed at the moment in
this field.

We are on the edge of a recovery, with America
being the first country to show any real signs of
an improved economy. Signs of improvement in
that country have been apparent for about a year
now. The Japanese have indicated that the
improved American market is starting to affect
them advantageously, so we should get a spin-off
in due course. But if we have imposts such as this
coming from the Federal Government, our recov-
ery rate will be slowed down. Employment will
deteriorate and there will be resistance by the
public to increasing costs.

All this could reduce the amount of work
available throughout the country by decreasing
building construction. For instance, a person
about to commence building or having his home
extended can be influenced very substantially by
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an increase of two, three, or four per cent in the
price of that work or by an increase of 0.5 per
cent or one per cent in interest rates. The recovery
of the housing industry will be retarded if the
Federal Government's legislation is introduced.
Transport costs will also go up.

Members will have seen in the Press articles
such as the one indicating that the Housing In-
dustry Association has attacked the Federal
Government's 10 per cent withholding tax plan.
Another headline indicates that red tape is tying
up tax on cash, the indication being that substan-
tial amounts of money will go down the drain.
Another headline speaks about the tax threats to
business, and members will be aware of the recent
meeting of the Confederation of Western Aus-
tralian Industry when it put forward its concerns
about the tax. Another headline indicates industry
fear over the new tax levy while another mentions
the fact that subcontractors race a cash crisis.

Mr Bryce: But it is not a new tax levy, is it? It
is a new method of collecting tax.

Mr O'CONNOR: But it is an impost on people
because it will hit them much earlier than was the
case previously. Today, subcontractors compile
their taxation information towards the end of the
year, about March, depending on the arrange-
ments they have with the Australian Taxation
Office. This new tax will mean that a
subcontractor will have to extract this tax im-
mediately from the builder.

Mr Bryce: As he earns it.

Mr O'CONNOR: The subcontractor will lose
his cash flow, and that in many ways is what
keeps him going until tax time. If the Deputy
Premier knows anything about business, and it
appears he does, he will realise this proposed tax
will affect the cash flow of subcontractors and
others. This tax will force up interest rates and
force out of business many people because of the
marginal effect on their businesses.

Mr Watt: Ninety per cent of the contract price
could be for materials.

Mr Bryce: Those people are entitled to exemp-
tions or variations.

Mr O'CONNOR: In the long term it will be
the people of Australia. the John Citizens, who
will suffer the most because of the additional
costs that will be forced on them. Businesses will
not be able to survive.

We need a uniform approach to the Federal
Government's proposal; we need uniformity with
business, the Government, and the Opposition. I
am grateful that the Government gave permission
for me to move this motion. If we go ahead

together and indicate to the Commonwealth
Government that we in this State are united
against this proposal, we will have a better chance
of staving off this new tax, a tax which this State
can ill afford at this time.

MR OLD (Katanning-Roe) [10.10 p.m.]: In
supporting the Leader of the Opposition's re-
marks, I would like first to preface my own com-
ments by indicating that the tax in question is in-
iquitous. What is more, it is a new tax, despite the
Deputy Premier's thoughts to the contrary. It hits
the business sector generally and the small
business sector in particular. As the Leader of the
Opposition indicated, it will hit the transport in-
dustry, and that industry in Western Australia is
to a large degree an owner-driver operation. We
have a few large prime contractors who often em-
ploy owner-drivers to undertake work for them.

For the business sector, this withholding tax
will mean that a businessman will assume the role
of a tax collector, a tax inspector, and in many
circumstances a tax informer, and it is not the
wish of most people in business to inform on their
confederates even though a person they are deal-
ing with is in some way avoiding tax. Within the
business fraternity people do endeavour quite nat-
urally to minimise the amount of tax they have to
pay. The Australian Taxation Office recognises
this as a legitimate business pursuit.

The tax is not only unjust but also discriminat-
ory. The types of businesses for which I am con-
cerned include the building and construction in-
dustry and the road transport industry. In this
State the road transport industry is largely made
up of owner-drivers, and we have a Livestock
Transporters Association of WA (tnc.) which, as
the name implies, is involved mainly in the
transport of livestock. The association has indi-
cated to me that its members are pretty well all
owner-drivers, although at the last meeting I at-
tended one company may have been involved.

The people in the transport industry work on an
incredibly low profit margin compared with
turnover. They have a high turnover, but their
profitability is quite low. I spoke with the sec-
retary of the association the other day and he as-
sured me that the bulk of his association's mem-
bers' profitability to turnover is in the order of
one per cent or less. When 10 per cent is taken
from that turnover-and without doubt this is a
turnover tax-we can see that these people will be
left with no cash flow, so they will be severely dis-
advantaged. They will end up with a whacking
credit with the tax office; that is, if they can
afford to continue operating while establishing
that credit.
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The Deputy Premier indicates that people will
be able to apply for an exemption, which is cor-
rect. Without wishing to be disrespectful and
without wishing to denigrate the road transport
operators. 1 think most of the owner-drivers are
very much involved in the driving side of the oper-
ation and one of the last things they want is to get
involved with book work. They usually mark up
the work they have done and hand it over to their
accountants to do the paper work required. When
it comes to applying for an exemption from this
withholding tax, 1 feel sure they will be reluctant
to do so. Even if they do apply, there will be a fair
chance that the forms will prove too much for
them, as they will for many other businessmen.

I will refer to a record of an interview between
representatives of a business magazine and the
Australian Taxation Office. A couple of the
points are germane to this issue. One question
was-

How many exemption certificates do you
anticipate issuing9

The answer was-
It could be 200, could be 30 000. There are

very stringent conditions which must be com-
plied with within the legislation.

The Taxation Office representative goes on to say
that he anticipates that hundreds of thousands of
forms will be commenced, but only a small per-
centage of those will be completed, he anticipates
that many will be torn up in frustration before
completion.

If we consider that the number of exemptions
issued will be somewhere around the figure of
30 000 and relate that to the number of appli-
cations we expect would be knocked back, we can
re-alise that the greatest beneficiary from this
withholding tax will be Australia Post. In the long
run it will get the clean money to be gained from
this whole deal.

We must consider that the payee and the payer
must have accord in their making an application
to the Taxation Office prior to entering into any
arrangement; and the payer must deduct on a
monthly basis thc 10 per cent withholding tax
from the subcontractor. It seems fairly obvious
that a contractor, say, in the transport industry.
who works on a low profit margin, will of necess-
ity increase his price by an amount commensurate
with that which has to be withheld, or he will go
broke a little quicker than he anticipated. It is
often said that the wealthiest people in the
transport industry are the people selling the
trucks, the manufacturers, and the dealers, and
that the people driving the trucks are merely
working for those people. I assure members that is

quite right; I have had some experience in the
trucking business.

The cash flow difficulties which will be experi-
enced by operators will be horrendous. I repeat:
This is not a tax on profit, it is a tax on turnover.

Mr Bryce: It is on income.

Mr OLD: That is right, but it will be on gross
income, not on net income.

Mr Bryce: It is like what you and I pay. It is
similar to what we pay monthly-a tax on our in-
come.

Mr OLD: The normal business operation pays
tax on net income; it pays provisional tax, which
takes the place of the PANE tax we pay.

Mr Bryce: I am sure you would concede that
the provisional taxation system takes no account
of the cash economy, and so far neither you nor
the Leader of the Opposition has made any
reference to that cash economy, which is what the
principle of this measure is about.

Mr OLD: Do you refer to the cash economy of
t he country or of the individual?

Mr Bryce: Well, I refer to the cash economy re-
lated to jobs which are done for cash and which
do not appear in books.

Mr OLD: That concept is a great bogey. I have
never known of anyone in the Livestock
Transporters Association of WA (Inc.), for in-
stance, being handed a bundle of notes when he
has delivered sheep to a property owner's yard.
The operators must send out accounts in order to
get their money in. If they dodge or avoid paying
tax, they will very quickly be brought to account.
If one says that these operators drop cash into
their pockets, one is merely talking a lot of poppy-
cock because these operators do not have the
ability to operate that sort of taxation evasion
about which the Deputy Premier has spoken.

When we get down to considering the nitty-
gritty of this legislation, we must accept that the
precis of its effect on the road transport industry
points out clearly the discrimination to be exer-
cised in the levying of this withholding tax. It
states-

Payments made from outside the industry
will also be subject to tax at source as
above-

That comment relates to the building industry,
and later reference is made to the transport indus-
cry. It states-

-where the payment relates to the transport
of goods by road and the exclusive use of a
vehicle for the person making the payment

1136



[Wednesday, 17 August 19831 13

and where such an arrangement is made on a
regular basis.

One could argue that the provision would affect
only a person who has contracted himself and his
vehicles to a particular company-for example, to
Schweppes or Coca-Cola-to transport particular
goods. However, this is not the case when one
considers the situation of companies such as
McKenzie Livestock Transport, which is a big
concern at Midland. It may contract to take sheep
to Fremantle, but does not have the necessary
plant to do so. Invariably it will subcontract to
country contractors in the area from which the
sheep are to come. The local contractors would do
the work, and operate exclusively for McKenzie's
for three or four days, and that situation may be
repeated two or three weeks later. McKenzie's
would be responsible as the payer to retain 10 per
cent of the contractor's gross payment. This situ-
ation indicates why the measure is quite wrong.

To continue-
This measure is designed to ensnare firms

such as breweries, petroleum distributors,
brick manufacturers, etc. It should be noted
that casual deliveries and deliveries to retail
customers by a business house will not be
subject to these deductions,

We could well have the situation of a carrier
engaged in casual deliveries in a town or city who
is not subject to the withholding tax, but who, as
a result of his dealing in small amounts of money,
probably has a greater ability to evade tax than
the transport operator engaged in the
transportation of livestock.

The reference to petroleum distributors is
rather puzzling to me because they are bound to
particular companies. The legislation states that if
an operator transports a product in a truck which
has a sign painted on it stating that he exclusively
transports the product for a particular company,
he is subject to the provisions of the legislation.
My reading of the legislation indicates that
transport companies in each State will have to
treat each of their distributors as a subcontractor,
and deduct the 10 per cent withholding tax from
their payments. If the companies do that, the dis-
tributors will go broke-nothing is more
sure-because no transport company can continue
to maintain a service while contributing this 10
per cent withholding tax.

Some quite peculiar situations would arise. One
example is worthy of reference, and it is the case
of an automotive mechanic who runs his own
business and who contracts Out certain activities
of his trade to other businesses. He has a mechan-
ical repair business in the outer suburbs of Sydney

and sends out power steering systems for repair
by specialists, engines to be reconditioned, and
brake shoes to be rebonded. He is, in effect,
subcontracting, and will have to deduct the tax at
source-from the payments to those outside
firms. lHe also takes work from panel beaters, so
the Taxation Office will regard him as a
subcontractor as well. This fellow will be a prime
contractor and a subcontractor; he will be a payer
and a payee.

Under this source system payers and payees
have different obligations, and individuals, part-
nerships, trustees of trust estates, and companies,
can fall into both categories. A business may be
paying provisional tax, but that will make no dif-
ference to the deduction-at-source system.

The fellow who operates this legitimate motor
vehicle repair service already pays provisional tax,
but will be taxed further at source because he
happens to be in one instance in business as a
subcontractor. This, of course is a ridiculous situ-
ation and 1 believe it points out the complete
inequities of this tax. Not only is this tax unjust.
but it is also a tax which the Government will use
to embrace other industries as it goes along. This
small section of the Taxation Office will require
large staff numbers. To give members some idea
of what will happen, this question in regard to the
setting up of this small outfit was asked of the
Taxation Office-

How has the tax office prepared for the
deluge of extra work from the new tax collec-
tion and information reporting system?

The deputy commissioner replied-
We have allocated about 800 staff

nationally and 200 in this office.
That was in Sydney. He also said-

We've set up complete new sections.
That is to administer this iniquitous tax. In fact, I
should refer to it as an evil tax because that is
exactly what it is. Householders, of course, are
not exempt because if some of the more wealthy
members of this Chamber decided to put in a
swimming pool-is the Deputy Premier putting in
a pool? I can see him smiling.

Mr Bryce: I promise I won't mention it to any-
one.

Mr Davies: What about a boat ramp?
Mr OLD: If a person decides to demolish a

shed or do other construction or destruction work,
and that work costs $ 10 000 or more that person
currently becomes liable to collect this tax from
the subcontractor.

Mr Davies: A householder has only to report it,
doesn't he?
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Mr OLD: No, he is supposed to report anything
over $I 000, but to add $10 000-worth of
improvements he must become the payee.

Mr Davies: No, that is wrong,
Mr Bryce: He has only to report it.
Mr OLD: I am sorry. I will just check my rules

because I believe I am right, but I have beeni
known to be wrong.

Mr Davies: I think the householder has only to
report anything over $510 000,

Mr OLD: I am sorry. The Deputy Premier is
correct. A householder need only register with the
taxation office. The Act provides that where the
cost of a building is over $ 10 000 the householder
is obliged to report prescribed payments in respect
of that project, but will not be obliged to make
deductions from prescribed payments.

Mr Davies: Is that the book they were putting
out?

Mr OLD: No, it is a taxation digest. The only
one I have that they put out is a very vague sort of
pamphlet which does not give much information.
The fact that not much information has been
given is acknowledged by a four-page advertise-
menit in tonight's Daily News which sets out in
words of one syllable the basic requirements of
the industries concerned and it is all supposed to
be completed by I September.

I strongly implore the House to support this
motion because I believe it is in the interests of
the State and industry not to become involved in
this. The more weight we can get behind this mo-
tion, the better off we will be. I support the mo-
tion.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch) (10.29 p.m.]: I
support the motion, but before doing so I express
my disappointment at the Premier's actions
yesterday in not allowing this motion to proceed. I
do not think the Government really understands
the urgency of this motion. A widespread feeling
exists among the business community that the
Federal Government is very close to being forced,
if that is the right word, into making a decision of
either deferring this particular tax or of
significantly modifying its method of implemen-
tation, and we should have debated this motion
yesterday because anything that comes forward
from this Parliament will aid that process. The
motion is urgent and should have been debated
yesterday. The only reason that 1 can think of for
the Premier and the Government not wanting to
debate the motion at that time is that the Premier
and the Ministers perhaps did not feel qualified to
debate it without referring back to their minis-
terial advisers for guidance and advice. Perhaps

that is the style of government we are to see in the
future.

Mr Tonkin: We have agreed to the suspension
of Standing Orders.

Mr MacKINNON: The Government did not
agree to that yesterday.

Mr Tonkin: Because there was no warning of it.

Mr MacKiNNON: It did so because the Min-
ister did not feel at that time that he was pre-
pared to debate the legislation.

Mr Tonkin: The reason is that we had no prior
notice of it.

Mr MacKINNON: That very reason holds no
water with me whatsoever.

Mr Tonkin: I am not talking about whether you
can hold water; I am asking about the truth.

Mr MacKINNON: Government members have
had time to be briefed and I sincerely hope they
will make a contribution in support of the motion.
I support the substitution of the word "repeal" or
"defer", for the following reasons: The legislation
is costly, ineffective, confusing, has ulterior mo-
tives apart from taxation measures, and creates a
very unfortunate precedent.

I intend to confine my remarks to those areas.
The cost factor was briefly touched on by my col-
league, the member for Katanning-Roe. He indi-
cated that about 800 people would be required to
administer this legislation. As I understand the
situation from my discussions with people in the
taxation industry, the general comment is that
about 500 extra people have been recruited at this
stage. If we multiply that by a $20000 per year
salary, that means $10 million a year will be spent
by the Commonwealth Government to administer
the tax. That is without taking into account any
support staff for those 500 people. They will have
to be in the field if they are to be effective. We
could probably think of about another 500 people
to support the original 500, plus administration
expenses.

Mr Bryce: Where did you get your figures
from?

Mr MacKINNON: A conservative estimate
therefore is that approximately $25 to $30 million
will be required to administer this tax. Members
will agree it is a very costly measure. I obtained
that figure-and it has been given to accountants
in Perth-from the Taxation Office. I also ob-
tained advice from the Housing Industry Associ-
ation.

Mr Bryce: Do you know how much that indus-
try collected Australia-wide?
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Mr MacKINNON: That industry collected in
advance sums ranging from $300 to $500 million.
1 anticipate that it will not collect one dollar more
than would have been collected had this legis-
lation not been introduced. Secondly, the cost to
the business sector of this country is perhaps the
most important and widespread area of concern to
the business community and to me. Monthly re-
turns will be required by everybody affected by
this legislation. In addition, returns will be re-
quired for exemptions of tax. The forms run into
thousands or even millions, in certain cases.

One needs an eight-page examination
certificate which basically is a complete audit of
his company. To gain an exemption, he must have
a full audit signed by an accountant. One needs a
valuation certificate, again a two-page document,
required to be completed by a qualified person.
One requires separate forms every month for the
people he is paying. All forms, of course, must he
lodged with the commissioner with the taxation
return. I would hate to see Brambles or BHP's en-
velope going to the Taxation Office. A couple of
their own trucks would be required to transport it
to the commissioner. That is just one example.

Take the building industry and the case of a
builder who employs about 25 subcontractors. I
think members would agree that is probably a
reasonably conservative estimate. He must record
each payment. Let us assume that for those 25
people he makes only two payments; that amounts
to 50 payments per year. If we assume that
100000 homes will be built in Australia in the
coming year, that represents five million tax
forms for just one industry.

The mind boggles. I believe the system will
grind to a complete halt and collapse under the
weight of its own paperwork. Not only is that a
concern to us in Opposition, but also it is a fact
that the system will compound as it goes down the
line. This is an area in which the State Govern-
ment can take action if it desires to do so. Let us
assume that a builder today has a fixed price con-
tract with the Public Works Department. The
PWD is committed to deducting 10 per cent of
that contract price unless the contractor provides
the required certificate. Let us assume that he
does not have that certificate and that he employs
a subcontractor from whom he will also have to
deduct 10 per cent. This will continue down the
line and the last payee may receive a very small
sum of the total contract figure. This is an area
which this Government should investigate. It
should look at the impact it will have on the
people contracted to the Government to carry out
work on a fixed payment basis.

As the member for Katanning-Roe indicated,
the implications for the cash flow of many
business people will be substantial. I will mention
two other examples concerning the cost area.
Members will know from reading the legislation
that one cannot get an exemption unless he has
been in business for three years. That is a serious
inhibition to any small businessmen starting up
business today. It is another barrier placed in
front of these people. If they are to go into
business and compete on an equal basis with
companies that have gained exemptions, they
have very little chance of being competitive. The
big will Ret bigger and the small will get smaller.
Strangely, the Labor Government is passing legis-
lation in favour of the big and not the small.

Before the Premier says it was a Liberal
Government's idea and that it was proposed by a
Liberal Treasurer, let me point out the legislation
was introduced into the Commonwealth Parlia-
ment by the Labor Party. The regulations which
will come into operation on 1 September were
drafted by the Labor Government.

Another area of concern which has been can-
vassed by my colleagues is that of price increases
to consumers and this point is summed up by Mr
Des Keegan in a Press article published in The
Weekend Australian on 6-7 August. It reads as
follows-

We have the curious spectacle of ministers
lecturing the building industry on the
dangers of putting up prices to offset the
freeze on cash flow.

Our Minister for Housing is one of those. It con-
tirlues-

Of course builders will try to recover the
10 per cent of funds frozen out of liquidity.
Market forces are invincible-even under
Labor.

A lesson that the Government should learn.
Mr Wilson: It is not something that 1 denied

either Mr smarty pants.
Mr Old: What a rude fellow.
Mr MacKINNON: Thank you for the compli-

ment. The legislation is costly and secondly it will
be totally and utterly ineffective. The Labor
Government has little understanding of the cash
economy. I have been a public accountant for
many years and the cash economy does not exist
among large builders in the community whom this
legislation is trying to catch. It exists among the
myriad of small businesses that deal with large
sums of cash on a daily basis-stores, delica-
tessens, and similar sorts of organisations. I do
not condone that, but to impose any legislation on
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that particular cash economy in order to catch
those people concerned is impossible.

The naivety of the legislation is apparent when
one considers the point raised by the member for
Katanning-Ree concerning householders. House-
holders are exempted up to $ 10 000. That is crazy
if the legislation is to have any effect on that sec-
tion of the community. If it is to be of any effect,
that is the group at which the legislation should
be directed. This is not occurring and builders are
being penalised.

Mr Wilson: Are you saying we should not be
doing that.

Mr MacKINNON: I did not say that.

Mr Wilson: What are you saying?
Mr MacKINNON: I will come to what should

be done in a moment.
The current avoiders are hardly likely to regis-

ter under this legislation and they will continue to
avoid taxation in a manner to which they have be-
come accustomed. I do not condone that. It
merely penalises the honest at the cost Of the dis-
honest and everyone pays the penalty.

Mr Bryce: What penalty?

Mr MacKINNON: The Deputy Premier shows
naivety-small businessmen will have to fill in
forms each month. Does the Deputy Premier have
concern for red tape?

Mr Bryce: I do.
Mr MacKINNON: I do not think he does be-

cause he has a report on his table which has been
there for months and he has done nothing about
it. We have concern for red tape and for the small
and large businesses which face these impositions.
That is why we are supporting this motion.

I refer now to this question asked by the Minis-
ter for Housing: "What are we saying!' Before
the legislation was passed, taxation legislation was
passed which made it illegal to avoid tax. It is il-
legal now and it was illcgal 12 months ago. If the
Federal Labor Government sincerely believes in
what it is doing, it would have employed people to
police this existing legislation. It would have been
more simple for that Government to provide a re-
porting mechanism. For example, all claims made
through the Taxation Office could be recorded.

Mr Wilson: That was tried by the American
Government and it proved useless.

Mr MacKINNON: It is easy to see why this
Minister supports the actions of his Federal col-
leagues.

Mr Wilson: You have no idea what you are
talking about. You are an empty vessel.

Mr MacKINNON: I request the Minister to
detail his vast experience.

Several members interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: A further point I wish to

raise concerns the widespread confusion among
the many people in the business community who
have no knowledge of the impact this legislation
will have on them. However, this Minister is pre-
pared to sit in this House and defend this legis-
lation. It was passed in May this year without any
idea of what might be involved. The regulations
were not prescribed until 25 July, yet the legis-
lation comes into effect on I September. That is
haste in the extreme and it shows what this
Government and its colleagues in the Federal
Government are tarred with, and that is the high
tax feather-the high tax brush. That can be in-
stanced by what the Federal Government did in
Canberra when it came into office and what this
Government did when it came into office. This
Government introduced a tobacco tax and the
Commonwealth Government introduced a with-
holding tax. The first thing they have tackled is to
reap taxes or impose controls. This Government
has shown in its return to power that it has not
changed its socialist spots. The Premier indicated
this in the third reading speech of the Bill passed
through this House tonight and I was interested
and pleased to hear what he had to say.

This legislation has an ulterior motive which
was spelt out recently in The West Australian
under the heading "Bosses rally to oppose with-
holding tax". In the body of that article was a re-
port of a meeting of the TLC which said that a
BWIU delegate was concerned and worried that
some Cabinet membrs-here and in the Federal
Government presumably-were developing reser-
vations about the tax because of the intensity of
the campaign by employers. The article goes on to
say-

The withholding tax had the support of
workers because for years the building and
construction industry had used the cash-in-
hand system of payments as a means to
downgrade wages and conditions.

The ulterior motive is that the tax is designed to
do away with the most efficient system we
have-the subcontracting system-and to force
those people into day labour or working for
wages, and as a consequence, into the clutches of
those militant and vicious building unions in this
country.

Mr Bryce: You are doing well.
Mr MacKINNON: Does the Deputy Premier

want to defend them? I do not defend the BLF; it
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is a blot on this country's record, and the sooner it
is outlawed, the helter for Australia.

The tax is another example of the way that
Labor Governments in this country are moving to
inhibit enterprise and not to encourage it; to de-
stroy and redistribute wealth, and not create it.
Let us look at some of the impositions that will be
placed on business. They include centralised wage
indexation which is supported by this Govern-
ment; price control which is another red tape im-
position, brought in by this Government and soon
to be imposed by the Federal Government;
redundancy payments, which will be increased
dramatically, supported by this Government; and
now this legislation on I September will place new
impositions on business.

Mr Wilson: Legislation proposed by a Liberal
Government.

Mr MacKINNON: I come to my Final point of
concern which is: What does the future hold?
What will be the Federal Government's next step
and whom will it affect? Currently, the following
people are in the clutches of the Government
under this legislation: the building and construc-
tion industry; the architectural industry; con-
sulting engineers; surveying and other technical
building services; joinery and cabinet makers;, the
road transport industry; motor vehicle repairers;
and the cleaning industry; and I venture to say
others will be involved before long.

What is the difference between an architect, a
lawyer, a doctor, and an accountant in the pro-
fessions? Very little, I venture to claim. They also
will become involved. The fast growing, most im-
portant tourist industry may be involved. Surely
there is not much difference between a tourist
coach operator and a road transport operator.
They are probably already in the net, and if not.
soon will be.

Will an imposition be placed on taxi drivers? If
so, a taxation inspector will need to be in every
taxi in this city to catch them. How ridiculous!
Advertising agencies are certain to be included.

In summary, we urge the Federal Government
to repeal this new withholding tax-this new im-
position on business-because it is expensive to
administer and it will not be effective. It has been
rushed into Parliament. It will inhibit enterprise
and not encourage it. and it opens the doors for
more control of business. It will throttle enterpri se
which is so important to the economic health of
this country. I urge members to support the
motion totally.

Mr Bryce: Once again you forgot the construc-
live bit you promised to come back to.

Mr MacKINNON: No I did not.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [10.49 p.m.]: I
would like to point out to those amazed people on
the Opposition benches that I am speaking by vir-
tue of the fact that the Government is foregoing
one of its speakers. I thank the Government for
that co-operation. I take the opportunity to point
out that Standing Orders are a little remiss in a
situation like this where members of a crossbench
party wish to speak. Perhaps that aspect can be
looked at in the future. I remember that on a pre-
vious occasion, when the Opposition was in
Government, the then Speaker used his discretion
and allowed us one more speaker than had been
agreed.

Mr Blaikie: Have you enough members to be
recognised as a party?

Mr STEPHENS: The member is talking about
a completely different issue. I would ask him to
direct the same question to his so-called coalition
partners.

I do not intend to take long. Earlier this even-
ing I supported a member of the Country Party in
a division, and much of what I was about to say
has already been said by the member for
Katanning-Roe when he quoted from Business
Review Weekly. I have that edition and had
intended to quote from it.

Tax evasion is a serious problem in the com-
munity inasmuch as all those people who evade
tax place a heavy burden on those who are pay-
ing. Ways and means must be found of
overcoming this problem. I am not convinced-in
fact I am certain-that the current measures will
not solve the problem and will create many others
for small businessmen. One of the quotes in
Business Review Weekly of 6-12 August states
that a CBA bank study a few years ago estimated
that the cash economy could represent about 10
per cent of gross domestic product. In 1980-81
figures, that was about $12.7 billion, so we are
talking about a large amount of money upon
which a lot Of tax could be avoided.

Mr MacKinnon: You mean "could be paid".
Mr STEPHENS: Yes, it should be paid. The

same article went on to say-
The Fraser government was too scared to

tackle the issue until the social stigma sur-
rounding any form of avoidance became so
great during the bottom-of-the-harbor row
that it thought it could act. Even then the
Fraser team was not in office long enough to
see its cash economy club wielded.

It is apparent the Fraser Government intended to
do something to attack the problem caused by the
tax lost in the cash economy.
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I support the motion before the Chair and urge
the Federal Government to rethink the problem. I
am prepared to acknowledge a problem exists, but
I do not believe the measures contemplated now
will solve the problem; they will aggravate it. I
suggest the Federal Government get its brains
trust thinking to come up with alternative means.
The member for Murdoch supported something I
said earlier today and I return the compliment
now by supporting a remark he made. He
suggested a greater number of investigators going
through the community making spot checks might
be more efficient than the method envisaged by
this tax. One way to stop people from evading tax
is to increase the certainty of their being caught.
If more inspectors were in the field doing spot
checks, this situation would not have come about.

I support the motion and I trust the Federal
Government will be apprised of the feelings of
members on this side of the House.

MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [10.54 p.m.]: I am
fairly reluctant to rise to support the motion be-
cause it is not just a question of our being de-
barred the opportunity to discuss this really
urgent motion at the proper time yesterday. It has
since been placed magnanimously at a time when
the Press Gallery is empty and it is certain that
little or no publicity will be given to it. I am reluc-
tant also because it is a funny way to debate a
subject when the Government waits until the end
and has only one speaker. It should have indicated
its view of the motion.

Mr Bryce: I wvant to hear a case.
Mr MENSAROS: I thought the Deputy Prem-

ier had heard four speakers. It is a little lopsided
if the Government waits until the end, not even
intimating what its view is in connection with the
motion, and not allowing the Opposition-which
moved the motion-to debate any points which
the Government might make.

Mr Hassell: This is their new method of debate
avoidance, It is all part of the jack boot approach.

Mr Wilson: You have not had anything to say.
Mr MENSAROS: We have an entirely new di-

mension-
Mr Bryce: In future if you want two-for-two in-

stead of four speakers. at your insistence, because
it is your motion, we can easily accommodate that
principle.

Mr MacKinnon: Jack boot approach again!
Mr Bryce: You cannot have it both ways.

Mr MENSAROS: If I can continue, we have
an entirely new system in this Parliament since
the change of Government, and the new system
denies the proper role of Parliament. It is not so

much in the legislation itself-this ought to be the
forum where we can voice our views in the name
of the public. On this motion it will be very diffi-
cult to make some comments without knowing the
intention of the Government. I presume that the
Government will support this measure because if
it does not, or if it moves a face-saving amend-
ment, this would be completely and utterly con-
trary to anything that the Government said while
in Opposition. Very few people would disagree
that basically the Government was elected be-
cause of the economic climate. Because of the
economic climate, the Labor Party was able to
woo people who would not normally support it. It
said to small business people, "You are not having
a good time-we are going to support you and
you do not have anything to expect from the
people in Government now anyway".

It was very difficult because the times were so
bad.

Mr Wilson: Why should they have expected
something better from us than from you?

Mr MENSAROS: Because they wanted a
change of the economic climate. Do not tell me
that the Minister is so naive, after having been in
politics for several years, not to know that they
wanted a change.

Mr Wilson: Of course.
Mr MENSAROS: It is quite obvious that if

one',s business is not booming, one clutches at
anything because one believes that with a change
there will be better times. The Labor Party prom-
ised particularly to support small business and ob-
viously it had a few converts.

If the Government does not support the motion,
or if it emasculates it with some sort of amend-
ment, the Government is denying what it said.
Only a few hours ago the Minister for Consumer
Affairs bragged to the House that the Govern-
ment had done something to the Stock Exchange
of Perth in several months which the previous
Government had not done in several years. I do
not know what the matter was, but I heard him
bragging about it. iI' that is so, what sort of argu-
ment can he put up not to support the business
people, and particularly the small business people
who arc, without exception, against this measure?

If the Government will not support this motion,
it is quite clear that it was elected on false pre-
tences.

Up to eight or nine years ago I had some ex-
perience in the building industry. I was fairly ac-
tive in it for about 20 years and I can talk from
some close pragmatic experience of the suffering
of the business community when too much
theorising takes place. Problems arose even in

1142



[Wednesday, 17 August 1983]114

those times, which were undoubtedly much better
than they are today from the point of view of the
building industry.

The small subcontractor operating on a very
small volume would be the only one who could
calculate on a profit margin in excess of 10 per
cent. However, it is not really a profit margin in
excess of 10 per cent-the small subcontractor
virtually lives on the profit because his turnover is
so small. To a large extent, his profit margin also
pays his wages. It is not a profit on invested capi-
tal because his profit on invested capital is vir-
tually nil. The profit is mainly a reward for his
labour, and in many cases it is his only reward
with the exception of the fact that he is self-em-
ployed, and is his own master. He can hope and
trust that in the future he will do better. It is only
people of this type who, theoretically, can afford
the 10 per cent reduction. I say "theoretically"
because they would not have anything to eat.

Then we come to the subcontractors who work
in large volume, If these people wish to be suc-
cessful in tendering, they must work on a profit
margin of 2 to 5 per cent, depending on the
turnover involved. I could reopen my books to ob-
tain my figures, but from memory, comparing my
turnover with the net profit, the average profit
margin was about 2.5 per cent. Then the
subcontractor would have to use additional capital
in order to foot the bill for the deductions. The
additional capital would have to be serviced and
then, as has been said by others, if the
subcontractor were large enough, and if he re-
mained in business, this additional expense would
have to be passed on to the suffering public. For
the large subcontractor to recoup the money, the
public must pay.

Another common misbelief is that people be-
lieve there is a principal contractor, then a
subcontractor, and then a subcontractor for that
subcontractor and, as the member for Murdoch
said, each contractor is a little smaller than the
one before. That is not so at all.

The principal contractor could be much smaller
than the subcontractor. Let us say that we want
to build a cottage. Many people would engage a
company which is a subsidiary of Colonial Sugar
Refinery Co. Ltd. to do the plaster ceiling work.
CSR is about the third largest company in Aus-
tralia, so how could we compare the size of the
principal contractor to a subcontractor which may
be a company of the size of CSR? Such a
company as CSR is unlikely to go bankrupt; it
produces the raw materials needed for plaster cei-
lings, and hires labour, and it will simply pass on
any extra costs.

One of the previous speakers pointed out that if
a person or company wishes to apply for an
exemption, there are eight pages to fill out. Some
of these small businessmen have no idea about
administration and they must then employ some-
one to fill in the sheets. This is an additional bur-
den.

The next question is: Who will gain exemption?
To gain exemption it will be necessary for an
auditor or an accountant to testify that the person
or the company seeking the exemption has been
an entirely honest taxpayer for the past years.
Even if a person has been accountant to the
company, how could he know honestly that
nothing had been concealed from him? How
could he testify honestly that the business con-
cerned did not attempt to cheat the Australian
Tax Office? If we take seriously the provisions re-
lating to exemptions, I suggest that there will be
very few exemptions.

As has been pointed out, the burden is similar if
somebody is exempted and yet has to supply all of
the documentary requirements which are provided
for in the legislation or regulations.

If the Government follows what it said before
the election, and it supports this motion, of course
the Federal Government ought to know the view
of this Parliament.

Having considered why the withholding tax is
disadvantageous for the taxpayer or for the
business people who are involved and whom the
member for Murdoch has enumerated, we ought
to talk about the disadvantages or the lack of
proper advantages which might be envisaged by
some of the bureaucrats from the point of view of
the Government. That has been touched upon
briefly: but I suggest that the occupations or
trades which have been enumerated as being the
ones which ought to pay the withholding tax are
not the source of the so-called cash economy. The
first source of the so-called cash economy is the
householder. I ask members of the House if they
honestly have never paid a pensioner to clean
their houses for cash: if they have never paid cash
to a babysitter; if they have never paid someone
who does odd jobs to clean up the backyard, in
cash, without any further question and without
running immediately to the taxation department
and reporting the transaction. I suggest that they
would all be small sums; but when added up, they
would be the largest source of the cash economy.

The other source mentioned by the member for
Murdoch is the people who handle many small
amounts of money-not so much the retailers who
purchase something and sell it. because they can
be traced, but the people who are involved in
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some sort of processing or fabrication, if one can-
not use the word "manufacturing".

I am talking about the baker or the butcher
who buys in bulk, does some processing, and sells
the product. That is the area in which one can
really ind cheating from the point of view of the
tax.

This tax will not have the advantage that the
Federal Government envisages. If one considers
the cost involved in administering the tax, it is ob-
vious that the Government might finish up with-
out any of the advantages that it expects from this
tax.

We do not see a tremendous advantage to the
Government. There is a tremendous disadvantage.
however, for the businessmen, particularly the
small businessmen. In turn, that could create a
downswing in the economy-a shift of employ-
ment from the private field to the public field.
That might be to the liking of the present Govern-
ment, because we have heard that the Australian
Tax Office has employed people in anticipation of
being busy with this tax.

Another matter was mentioned by the member
for Murdoch, and the Deputy Premier laughed at
it; but I think it is serious. Ultimately, this tax
will remove the backbone of the society. The self-
employed small business people and the trades
people will fall under the net of the trade union
movement. Of course, that is precisely what the
Government wants. Then we would have the pay-
ment of wages only; that is really what the sup-
porters of the Government want.

Members opposite should not delude them-
selves. The time will come when they will hear a
call sooner or later-for the payment of the debt
by the left wing of the Australian Labor Party,
the trade unions, and others. Some people have
already made that call. This is the time when we
will see how genuine and how sincere were the
promises made by the Government when it was in
Opposition before the election.

The Government did not allow us to debate this
motion when it was meant to be debated
yesterday, in what could be called "prime time".
It has now assented to our talking about the mo-
tion, and we have had ive speakers on this side.
According to the agreement, the Government will
not allow the mover of the motion to respond to
the debate.

Mr Tonkin: We give you five speakers out of
six, and you still talk about jack boots!

Mr MENSAROS: I am talking about the fact
that the Government is not allowing us to respond
to its arguments, because we do not know what
the Government is proposing. I hesitated to speak.

I looked at the Deputy Premier and he did not
move, so I stood. The intention was that he should
be the last speaker. Perhaps he will move a face-
saving amendment, or something of that type.
However, I suggest that shows that the Govern-
ment is not sincere.

MR BRYCE (Ascot-Deputy Premier) 1I1. 12
p.m.]: I ought to explain to the member for
Floreat, since he expressed so much concern, that
having agreed to allow members of the Opposition
four of the six places, and then making a con-
cession to allow the member for Stirling to speak,
it was reasonable to sit here and listen to the case,
and respond to the arguments presented in sup-
port of the proposition. If the member would pre-
fer that the Government allocated only four
speakers, which was the case quite often pre-
viously-and that would be two speakers from
both sides of the House. alternating in the de-
bate-maybe we could make that the subject of a
discussion for the future.

I also enlighten the member for Floreat that it
is not appropriate to move amendments to these
propositions. That has never been done. It is not
appropriate because, according to the precedents
of this House, and the provisions of Standing
Order No. 47, it is normal for a motion such as
this to be withdrawn.

Mr Mensaros: You still have to say how you
feel about it.

Mr BRYCE: Of course. We have no intention,
however, to move an amendment to the motion.

I had a very good reason for deciding to sit here
and listen carefully to all the arguments raised to
substantiate the case by members opposite. I was
interested to hear how many members of the Lib-
eral Party would refer to their own guilt. Effec-
tively, three of the four members of the Liberal
Party turned their back totally on their sense of
responsibility as members of the Liberal Party.
One member made a gratuitous remark with a
throwaway line suggesting that it was true that
the Federal Liberal Party had had a bit of a flirt
with this concept.

It is appropriate to remind the House of the
course of events because members opposite have
pretended tonight that they are not associated in
the slightest with the origins of this tax. I did not
refer to the member for Katanning-Roc-

Mr Old: The member for Mvurdoch made men-
lion of the fact.

Mr BRYCE: It may be uncomfortable for
members opposite, but I intend to spend a few
minutes reminding them about the genesis of this
withholding tax that they find so uncomfortable
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to sit with and to accept publicly. Members op-
posite did not acknowledge where it started.

Mr MacKinnon: Yes, we did.

Mr BRYCE: In fact it started with the last
Budget introduced in the Federal Parliament by
Malcolm Fraser. Fraser's Treasurer, John
Howard, introduced this as an important part of
his last Budget. In case members have not seen it,
I have in front of me-

Mr Court: Anyone with a good tax record was
exempt.

Mr BRYCE: -the document John Howard
published for everybody to read so that they could
comprehend the details of what this tax would
mean to people in business.

Mr MacKinnon: Does that make it right?
Mr BRYCE: It contains a list of explanations.

The proposal came from the Federal Treasurer; it
was a key element of Fraser's last Budget. The
legislation was drafted by the Federal Liberal
Government-the Treasury-and, of course, it
consisted of a series of amendments to the Income
Tax Assessment Act.

Not only did the Liberals in the Federal Parlia-
ment draft this legislation, but also, when it fi-
nally came before the House, introduced by a
Labor Treasurer, they voted for it in both Houses
of Parliament.

Mr MacKinnon: Have you read the debate?
Mr BRYCE: In both Houses of the Federal

Parliament the Liberal and Labor Parties sup-
ported this proposition, which is a far cry from
that which was proposed by the Liberal Treasurer
last year before his Government was defeated.

Mr MacKinnon: So you are supporting it.
Mr BRYCE: Let us look at what John Howard,

had he been given the opportunity, would have
imposed upon the businesses for which tonight the
members for Murdoch, Floreat, and Katanning-
Roe and the Leader of the Opposition were shed-
ding tears. Let us consider what they would have
done.

Mr MacKinnon: And who would have been just
as loud in their criticism had he introduced it.

Mr BRYCE: John Howard proposed that the
tax to be levied should be 25 per cent, not 10 per
cent.

Mr Court: Yes; but only if a business had a
poor tax record.

Mr BRYCE: He also suggested that the
threshold at which this particular tax should be
imposed-

Several members interjected.

Mr MacKinnon: It is his Government federally
which will be tarred with that brush and he knows
it.

A Government member: With Liberal support.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for

Murdoch was heard in almost complete silence
and I ask him and also the Minister for Housing
to desist from interjecting in order that the Depu-
ty Premier may make his speech.

Mr BRYCE: Unaccustomed as I am to raising
my voice in debate to make my point heard, I
thought I was coming perilously close to the mo-
ment when I would have to do so!

John Howard proposed that the threshold
which this form of tax collection should apply
should be $3 000, not $ 10 000. John Howard also
talked about a much broader range of industries
that comprise the cash economy which would in
fact have to submit to this form of tax collection.
He did not restrict it to the half a dozen particu-
lar and specified sections of the so-called cash
economy.

Mr MacKinnon: It only goes to show that what
I said was right. Who will be next?

Mr BRYCE: It was only after serious consul-
tation with the national leaders of the housing in-
dustry and a number of other different sections of
the economy that the national Government-the
new Labor Government-decided it would pro-
ceed with this Liberal Party-inspired measure in
an endeavour to minimise tax evasion in the econ-
omy. It decided it would do so on a much less
severe basis. So the legislation which was
introduced provided for contract amounts above
$10000, not $3 000 and the actual level of
taxation was set at l0oper cent, not 25 per cent.

Of course, a very serious limit was arrived at in
terms of definition of the particular industries
which would be embroiled in this system.

What I found fascinating during the course of
the debate tonight was that, despite the fact that
the Liberals in this House turned their backs on
and walked away from their responsibilities in this
issue, having been part and parcel of the gallant
team that inspired the concept, they also avoided
accepting any responsiblity whatsoever to refer to
the problems in revenue terms for the national
Government-understood by national Liberal and
national Labor Cabinets alike-which grow from
the cash economy. Indeed, they are serious prob-
lems.

Although he was given an invitation to do so by
the Minister for Housing, the member for
Murdoch steadfastly refused, as he is wont to do,
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to come back to the point of his argument and say
what he would propose should be done.

Mr MacKinnon: That is not true. I told you
what I proposed should be done.

Mr BRYCE: The member for Murdoch has
never, in serious debate in this Chamber, done
that. lie spent his time in the most extraordinarily
negative way, lambasting something for which his
Federal colleagues were responsible in the first in-
stance and, when he was challenged-and we re-
minded him three times to do so-to say what he
would propose as a substitute for this set of
measures, he did not do so.

Mr MacKinnon: I did. Your performance is
weaker now that you have advisers. You had bet-
ter go back to doing it yourself.

Mr BRYCE: This method of collecting
taxation does not represent a new tax. I know it
was described as a new tax by the member for
Katanning-Roc who also said it was an iniquitous
and evil tax, suggesting it was very much a new
tax. Of course, anybody's reasonable analysis of
the situation would indicate it is not a new tax i n
the sense that it is an additional tax on anybody.
It clearly relates to a method of collecting
taxation.

This measure was intended to be a method of
collecting taxation which is payable and due, in
the eyes of the Liberal Party Federal Treasurer,
basically from many people who were not paying
it.

It is really quite extraordinary for the Leader of
the Opposition to suggest a unanimous view exists
across the country in terms of people associated
with the interests of the business community to
the effect that this tax is absolutely evil and
wrong. People involved at very senior levels in dif-
ferent parts of this nation at the heart of the
business community believe the tax is appropriate
and ought to be proceeded with. Let us consider
the views of some of them.

I would not have thought the editor of The
Australian newspaper, which has in fact been re-
sponsible for leading the campaigns referred to in
so many quarters over such a long period as the
"tax revolt", was exactly somebody inclined to be
sympathetic to anybody who wanted to destroy
business confidence and make life difficult. How-
ever, let us look at what the editor of The Aus-
tralian had to say on 2 August when commenting
on this measure. It is not a view which I particu-
larly share, but in order to balance the argument
in this Chamber tonight, let us hear the points of
view expressed by a few people who have been
quietly forgotten by members opposite in express-
ing strong views.

Mr MacKinnon: Do you think The Australian
is a respected newspaper?

Mr BRYCE: I don't particularly agree with
anything the editor of The Australian says, I as-
sure members of that.

Mr Mensaros interjected.
Mr BRYCE: I have no hesitation in saying that

I have had some powerful differences of opinion
with former Senator Wheeldon just referred to.
But I quote now the comments of the editor of
The Australian of 2 August-

The complaints by the building industry
against the proposed withholding tax, de-
signed to prevent tax avoidance, amount to
an admission of guilt.

If everyone in the industries concerned had
been paying his due taxes, then it would be
nonsense to assume that the crackdown by
the Commonwealth Government to ensure
that this is indeed the case will lift prices,
send builders to the wall, and create unem-
ployment.

Mr MacKinnon: I quoted what Des Keating
thinks from the same newspaper.

Mr BRYCE: I am quoting the editor who sets
the policy for this little organ. The point I am
trying to establish is that a real difference of op-
inion exists.

Mr MacKinnon: Between the Federal Liberals
and us.

Mr BRYCE: To continue quoting-
In fact the sooner the new tax is

introduced the better. The cash economy has
been going on for long enough. It is immoral
and inequitable. It has unnecessarily in-
creased the burden on honest taxpayers.
Again it should be emphasised that the
Government is not proposing a new tax. It is
making sure that existing tax liabilities are
met.

I shall quote now from a telex sent to our Minis-
ter for Housing following a meeting he convened
recently to discuss problems and concerns arising
from the proposed implementation of this with-
holding tax. The telex was signed by Jim Snooks,
the Director of the Australian Federation of Con-
struction Contractors. I quote as follows-

I list below the official view of the Western
Australian Branch of the Australian Feder-
ation of Construction Contractors-
(1) The problems perceived by the MBA

and the HIA are quite different to our
industry of heavy construction and civil
engineering as we directly employ large
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numbers of workers and do not rely so
heavily on subcontractors.

A point well made. To continue-
(2) We totally support the Federal Govern-

ment in its purpose of properly taxing
the "cash economy".

(3) We believe that the introduction of the
tax should be delayed only because of
the logistical problems encountered.

I have no wish to misrepresent this man's view,
but for the sake of time I will not read the prob-
lems he goes on to outline. Members are welcome
to read the telex if they wish. It continues-

(4) In view of the above and with the aim of
avoiding administrative foulups we com-
mend the idea of the extension of the
start-up time to allow the debugging of
the system to be carried out.

I do not necessarily agree with the comments con-
tained in that telex. However, I make the point
that there is a real division of opinion about, and
it is no good members opposite suggesting that
there is uniformity in Western Australia or across
Australia in the business community or in
Government. In fact, there is a very interesting
coalition of people who do disagree.

Mr MacKinnon: r wonder why the Minister for
Housing didn't speak.

Mr Blaikie: Do you support the tax?
Mr BRYCE: A very basic justification can be

found to support the concept involved. There are.
however, in the minds of people on this side of the
House, some real reservations about the mech-
anics involved and the timing. These reservations
were illustrated publicly by the Minister for
Housing and he was quite right. The mechanics
leave a great deal to be desired.

The member for Katanning-Roe referred in
some detail to the mechanical difficulties.
Certainly there should be a very thorough
debugging review of the scheme, because it looks
as if it will come into place at the beginning of
next month. It should not start operating at that
time if the feedback my colleagues and I are get-
ting, and as I am sure members opposite are get-
ting, about the difficulties in comprehending the
tax and its implementation is accurate.

Let it not be forgotten that there were Liberals
in the national Parliament who believed that this
measure, in a more severe form, should have been
implemented. It is of passing interest to us all that
at this late hour, and a fortnight before the tax
comes into effect, members opposite suddenly dis-
cover something wrong with it. They did not say a
word about it earlier in the session.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRYCE: We on this side of the House are

firmly of the view that, in the best interests of the
community, the implementation of this tax should
be delayed until a much higher level of certainty,
clarity and understanding concerning its concept
is achieved. Certainty is one of the most basic
canons of taxation. It is reasonable for us to ask
that the people who have to deal with it have that
certainty.

Mr HASSELL: On behalf of the Leader of the
Opposition I seek leave to withdraw the motion.

Motion, by leave, withdrawn.

BUILDERS' REGISTRATION AMENDMENT
BILL

Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Tonkin
(Minister for Consumer Affairs), and read a first
time.

STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION

Bills

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of the
House) (11.33 p.m.]: I move-

That so much of the Standing Orders be
suspended as is necessary to enable the re-
maining stages of the Electoral Amendment
Bill, the Constitution Amendment Bill and
the Acts Amendment (Constitution and Elec-
toral) Bill to be entered upon and dealt with
prior to the adoption of the Address-in-
Reply.

I gave notice of this motion yesterday, and in dis-
cussions with the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition I indicated that tomorrow, Thursday, I had
hoped to go ahead with the Electoral Bill and that
next Tuesday I hope to go ahead with the Acts
Amendment (Constitution and Electoral) Bill.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition pointed out
that he thought these were major Bills, especially
the second one, although the former is not a light-
weight. and he felt that not enough time was to be
given to the Opposition to study such
fundamentally important and complex Bills. I ac-
cepted his argument as being quite reasonable
and indicated that I would like to bring on the
Electoral Bill next Tuesday and to move the Acts
Amendment (Constitution and Electoral) Bill,
which is the one which deals with proportional
representation for the Legislative Council, on
Tuesday, 13 September, which is the First
Tuesday after the two-week recess for the school
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holidays. That is our intention for proceeding with
these Bills.

I pointed out to the Deputy Leader of the Op-
position that as we were putting off the resump-
tion of the debate on these measures for a fair
amount of time we hoped that the Legislative
Council would deal with them expeditiously after
they were dealt with by this Chamber. The Coun-
cil will have had the same opportunity to study
the Bills as will be had by this House.

Mr Blaikie: That is an assumption.

Mr TONKIN: It is not an assumption; the
Council will have the same time. It would have
been an assumption had I said that Council mem-
bers will have studied these measures. I do not
know what they do over there when they get
ready for legislation of this kind. Certainly they
have had an opportunity to study the Bills. If they
have not, that is a matter for them.

My point is that I have acceded to the request
of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to put off
the resumption of debate on these Bills. I am not
saying my gesture is magnanimous; perhaps I ex-
pected too much when I wanted to have these
matters completed at the time I originally set. I
accepted the point made by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition that these measures are involved
and require time to be studied. I hope the Council
will be able to go on to these measures as soon as
they get into that House instead of another few
weeks of delay being caused.

Either the Deputy Leader of the Opposition or
someone else made a criticism of our bringing in
Bills before the adoption of the Address-in- Reply.
We make no apology for that. The purpose of this
House is to legislate as well as to provide its mem-
bers the opportunity to raise matters of general
interest which they can raise during the Address-
in-Reply. The Government wishes to bring for-
ward an enormous amount of legislation, amongst
which is the electoral legislation, to wvhich the
Government gives thc highest priority.

Although it may not have been the tradition of
the previous Govcrnment to bring forward im-
portant legislation before the Address-in-Reply
debate was completed, I make it clear, as the
Premier did earlier, that we will implement our
policies by using the methods we believe are cor-
rect. The other side lost the election in February
and cannot expect us to slavishly follow its
Government's traditions, values and standards.
We are quite prepared to be judged by our stan-
dards.

Mr Rushton: We don't want to go along with
your standards.

Mr TONKIN: The Opposition may not like our
standards, and may disagree with them; howcver,
while members of the Opposition will have an op-
portunity to take a further part in the Address-in-
Reply, some legislation is so important that it
cannot be delayed for long.

Mr Blaikie: If the Government proceeds with
this package, which is its right to do, bearing in
mind that the Address-in-Reply is not completed,
what provision will the Government make to en-
able private members to bring business to the
House?

Mr TONKIN: That will be the subject of nego-
tiation, but it has not been raised with me.

Mr Blaikie: I am raising it with you now.

Mr TONKIN: Now is hardly the time for such
negotiation. If the Opposition wishes to put
certain matters to me I will consider them. Earlier
tonight we agreed to the suspension of Standing
Orders to allow private business to proceed. I now
commend the motion to the House.

Mr Hassell: Before you sit down, isn't the Par-
liamentary Superannuation Amendment Bill sup-
posed to be part of this package?

Mr TONKIN: Yes.

Mr Hassell: It is not included in your motion.
You can cover it by a separate motion, but I just
want to confirm that it is part of the package.

Mr TONKIN: It is a part of the package, but
not a major part. It will be debated in due course;
the Opposition will be able to consider it in con-
junction with these Bills, even though it may not
be considered at the same time.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe-Deputy Leader of
the Opposition) [ 11.38 p.m.]: I regret to advise
the House that I cannot agree to this motion. The
moving of the motion at this hour is in breach
once again of an understanding, the understand-
ing I had with the Leader of the House in regard
to what would be dealt with tonight.

Mr Tonkin: The reason is that otherwise the
notice of motion will lapse. If you want to adjourn
this debate now, I am quite happy to agree.

Mr HASSELL: I do not know whether the
Minister wants me to adjourn it.

Mr Tonkin: The only reason I moved it tonight
was that if I did not, under our Standing Orders
the notice of motion would lapse.
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Mr Evans: Just seek leave to continue your re-
marks.

Mr HASSELL: I will do that because I want to
make a few remarks about this motion, and others
may want to do the same.

Leave to Continue Speech

I seek leave to continue my remarks at the next
sitting of the House.

The SPEAKER: Is leave granted?

Mr Tonkin: In case there is some misunder-
standing, this matter will not necessarily be
brought on tomorrow. I do not want the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition to think that he will
speak on it tomorrow. I presume he seeks to con-
tinue his remarks when the debate is next brought
on.

Leave granted.
Debate thus adjourned.

House adjourned at 11.41 p.m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

NAYLOR, MR MICHAEL

Qualifications

434. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Premier:

(I) Further to question 130 of 1983 respect-
ing Mr Michael Naylor, what are the
duties of his ministerial adviser-policy
development?

(2) What are Mr Naylor's qualifications
and experience for the position he
currently holds?

(3) Was the position currently held by Mr
Naylor advertised, and if so, when and
where?

(4) If not, on what basis was Mr Naylor ap-
pointed to the position?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) 1 refer the Leader of the Oppo-
sition to my correspondence of 16 May
1983, in which I provided among other
matters, full details of all ministerial
staff appointments and a dossier con-
taining a complete statement of duties,
qualifications and experience.

(3) No.
(4) As with all other ministerial staff Mr

Naylor was appointed to the position be-
cause of his ability.

TRANSPORT: BUSES

Tender

438. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Premier:
In approximately March 1983 the
Government let a contract to Porters of
Fremantle for 10 bus bodies: will he
please give the contract sum and also the
price of the lowest tenderer?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

At no time during March 1983, or
thereabouts, was a contract let to
Porters of Fremantle.
A contract was entered into with Skip-
per Truck Centre for the supply of 10
complete buses to various specifications
and Howard Porter Pty. Limited, were
the subcontractors to build the bus
bodies.
The contract figure to the original speci-
fication at the time of letting the con-
tract, was $277 700 and the lowest
$143 759.

"BUN BURY 2000"
Priority

537. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Minister with
special responsibility for "Bunbury 2000":
(1) In respect of the Government's commit-

ment contained in the document
"Bunbury 2000", will be identify those
items ranked in highest priority?

(2) When will these items be implemented
and at what cost?

(3) When will the programme for the re-
maining commitments be drawn up and
what is the estimated cost of these items
at current value?

(4) What is the anticipated annual cost of
administration, including office accom-
modation, rental, salaries, etc., for
"Bunbury 2000"?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Advanced education college facilities.

Rapid transit rail system.
Bunbury marshalling yards removal.

(2) Over the next two to four years.

Advanced education college advisory
committee is presently working towards
initial costings.

Rapid transit rail system. The new ser-
vice is subject to a study currently in
hand by Westrail, results of which are
expected in September 1983. It is antici-
pated the new service will be im-
plemented in 1986-87. Costs of the vari-
ous options are not available as yet.

Bunbury marshalling yards re-
moval-two committees have been es-
tablished to examine this matter, one in
Westrail on technical aspects and the
other under the auspices of Bunbury
City Council to examine subsequent
land utilisation. I expect to have reports
from these by the end of' September at
which time costs can be established.

(3) 1 quote from press release of the Premier
at the conference establishing the South
West Development Authority held in
Bunbury on 22 April 1983-

The "Bunbury 2000" development
strategy announced last year will be
our blueprint. It is not a series of
short term, ad hoc ideas, but a co-
ordinated and integrated pro-
gramme to take the region to the
turn of the century and beyond.
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Priorities will be set as appropriate after
consultation with the community and
after thorough investigation by the new
authority.

(4) The budget for 1983-84 is $457 828.
This includes possible Government
subsidies, transfer and research funds.

TRANSPORT

Charges: Increases

562. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Referring to my question 108 of 1983
respecting increased charges since 19
February 1983 in the agencies within
the Transport portfolio, is this infor-
mation not readily available from
internal submissions prior to approval?

(4) If "Yes", will he please let me have the
information now?

(3) Will he let me know of the increases i n
rates, taxes, freights, fares, etc., which
each of the transport agencies within his
portfolio have made as of right since 19
February 1983?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) In his battle to gain ascendancy

over the other Opposition transport
spokesman, the member is in risk of
dominating question time. Happily, on
most occasions brief and apposite
answers can compensate for his long-
winded questions. The answer to
question No. 108, however, is necessarily
long and complex. When it has been
compiled the member shall be given the
information forthwith.

(3) This information also needs compilation
and I will give it to the member as soon
as possible.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Deficit

563. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:

Referring to question 104 of 1983 re-
specting budget and actual deficits for
Westrail and MTT, will he now tell me
the actual deflcit as at 30 June 1983
for-
(a) Westrail (on a commercial basis of

calculation):
(b) MTT?

Mr GRILL replied:
(a) S47 million (subject to audit).
(b) $51.3 million.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN: STAFF

Appointments: Number

564. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) How many ministerial staff appoint-
ments have been made in his portfolio
since his taking office?

(2) Will he give me the following details of
any staff transferred to his office since
his appointment:
(a) name;
(b) grade;
(c) salary;
(d) previous appointment or occu-

pation;
(e) present duties;

(f) qualifications?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) One.
(2) (a) Mr T. Mackay;

(b) Journalist AlI;
(c) $27 472;
(d) Press Secretary, Western Aus-

tralian Government;
(e) Press Secretary to the Minister for

Transport and Regional Develop-
ment and the North West with
special responsibility for "Bunbury
2000" and to the Attorney General,
Minister for Inter-Governmental
Relations and Defence Liaison, and
Prisons, and Minister Assisting the
Treasurer;

(f) appropriate to the position.

RAILWAYS: EXCURSION TRAINS

Rolling Stock

568. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
-Transport:

(1) With the re-opening of
Fremantle rail passenger
this reduced the number of
excursion train hire?

the Perth-
service, has
carriages for

(2) To whom and how frequently are the
available carriages to he made
available?
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(3) What is the estimated cost of main-
taining and refurbishing the old rail car-
riages for hire for each of the next three
years?

(4) What financial return is expected from
hiring these carriages for each of the
next three years?

M r G R ILL replied:

(I)
(2)

No.
The 13 locomotive- hauled carriages are
available for public hire at weekends
and public holidays. The principal hirers
at present being the Hotham Valley
Toursi Railway and the Sunday Times-
Watsonia group.

(3) These carriages, which are part of the
suburban fleet, are estimated to cost
S3 200 per annum each to maintain. At
this stage no major re-furbishing or gen-
eral overhauls are planned during the
next three years.

(4) Information concerning revenue from
hires of particular carriages over the
next three years is not available. How-
ever, the estimated total gross revenue
from narrow gauge train hires is
$ 170 000 in 1983-84, $185 000 in 1984-
85 and $205 000 in I1985-86.

RAILWAYS: ROLLING STOCK
Use and Number

569. Mr RUSH-TON, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) How many of the 88 carriages now in
use on the suburban rail services were
used constantly, day after day, other
than for maintenance and normal ser-
vice?

(2) What were the number of the following
combination Of rail carriages used on the
suburban rail service before and after
the re-opening of the Perth-Fremantle
rail service:
(a) single carriage;
(b) two carriages;
(c) three carriages;
(d) four or more carriages?

Mr G RILL replied:
(1) If the member will clarify whether he

means normal train service or normal
servicing of carriages and the timeframe
to which he refers, I will endeavour to
provide an answer for him.

(2)
Cut Sunduays- Winier Servie

Summer Service
Saturday.,
weekdays

(b) Sunday- Winier Service
Summer Service

Sure rduy,
Weekday.u

(c) Sundayr- Winier Service
summer Service

Swuerdjar.
Weekday,

(d) Sundaiy- Winier Service
Summer Serice

Saurday.,
Weekday,

ro
Nil
20

Nil

102
122
Nil
Nil
Nil
Is

Nil
Nil

6
104

Arter
Nil

N/A'
30
40
96

N/A'
145
252
Nil

N/A'

3

Nil
N/A'

50

*Summer services for 1983-84 have not
been established.

RAILWAYS: FREMANTLE-PERTH

Reopening; Statistics

570. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:

Referring to my questions 110, 249 and
345 of 1983 in which I have sought in-
formation to compare the effect of the
reopening of the Perth-Fremantle rail
service with the frequency of the bus
and rail services, before and after the re-
opening, in the Fremantle, Midland and
Armadale to Perth transport corridors,
will he now give me the details of the in-
formation sought-
(a) for the peak period;
(b) for the off-peak period?

Mr GRILL replied:
(a) and (b) I table papers containing the in-

formation.
The papers were ta bled (see paper No. 228).

RAILWAYS: FREMANTLE-PERTH

Reopening: Patronage

571. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Will he support his claims for patronage
of the Perth- Fremantle public transport
service in answer to the following:
Of the 24 000 he claimed to have
travelled on the rail service on the First
weekend-
(a) how many tickets were sold over the

weekend;
(b) how many were adult full-paying

passengers;
(c) how many were concession fares;
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(d) how many were student or chil-
dren's fares;

(e) how many family concession tickets
were sold;

(f) how many passengers travelled on
the Hotham Valley steam train?

(2) How many passengers travelled on the
Perth-Fremantle rail service for the
weekends 6 and 7 August and 13 and 14
August in total and in each of the above
categories?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) (a) to (e) The ticket information

sought by the member is not
available as ticket sales on the three
railway lines are not segregated.
Also, the numbers of different types
of tickets as mentioned are not re-
corded separately by the ticket-
issuing machines in use.
However, approximately 24 000
people used the Fremantle passen-
ger trains for the period from the
official opening on Friday. 29 July
to Sunday, 31 July. The crowds
using the trains were a clear dem-
onstration of the public's support
for the re-introduction of the rail
service.

(f) Tickets sold for steam trains pro-
vided by tihe MTT on the
Fremantle line on Sunday, 31I July
1983 totalled 2 851.

(2) Westrail survey results for 6 and 7
August 1983 showed that 25 000 passen-
gers were carried on Perth-Fremantle
rail services for those days. No surveys
were undertaken on 13 and 14 August
1983. Again the breakdown of passenger
category requested by the member is
unavailable for the reasons outlined in
(1) above.

RAILWAYS: FREMANTLE-PERTH

Reopening: Patronage

572. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Referring to his answer to a question
without notice on 3 August 1983 relat-
ing to the response to the reopening of
the Perth-Fremantle railway, who pre-
pared the figures?

(2) What was the source from which his Fig-
ures were obtained?

(3) What is the evidence for him to claim a
true comparison between the passenger
journeys on the linc bus and the rail ser-
vice since the linc bus service only car-
ried a portion of the public transport
users with the small MTT buses
transporting the balance?

(4) What was the total figure of the public
transport of passengers carried by all
bus services on 26 June 1983 in the
Fremantle-Perth corridor?

(5) How many passengers travelled on the
public bus and rail services on I August
1983 in the Fremantle-Perth corridor?

(6) How many people used the Perth-
Fremantle rail service on-

(a) Monday, 8 August;
(b) Tuesday, 9 August;
(c) Monday, I5 August;
(d) how many tickets were sold for

travel on this rail service for each of
the above dates?

(7) Of the tickets sold how many were for-

(a) adults-full fare;
(b) adults-concession fare:
(c) students;
(d) children;
(c) family concessions?

Mr GRILL replied:

(I) MmT
(2) The figures were based on observed

train loadings.
(3) Obviously as rail carried more than the

previous linc bus service, it would have
attracted not only the majority of linc
bus passengers but also some from other
MTT bus services in the Fremantle cor-
ridor. Some, of course, were no doubt
new public transport users taken out of
their cars, which is an even better
achievement on the part of the Govern-
ment.
The member will be pleased to hear that
the figures continued to improve
throughout the first week of the new rail
services.

(4) The total patronage figure for public
transport in the Fremantle corridor is
not available for 26 June. However, a
survey was carried out on the linc ser-
vice on that day between 9.00 am. and
4.15 p.m., and this showed that 821
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passengers were carried during the sur-
vey period.

(5) Bus-Not available;
Rail-8 735.

(6) (a) to (c) Surveys were not undertaken
on these days.

(d) The ticket information sought by
the member is not available as
ticket sales are not segregated for
the three suburban rail services.

(7) (a) to (e) This information is not
available due to the same reason
outlined in (6) (d) above.

HOSPITALS: TEACHING

Meeuing: Ban on Statemrents
573. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for

Health:

(1) (a) Is it a fact that a top-level meeting
which included the Premier, the
Minister for Health, the Com-
missioner for Hospitals and admin-
istrators, medical superintendents,
and representatives from the boards
of management from each of West-
ern Australia's five teaching hospi-
tals was held on Friday, 5 August
last;

(b) if so, what other personnel, if any,
were present at the meeting;

(c) what was the main purpose of the
meeting;

(d) on what date were the participants
first advised of the Government's
intention to hold the meeting?

(2) (a) Is it fact that a decision was an-
nounced after the meeting to ban
all public hospital staff, with the ex-
ception of the chairman of the
board of management of each hos-
pital, from talking to reporters
about the State Government's pol-
icy on running Western Australia's
hospitals;

(b) if not, what was the precise nature
of the decision;

(c) if so, was the decision made by the
meeting or was it made by the
Government and merely conveyed
to those hospital personnel present
at the meeting?

(3) (a) Was the ban imposed for the pur-
pose of stifling criticism arising
from the incertainty created by the

Government's hospital staff re-
placement policy;

(b) if not, why was the ban imposed?
(4) Is the ban all-embracing or does it only

apply to specific aspects of hospital
administration?

(5) (a) Is the ban of a specific duration;
(b) if so, how long is it intended that

the ban will remain in force?
(6) Was che Government's hospital staff

policy discussed at the meeting and, if
so, in what context?

(7) What other matters were discussed at
the meeting?

(8) Has the replacement policy been varied
as a result of the meeting and, if so, in
what way?

(9) Was any variation of the policy con-
veyed to the meeting?

(10) Did the hospital representatives at the
meeting express disquiet at the uncer-
tainty which the Government's hospital
staff replacement policy is creating in
Western Australian public hospitals?

(11) (a) Has he had any adverse reaction to
the ban;

(b) if so, from what source?
(12) How does he reconcile the Government's

frequently expressed ''open government"~
beliefs with the imposition of such a
ban, when the purpose of the ban ap-
pears to deliberately stifle informed
criticism made in the public interest by
highly qualified hospital administrators?

Mr HODGE replied:

(b)
Yes.
Director-General, Department of
Premier and Cabinet. Assistant Di-
rector, Department of Premier and
Cabinet.

(c) To discuss the policy of staff
vacancies and their replacement.

(d) I August 1983.
(2) (a) It is correct that hospitals were ad-

vised that the preferred spokesman
on policy matters would be the
chairman of the board of the hospi-
tal.

(b) Answered by (2) (a).
(c) The request was made at the meet-

ing. See (2) (a).
(3) (a) No such ban exists.
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(b) The request was made so that dif-
fering views on policy which may be
held by individual employees would
not be presented as the policy of the
board of the hospital.

(4) There is no ban.

(5) (a) Answered by (4).
(b) Answered by (4).

(6) Yes. In the context of the general econ-
omic situation.

(7) The recommendations of the Grants
Commission.

(8) No.

(9) No. The administrative procedures cir-
culated at the meeting were-

(i) Hospitals must review all
vacancies as they occur before
taking action to fill, If the post
is essential, the post may be
advertised.

(ii) If the recommended applicant
is employed within the Govern-
ment service, the hospital may
ill the post and simply advise

the department of the review
and action taken.

(iii) If the recommended applicant
is from outside the service, a
request must be made through
the department to the Minister
for approval. Requests are
being dealt with each week.

(iv) If an outside appointment to a
vacancy is urgent, the request
will be dealt with immediately
(same day).

On the basis of the above, only outside
appointments are subject to approval be-
fore they can be filled. These vacanci es
are in the minority and all inside ap-
pointments can be made by hospi-
tals-once they have established the
need for a replacement.
Hospitals will categorise vacancies ac-
cording to priorities and have the key
decision-making role in management of
staff replacements.

(10) Each hospital was in agreement with the
procedure described in (9) to achieve the
policy objectives.

(11) (a) There is no ban.

(b) Not applicable.

(12) Answered by (11).

COURTS: JUDGES

Salary Cut

615. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister
resenting the Attorney General:

rep-

(1) Are the Judges of the Supreme Court all
to take a l0oper cent pay cut?

(2) Was this arrangement made by agree-
ment between the Attorney General and
the Chief Justice?

(3) Are the Judges of the District Court to
take a 10 per cent pay cut?

(4) If so, was this arrangement made by
agreement between the Chairman of
Judges and the Attorney General?

(5) Are members of the magistracy to take
a 10 per cent pay cut?

(6) If so, was this arrangement made by
agreement with the Chief Stipendiary
Magistrate and the Attorney General?

(7) Are members of the Family Court to
take a 10 per cent pay cut?

(8) If so. was this arrangement made by
agreement between the Chief Judge of
the Family Court and the Attorney Gen-
eral?

(9) Are members of the Industrial Com-
mission to take a l0 per cent jpay cut?

(10) If so, was this arrangement made by
agreement between the president of the
commission and the Attorney General?

(11) Are members of any other judicial body
to take a pay cut?

(12) If so, how were the arrangements maJe?
Mr GRI LL replied:
(1) to (6) All Judges of the Supreme and

District Courts and all Magistrates have
volunteered a 10 per cent pay cut. This
was initiated by the judiciary and was
discussed by the Attorney General with
the Chief Justice, the Chairman of
Judges and the Chief Magistrate.

(7) and (8) Discussions have also taken
place with the Chairman of the Family
Court. There is no reason to doubt that
the Judges of the Family Court would
be prepared to join their judicial col-
leagues in a voluntary reduction. How-
ever, the Government is further con-
sidering the position of this court in view
of its Commonwealth funding.

(9) to (12) Neither the Industrial Com-
mission nor any other judicial body to
which the member may be referring is
within the ministerial responsibility of
the Attorney General.
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LOTTERIES: INSTANT

Distribution

616. Mr HASSELL, to the Treasurer:

(1) How much was the net money available
for distribution from the Sports Culture
Instant Lottery to 30 June last?

(2) How much resulted from July oper-
ations?

(3) How much of the money has been dis-
tributed?

(4) Will be provide the House in answer to
this question with a list of the distri-
butions made to date?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) $6.4 million of which $5.7 million had

been remitted by the Lotteries Com-
mission to Treasury as at 30 June 1983.

(2) $700000.
(3) SI 995 167 has been distributed to date.
(4) 1 table papers containing the infor-

mation.
The papers were ta bled (see paper No. 229).

PUBLIC SERVANTS AND GOVERNMENT
EMPLOYEES

Replacement Policy

620. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier and
Treasurer:

(1) Will he please tell the House how the
expected savings of approximately $29
million referred to in his Press release of
22 June 1983 (P83/380) are calculated?

(2) In particular, will he state:
(a) the savings expected from the

reduction in salaries to be effected
by legislation in the 1983-84
financial year;

(b) whether the reduction expected
takes into account the operation of
hardship provisions making excep-
tions for certain affected persons;

(c) the amount of savings expected in
the financial year 1983-84 from the
non-recruitment of Public Service
staff and contract staff; and

(d) whether, and if so how, the esti-
mated savings arising from the non-

Mr

(1)

recruitment of public service and
contract staff take into account
"higher duties allowances" paid to
junior staff promoted temporarily
to fill senior positions?

BRIAN BURKE replied:
The estimated target saving of approxi-
mately $29 million can be obtained by
summing the individual amounts corre-
sponding to each cost-cutting measure
identified in the news release.

Cost Cutting Measure

Target
Savings
Million

Temporary reduction in
rem uneration I1.00
Reduction in the rate of
staff replacement 15.00
Reduction in sitting fees 0.17
Reduction in cost of
motor vehicles 2.50

28.67

(2) (a) to (d) It is not possible to precisely
identify in advance the net impact of
any changes in the incidence of higher
duties allowances, or the extent of
exemptions in addition to those provided
in the legislation.

LAND: ABORIGINES

Rights: Mr Paul Seaman

621. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister with
special responsibility for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) What is the basis upon which remuner-
ation will be paid to the Aboriginal
Land Rights Commissioner, Mr Paul
Seaman, QC?

(2) What daily or other rate will be paid to
him?

(3) What is the total budgeted cost of fees
to be paid to Mr Seaman?!

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Mr Seaman's remuneration is to be ar-

ranged on the basis of his appointment
to the position of a proposed Second
Master of the Supreme Court. The cre-
ation of this position is subject to legis-
lation soon to be introduced into the
Parliament. Mr Seaman will not receive
any remuneration or fees until he begins
full-time work on the inquiry on or
about 2 September 1983.

(2) Answered by (1).

1156



[Wednesday, 17 August 19831 15

(3) The total budgeted cost of Mr Seaman's
remuneration will be the determined ap-
propriate amount based on the proposed
appointment referred to in (1)

LAND: ABORIGINES

Rights: Mr Paul Seaman

622. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister with
special responsibility for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) Who has been appointed to assist
Paul Seaman, QC, in the conduct of
Aboriginal Land Rights enquiry?

(2) On what basis have they been
pounted-secondrnt or otherwise?

(3) What are their qualifications?
(4) What remuneration is being paid?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) (a) Mr M. V. Robinson;

(b) Mr M. Dwyer;

(c) Mrs J. Thomas.

(2) (a)
(b)

(c)
(3) (a)

(b)

Mr
the

ap-

Secondmnent;
Second ment;
Appointment (temporary).
BA (Hans), MA;
I8 years experience working with
Aboriginal people;

(c) Qualified legal and private sec-
retary.

(4) (a) Level 5 (Museum Curatorial
Range);

(b) Level G-1 1-6 (max) Public Service
Board Salary Agreement;

(c) Level C-I 11-1/2 (mini) Public Ser-
vice Board Salary Agreement.

LAND

South-west Land Resource Task Force: Member-
ship

631. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Premier:

(1) Further to question 421 of 1983 respect-
ing the south-west land resource task
force what particular expertise do the
members of the committee have that in-
duced their appointment?

(2) Are any fees paid to all or any of the
members and, if so, to what extent?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Dr Mulcahy;

degree in Forestry;

23 years' experience on studies of soils
and land use with CSIRO. Seven years
with the Department of Conservation
and Environment dealing with land-use
problems.

Mr Halse;
degree in Agricultural Science;
32 years' experience in the Department
of Agriculture and now Deputy Director
of that Department.

Dr Shea;
degree in Forestry;
16 years' experience in the Forests De-
partment, leader of the Forests Depart-
ment reserach on jarrah dieback disease.

(2) The appropriate Public Service salary
level is paid to each member, that is,

Dr Mulcahy A-1-12;
Mr Halse A-lI- 12;
Dr Shea PS.

LAND

South-west Land Resource Task Forces: Forest
Management Review

632. Mr BLAIKIE. to the Premier:

(1) Will the south-west land resource task
force review existing methods of forest
management including clear feeling and
burning?

(2) If "Yes", when can a report be ex-
pected?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) No.

(2) Answered by (1).

LAND

South-west Land Resource Task Force: Forest
and National Parks

633. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Premier:

Will the south-west land resource task
force be directed to investigate forest

p arks and national parks in the northern
jarrab forest area?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Yes. Terms of reference require such an
investigation.
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APPRENTICES

Farm Apprenticeship Scheme

634. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Employ-
ment and Administrative Services:

(1) When does the Government intend to
introduce a farm apprenticeship
scheme?

(2) What is the number of farm apprentices
that are expected to be involved in the
scheme over the next three years?

(3) What is the expected cost to -

(a) State Government;

(b) Federal Government,
for the period in (2) above?

(4) Is the scheme expected to include dairy
farmers and what number are antici-
pated to take part?

(5) Will he undertake to have his depart-
ment canvass producer bodies, rural
communities. etc., advising of the ap-
prenticeship scheme?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) I have approached major Western Aus-
tralian rural organisations and the Fed-
eral Minister for Employment and In-
dustrial Relations for support to com-
mence an apprenticeship in farming.
The Federal Minister has approved, in
principle, the provision of Federal
CRAFT funds. Subject to industry sup-
port, an apprenticeship could be
introduced in 1984. Discussions are in
the early stages.

(2) Not known.

(3) (a) Not known.

(b) Not known.
(4) Subject to dairy industry support, dairy

farmers could be included. Anticipated
numbers not known.

(5) Yes.

EDUCATION: TECHNICAL

College: Albany

635. Mr WATT, to the Minister for Education:

(1) Would he please say if the catering
block and computer centre currently
being erected at the Albany Technical
College is on schedule and will be
equipped ready for occupation during
1983?

(2) Will the technical education division of
the Education Department appoint suit-
able full time teaching and non-teaching
staff to allow the offering of approved
full-time courses in both the hospitality
and the computer studies areas to cam-
mence in 1984?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) The building programme is on schedule

and will be ready for occupation in
1983.

(2) Yes.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: HAMERSLEY
IRON PTY LTD

Mr Glen Rees

636. Mr WATT, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Industrial Relations:

(1) Following the dismissal from Hamersley
Iron on or about 10 August 1982 of Mr
Glen Rees, following his resignation
from the Electrical Trades Union, and
having been employed as an electrical
trades assistant, does the Minister ac-
knowledge that this action contravenes
current practice?

(2) If not, how does he justify his position?
(3) If "Yes" to (1), will the Minister sup-

port an action by his department to
prosecute Hamerslcy Iron for the
wrongful dismissal of Mr Rees?

(4) Is it encumbent on the Government to
initiate a prosecution in cases where a
complaint is lodged with the Depart-
ment of Labour and Industry?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) On 18 November 1982, the Senior In-

dustrial Inspector, Department of
Labour and Industry, lodged a com-
plaint before the Industrial Magistrate's
Court against Hamersley Iron Pty. Ltd-
for an alleged breach of section 100 of
the Industrial Arbitration Act 1979.

(2) Answered by (I).
(3) This matter is currently listed before the

Industrial Magistrate on I September
1983, for the setting of a hearing date.
Instructions will be given to counsel
after a hearing date has been set.

(4) No. A decision to take prosecution ac-
tion where a complaint is lodged de-
pends on the evidence gathered and the
merits of each particular case.
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637. This question was postponed.

HEALTH: DENTAL

Fluoridation of Water Supplies: Bunbury

638. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Is the cost of installing a fluoridisation
plant at Bunbury too great to be con-
sidered, despite the fact that Bunbury
children have 43 per cent more tooth
decay than children in fluorinated
areas?

(2) Will any effort be made by the Govern-
ment to have fluoridisation plants in-
stalled at Bunbury and other country
centres without fluoridation?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) and (2) This question should be referred
to the Minister for Works.

HOSPITALS: STAFF

Replacemens Policy

639. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) As he has declared that applications for
replacement staff in hospitals will be
"dealt with expeditiously", will he
outline what constitutes
.'expeditiously"?

(2) What period of time normally elapses
under the present hospital staff replace-
ment policy between the retirement or
resignation of a member of the staff and
Ministerial approval for a replacement?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) Applications are dealt with on a weekly
basis. Submissions received before mid-
day each Monday are evaluated by
Wednesday and responses are relayed to
hospitals by telephone on Thursday
mornings. Urgent applications can by-
pass this procedure and can be dealt
with any week day.

(2) Depending on the hospitals' method of
making submissions, responses can be
made in less than 24 hours for urgent
cases and from four to I I days for less
urgent cases.

HEALTH: VISUAL DISPLAY UNITS

Spot Checks

640. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

Should spot checks be made to ensure
that visual display units used in business
and industry are correctly maintained,
thereby reducing the risk of unsafe radi-
ation emission?

Mr HODGE replied:

No. If a VDU is poorly maintained to
the extent that there is a theoretical risk
of radiation emission occurring, it is
most probable that the picture would be
so distorted that the operator would find
it almost impossible to use. Spot checks
of operating VDUs would he extremely
unlikely to reveal any unsafe radiation
emission.

H EA LTH

Blood Clots: Dissolving Technique

641. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Has the blood clot dissolving technique
developed by the West German Dr Peter
Rentrop, known as streptokinase
treatment, been used in Western Aus-
tralia?

(2) If not, will it be used in Western Aus-
tralia?

(3) Is streptokinase treatment considered
safe by Western Australian authorities?

(4) (a) Is there a sophisticated cath-
eterisation laboratory (necessary for
the treatment) available in Western
Australia;

(b) if so, where?

(5) If not, is such a laboratory planned for
the near future?

Mr HODGE replied:

(I) to (5) These are technical-medical
questions relating to sophisticated thera-
peutic procedures. If the member is
aware of a particular difficulty in this
area, perhaps he would be good enough
to refer it, in writing, to the Com-
missioner of Public Health.
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HEALTH: ABORTION

Suspension of Nurse

642. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Was a nurse suspended from a Perth
hospital for three days because she had
objected to taking part in an abortion, as
claimed by the Right to Life Associ-
ation's president, Peter O'Meara, re-
cently?

(2) If so, from which hospital was she sus-
pended?

(3) Have the claims made by Mr O'Meara
that King Edward Memorial Hospital
was refusing to employ as midwives,
nurses who objected to helping perform
abortions, been investigated?

(4) (a) If so, have these claims been sub-
stantiated or found to be false;

(b) if not, will they be investigated;

(c) when will they be investigated?

(5) What action would be taken if these
claims were substantiated?

Mr

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

HODGE replied:

I am not familiar with the claims appar-
ently made by Mr O'Meara.

Not known.

See (1) above.

(a) to (c) See (I ) above.

This question is hypothetical.

H EA LTH

Stoxil Liquifilm and Ointment: Scheduling

643. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

Has the rescheduling of stoxil ointment
and stoxil liquifilm under the Western
Australian poisons schedule been com-
plete?

Mr HODGE replied:

No. The question regarding toxicology
and other issues requires consideration
by the poisons schedule standing com-
mittee of the National Health and
Medical Research Council and the
Western Australian Poisons Advisory
Committee which will take some time.

HEALTH

First Aid

644. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

Has there been any consideration by the
Government, following the recent
mission by the Australian Red Cross So-
ciety to China, of the Society's sec-
retary-general's suggestions-

(a) that Australia could follow China's
lead by introducing First-aid into
universities;

(b) that a community focus be encour-
aged on primary health care and
care of the aged;

(c) that doctors and other members of
the medical profession be encour-
aged to volunteer services to the
Red Cross?

Mr HODGE replied:
(a) to (c) No. To the best of my knowledge

a report has not been received from the
Australian Red Cross Society. The
Government supports the suggestions in
general. I understand students of the
university are encouraged to study first
aid and it is included in the curriculum
of the medical course. The Government
strongly supports community-based
health-care services.

HEALTH

Lions Save-Sight Foundation (WA) Inc: Subsidy

645. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) How much is the "small subsidy" which
the Government provides for the Lions
Save-Sight Foundation?

(2) Is this subsidy provided for specific proj-
ects, or is Lte subsidy paid to the foun-
dation for allocation as it sees fit?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) and (2) This question should be referred

to the Treasurer.

HEALTH: MARINE LIFE

Contamination: Heavy Metals
646. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister

Health:
for

(1) Which heavy metals are monitored by
the Public Health Department as con-
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taminants in marine life consumed by
humans?

(2) What are the prescribed limits within
which the level of contamination by
these heavy metals must be to be con-
sidered safe?

(3) Which shellfish have been found to con-
tain unacceptable levels of contarmi.-
nation?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) Generally cadmium, mercury and zinc.
(2) Cadmium in fish 0.2 mg/kg

Cadmium in molluscs mg/kg
Mercury in rish, crustaceans
and molluscs 0.5 mg/kg

Zinc in oysters 1 000.0 mg/kg
Zinc in all other foods 150.0 mg/kg

(3) Since March 1982 only pearl oysters in
the Shark Bay area.
Public Health Department records kept
over the past four years indicate that no
unacceptable levels have been detected
in other shellfish harvested for sale for
food.

HEALTH: MARINE LIFE

Contamination: Penalties

647. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for the
Environment:

(1) Are regular tests still being carried out
in Cockburn Sound to monitor the level
of contaminants found in fish and the
other marine life consumed by humans?

(2) If so. do these tests indicate more strin-
gent laws and penalties are required to
deter companies from disregarding the
environment when disposing of waste
materials?

Mr DAVIES replied:
(1) As designated by the previous Govern-

ment, the control of pollution in
Cockburn Sound is presently the re-
sponsibility of the Fremantle Port Auth-
ority.
The Department of Conservation ad
Environment assists through member-
ship of the Fremantle Port Authority
water quality advisory committee.
Monitoring is not being carried out on a
regular basis.
A recent analysis of effluents indicated
improvements in certain discharges, but
no change in others.

(2) Existing legislation for the control of
coastal pollution is inadequate and is
presently under review.

HEALTH: CHEMICAL INDUSTRIES
(KWINANA) PTY LTD

2,4-D, 2,4,S-T, and Phenol: Disposal

648. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for Water
Resources:

(1) Has Chemical Industries (Kwinana)
made moves to begin work on a disposal
bore for 2,4,5-T, 2,4-D and phenol dis-
posal?

(2) Does the disposal of these chemicals
presently constitute a health risk?

Mr TONKIN replied:'-
(1) Yes, the company has awarded a con-

tract for the deep bore and drilling is ex-
pected to commence next week.

(2) No, under a licence issued by my prede-
cessor in June 1982 this effluent is being
injected to the base of the surface
aquifer at a site where it will not affect
any other wells in the area.

HOSPITALS: CONTRACTS

Delay

649. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Will the delay to hospital contracts an-
nounced by the Premier cost more than
it will save?

(2) How urgent is construction of the
psychogeriatric extended care and day-
care facilities at Armadale Hospital and
Shenton Park?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) No.
(2) The Government gives these facilities

high priority since they are integral
parts of the overall plan to improve
psychogeriatric extended care and day-
care facilities.

HEALTH: TOBACCO

Smoking: "Smoke-free Day"

650. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Although a national smoke-free day is
under consideration, has the Govern-
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ment given consideration to initiating a
State smoke-free day?

(2) lf not, whynot?
(3) If so, what is proposed?
Mr HODGE replied:
(1) Yes,
(2) Not

(3)

applicable.
Discussions are being held wiih the
National Heart Foundation about co-or-
dination of the State smoke-free day
with the national smoke-free day, as it
would have more impact as a national
initiative.
If. however, a national smoke- free day is
not held. Western Australia will give
consideration to repeating the successful
smoke-free day, which was held in
November 1982.

HEALTH
Golden Staphylococcus

651. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

As he has stated that adequate safety
precautions are taken to prevent acci-
dents involving the golden staphylococ-
cus bacterium imported by the WAIT
student from Nigeria, Mr Nsima Edit,
will he outline what these safety pre-
cautions are?

Mr HODGE replied:
The staphylococcus aureus are
despatched by post securely packed ac-
cording to the international postal regu-
lations. They are unpacked in a special-
ised microbiology laboratory which con-
tains safety hoods protecting the oper-
ator from the organism. The batch
under consideration was handled by a
qualified microbiologist working for a
higher qualification and *who was under
the supervision of the microbiologist in
charge of the microbiology section,
School of Medical Technology, who is
also a specialised microbiologist of dis-
tinction. Organisms used in the exper-
iments are destroyed at the end of each
experiment by heat: apparatus used is
first of all sterilised by disinfectants then
re-sterilised by heat. Cultures of the or-
ganism are not released to workers be-
yond the walls of the laboratory.
It should be noted the strain of staphylo-
coccus aureus used is the ordinary strain

usually described as ubiquitous and is
carried in the nose and hands of 50 per
cent of the normal Australian urban
population. It is not the particularly
dangerous methicillin resistant strain.

652. This question was postponed.

HOSPITAL: SIR CHARLES GAIRONER
Resident Pet Project

653. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Did the Public Health Department de-
cline to approve a resident pet project at
Sir Charles Gairdoer Hospital?

(2) If so, why?
(3) Was Public Health Department ap-

proval necessary before the WAIT
schools of nursing and community
health could begin their pilot study of a
resident pet project at St. George's
Nursing Home?

(4) Is the latter project now under way?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.
(3) No. The regulations under the Health

Act do not permit pets in nursing homes
but this is a pilot project to study the
premise that pets in nursing homes have
a beneficial effect on patients. The pres-
ence of the pet will be strictly controlled
and the results studied with a view to
considering an amendment to the regu-
lations to permit pets.

(4) I believe so.

TOURISM: AMERICA'S CUP

Ticker-tape Welcome

654. Mr BiATEMAN, to the Minister for Tour-
ism:

(1) Is he aware that Mr Semens from the
Department of Tourism, when being
interviewed on the radio programme
"AM" of 15 August 1983, stated that
should Mr Bond win the America's Cup
with Australia 1I, he was planning an
American-style ticker-tape welcome?

(2) If "Yes", would not this be contrary to
controls inhibiting people who rubbish
our community with waste paper, etc.,
including the strict monitoring by the
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"Keep Australia Beautiful Council" re-
garding this problem?

(3) (a) Should Mr Bond be successful in
his attempt for the cup, will Mr Se-
mens' suggestion that we should
have an American-styled ticker-
tape welcome be implemented; or

(b) Will Western Australians do their
own thing?

(4) If "No" to (3) (b), why not?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) No.
(2) Mr Semens made no reference to an

American-style welcome. Any Perth
welcome would be typically enthusiastic
and litter free.

(3) (a) As (2) above.
(b) Yes. As (2) above.

(4) Not applicable.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN MADE GOODS

Local Preference

655. Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister for Econ-
omic Development and Technology:

(1) What are the rules regarding prefer-
ences for goods manufactured in West-
ern Australia by a company incorpor-
ated in another State when similar goods
are readily available in Western Aus-
tralia'?

(2) What are the Government's views on a
monopoly situation involving BHP, "The
Big Australian", Tubemnakers of Aus-
tralia Limited a subsidiary manufactur-
ing and selling steel tubing, and ARC
another subsidiary manufacturing mesh,
all materials so manufactured being
necessary in the further manufacture of
roll pallets?

(3) In view of the advantage BlHP has over
other industries reliant on their prod-
ucts, why will not the Government subsi-
disc small businesses who employ the
largest single section of the workforce
with the minimal of-industrial prob-
lems?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) In the past, the practice has been for the

Government when applying preferences,
to look primarily to the percentage of
Western Australian manufactured con-
tent. The place of incorporation has not
been a major factor.

(2) All manufacturers supplying to Govern-
ment are treated equally. The principal
factor when deciding between equal
competing products is the percentage of
Western Australian manufactured con-
tent in the product offered.

(3) The question of specific assistance to
small business is being addressed by
Government as part of an overall review
of its purchasing preference policies and
programme of support for industry in
general.

TRAFFIC: LIGHTS

Albany Highway- William Street- Wimbledon
Street Junction

656. Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) In View Of the complaints I have re-
ceived from Beckenham residents re-
garding the dangerous situation which
exists at the intersection of Albany
Highway, William Street and
Wimbledon Street, Beckenham, respect-
ing the traffic light changes, will he en-
sure the lights are synchronised to en-
able traffic to continue straight through
from Wimbledon Street into William
Street?

(2) If not, why not?
Mr G RILL replied:
(1) and (2) A right of way exists for vehicles

in Wimbledon Street to continue, on the
green traffic control signal, over Albany
Highway into William Street,
Beckenham.
It would appear that the comparatively
heavier vehicular traffic making a right
turn from William Street into Albany
Highway is, on occasions, not giving way
to Wimbledon Street traffic.
I have, therefore, asked that the situ-
ation be drawn to the attention of the
Police Department, with a request that
appropriate action be taken.

FUEL AND ENERGY

Policy and Planning Unit

657. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Fuel and Energy.

Could the Minister describe the newly
created energy policy and planning unit
being independent from the State
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Energy Commission according to the
promise by the Premier before the elec-
tion?

Mr BRYCE replied:.

This matter is under consideration.

MI N ING: STATE BATTE R IES

Upgrading

658. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:

How much more funds have been pro-
vided to upgrade State batteries, accord-
ing to the promises made by the Aus-
tralian Labor Party spokesman on
mining before the election?

Mr BRYCE replied:

Funding for the upgrading of State bat-
teries is being considered in the context
of the 1983-84 Budget.

MINING: TECHNOLOGY

Research

659. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:

How much more money and for whom
has the Minister for Mines made
available for research to improve
mining, milling and treatment tech-
nology, according to the promises made
by the Australian Labor Party spokes-
man on mining before the election?

Mr BRYCE replied:

Funding for the upgrading of State bat-
teries is being considered in the context
of the 1983-84 Budget.

MINING

Risk Capital

660. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:

How far did the Minister for Mines
progress in establishing a special
Financial mechanism to help overcome
the shortage of risk capital for mining,
in line with the promises made by the
Australian Labor Party spokesman on
mining before the election?

Mr BRYCE replied:
This matter is being kept under review
in the context of current mineral prices

and the level of activity in the mining in-
dustry.

MINING: GOLD

Price: Stabhilisation

661. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:

How far did the Minister for Mines
progress in negotiations with the Federal
Government to establish a scheme to
stabilise the price of gold, as promised
by the Australian Labor Party spokes-
man on mining before the election?

Mr BRYCE replied:

The matter the member raises was
answered by question 325 asked by the
other shadow Minister for Mines on 2
August 1983.

FUEL AND ENERGY: GAS

North- West Shelf. Price and Sales

662. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

In line with the Premier's demand be-
fore the election relating to the North
West Shelf gas, would the Minister dis-
close:

(a) the cost of the gas;

(b) the price structure;

(c) whether some customers would be
given preferential treatment:

(d) how much has been sold;

(c) how much gas would be used to
produce electricity?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(a) and (b) This is confidential commercial
information. As the member well knows,
the Minister in the previous Government
established and approved obligations of
commercial confidentiality and, in ac-
cordance with those criteria, this infor-
mation is confidential.

(c) Consideration will be given to offering
assistance in special cases.

(d) and (c) Approximately 70 per cent of
the gas has been committed including
that to be used in power stations.
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CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRON-
MENT: HARVEY ESTUARY

Phosphorus

663. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for the
Environment:

Which are the properties "recognised as
major offenders in the phosphorus pol-
lution of the Harvey Estuary" the
Government has bought?

Mr DAVIES replied:
There are none.

664. This question was postponed.

GOVERNMENT ADVERTISING

D'Arcy-McManus & Masius Pty. Led.

665. Mr O'CON NOR, to the Premier:

(1) Referring to his response to the member
for Pilbara on 4 August. will he state for
which department or authority D'Arcy-
McManus & Masius Pty. Ltd. carried
out work worth $336 791 ?

(2) Is that authority an independent
Government agency?

(3) Has he ascertained the circumstances
under which the authority chose D'arcy
Menanus and Masius; in particular , who
made the decision to commission them
for the work?

(4) Will he now confirm that there was no
Ministerial involvement in the decision?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Dairy Industry Authority.
(2) It is a Government body established by

the Dairy Industry Act.
(3) No.
(4) I have no knowledge of whether or not

there was ministerial involvement.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN: STAFF

Appointments: Cost

666. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Premier:

(1) Will he give an undertaking to provide
fuller information sought in questions on
notice 133, 201, 202, 203, 204, 218, 267,
270, 272, 273, 279, 331, 333, and 334?

(2) If not, why not?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(I ) and (2) If the Leader of the Opposition

advises that further information which

he requires, I will give his request due
consideration.

HOUSING: PURCHASE AND RENTAL

Percentage of Income

667. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Minister for
Housing:

When does he propose to implement his
scheme to limit the proportion of family
income spent on shelter to 25 per cent
for single-income families and 30 per
cent for joint-income families?

Mr WILSON replied:
This matter is under consideration by a
joint Government industry committee
appointed by me to review the provision
of mortgage assistance.

668 and 669. These questions were postponed.

MR DON DUNSTAN

Western Australian Visit

670. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Premier:

(1) What was the purpose of the recent visit
to Western Australia by the former
Premier of South Australia, Mr Don
Dunstan?

(2) Was the visit under his Government's
auspices?

(3) Did the Western Australian Govern-
ment finance the visit in any way?

(4) If "Yes" to (3), how much for-
(a) air fares;
(b) accommodation;
(c) fees?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Privatevisit,

(2) No.
(3) No.
(4) Not applicable.

67 1. This question was postponed.

FUEL AND ENERGY: STATE ENERGY
COMMISSION

Budget: Increase

672. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

(1) By how much did the State Energy
Commission seek to increase its budget
and charges in 1983-84?
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(2) By how much were these proposed in-
creases reduced by the direction of the
Minister?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) (982-83 spending by the State Energy

Commission was expected to total
$446.5 million, with 1983-84 spending
budgeted to be $545.7 million.

(2) To counter this increase in expenditure
the commission sought an average in-
crease in electricity and gas tariffs of 15
per cent effective I July 1983.
This tariff rise, approved by Cabinet,
together with growth in sales, is ex-
pected to cover expenditure.

GAMBLING: CASINO

Establishment: Submissions

673. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Em-
ployment and Administrative Services:
(1) Will he table detail of all submissions

received both for and against the estab-
lishment of a casino in Western Aus-
t ralia?

(2) if he will not table details of the sub-
missions, will he table a list of the per-
sons, organisations and corporations
which have made submissions and
whether in each case they were for or
against the establishment of a casino?

(3) Will he tell the House in response to this
question which persons. organisa tions
and corporations have made submissions
formally or informally to the Govern-
ment for permission to establish and/or
operate a casino in Western Australia?

(4) In respect of which towns and places
have applications for the establishment
of casinos been made?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) to (4) No. The details of submissions are

being treated on a confidential basis by
the Government Casino Advisory Com-
mittee. The Government believes that
confidentiality is essential until the com-
mittee has had time to complete its
examination and report to the Cabinet
subcommittee.

GAMBLING: BETTING

Dutly

674. Mr H-ASSELL. to the Treasurer:
What Tevenue does he estimate would be
gained from the imposition of the 10
cents duty on all betting tickets?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Estimated $267 000 in a full financial
year.

ELECTORAL: ELECTIONS

Legislation: Effect

675. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Parlia-
mentary and Electoral Reform:

(1) Does legislation before the House have
effect to extend the minimum period of
time required between the announce-
ment of a State election and the first
date on which that election can be held?

(2) If so, by how much?
(3) What provisions in the legislation before

the House operate to effect that exten-
Sion?

Mr TONKIN replied:
(I ) Yes.
(2) One week.
(3) Clause 16 of the Electoral Amendment

Bill 1983 which amends section 70 of
the Electoral Act.

PRISONS: OFFICERS

Reduction

676. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Prisons:

(i) Does the Minister expect to reduce the
number of prison officers serving the
State prison system in the 1983-84
financial year?

(2) Does the Minister expect to reduce the
number of support staff servicing the
State prison system in the next financial
year?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) All positions are being reviewed

as they become vacant.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN: STAFF

Mr D. T. A. Rowe: Government Vehicle

677. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:

(1) Is Mr D. T. A. Rowe's (media services
consultant) approximate salary $34 560
referred to in the paper on Ministerial
staff appointments tabled in the House

1166 [ASSEMBLY]



[Wednesday, 17 August 19831 16

on 3 August 1983 by him, provided with
a Government vehicle for his use?

(2) If so, is Mr Rowe entitled to use the ve-
hicle for his own private purposes?1

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Mr D. Rowe's basis of remuneration is

$22.50 per hour payable monthly, with
the number of hours not to exceed 128
in any calendar month. The statement
tabled on 3 August 1983 quoted the ap-
proximate annual equivalent of 134 560.
Mr Rowe is not provided with a Govern-
ment vehicle.

(2) Not applicable.

HEALTH: TOBACCO

Smoking: Odgers Advertising Pty Lid

678. Mr H-ASS ELL, to the Premier:

(1) Is he aware that in 1982 and 1983 as
late as May, Mr Odgers of Odgers Ad-
vertising, to whom the Premier awarded
the Government's contract for an
antismoking advertising campaign was
involved, on behalf of the advertising in-
dustry and the tobacco industry, in
opposing legislation to prohibit the ad-
vertising of tobacco products?

(2) Does this activity enhance the qualifi-
cations of Odgers Advertising to under-
take a major antismoking advertisement
campaign on behalf of the Government
as directed by the Premier?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) Mr Odgers is a senior and re-

spected member of the advertising in-
dustry and I have every confidence in his
integrity and ability.

I am sure that if Mr Odgers felt ac-
cepting the Government antismoking
capaign work would in any way compro-
mise him in relation to past, current or
future work of other clients then he
would have declined to handle the as-
signment.
I understand that most. if not all, mem-
bers of the industry would have sup-
ported the Advertising Federation's pol-
icy of opposition to the Government's
legislation to prohibit advertising of
tobacco products and therefore a similar
situation would have been likely to arise
with any alternative agency the Govern-
ment might have engaged for the cam-
pa ign.

H EA LTH: TO BAC CO

Smoking: Odgers Advertising Ply Ltd

679. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:

(1) Reference to his answer to question 389
of 1983 respecting the antismoking cam-
paign-
(a) what are the terms of the contract

with Odgers Advertising; and

(b) does he know yet whether the cam-
paign will be of five weeks' duration
or more or less?

(2) When will the contract expire?

(3) How much more than the fee laid down
by the Advertising Federation is Odgers
Advertising being paid?

(4) What is, the basis of the payment of an
additional fee in view of the statement
by him that "much of the creative work
is being absorbed within the health edu-
cation unit and by other Government
staff'?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) (a) There is no written contract with
Odgers Advertising. The normal
practice of placing advertisements
with an advertising agency is being
followed.

(b) The first phase of the advertising
campaign is almost over.

(2) See answer to ([).
(3) Odgers Advertising is being paid only

the standard fee laid down by the Ad-
vertising Federation. There is no ad-
ditional fee involved.

(4) See answer to (3).

TRANSPORT: BUSES

Line: Questionnaire

680. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Transport:

(i) Is he aware that prior to the
reintroduction of the Fremantle-Perth
railway service, passengers on the for-
mer liac bus routes were surveyed by
questionnaire as to their travel habits
and preferences by the M1'T?

(2) Are the results of this survey to be pub-
lished?

(3) If so, when?

Mr GRILL replied:

(I) Yes.
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(2) and (3) No. The survey was conducted
with the objective of determining the
travel intentions of the linc bus passen-
gers. This information was used to assist
the MTT in the design of bus and train
services when the Fremantle rail service
resumed. However, I am prepared to let
the member have the details if be so de-
.Sires.

M I NISTER OF TH E CROWN: STAFF

Appointment: Mr 0. Hawkes

681. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Parlia-
mentary and Electoral Reform:

(1) Is Mr G. Hawkes described in the paper
tabled in Parliament by the Premier on
3 August as a "seconded officer on
special duties" still seconded to his
office?

(2) When did that secondment begin?
(3) When is it expected to end?
(4) Is or was the salary paid to Mr G.

Hawkes the same salary that he is or
was being paid in his position in the
Education Department?

(5) If not, what is or was his salary in that
department?

(6) What is the total amount which was
paid or has been paid to date to Mr
Hawkes in the period of his see-
ondme nt?

M r TON K IN replied:

(1) Yes.
(2) 15 March 1983.

(3)
(4)

(5)
(6)

Not yet decided.
Yes. I would like to emphasise that Mr
Hawkes' salary should be paid for with
Liberal Party funds as he would not
need to be employed in this capacity if it
were not for the disgraceful way in
which the electoral laws of this State
have been grotesquely distorted to ad-
vantage the Liberal Party.
See (4) abhove.

Mr Hawkes' salary was indicated in the
paper tabled in Parliament on 3 August.
See also (1) and (2) above.

MINISTER OF THE CROWN: STAFF

Political Advisers: Qualifications

682. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Health:
(1) What are the academic or other qualifi-

cations of his personal political adviser

(2)

(3)

(Ministerial officer special services
(external))?
What was his former occupation?
What are the academic or other qualifi-
cations of his personal adviser
(administrative assistant (public ser-
vant))?

(4) What was his former placement in the
Public Service?

(5) How long has he been a member of the
Public Service?

Mr H-ODGE replied:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)

I have no personal political adviser. My
Ministerial Officer-Special Services,
has qualifications appropriate to the pos-
ition.
Director, Family Planning Association.
I have no personal adviser. My adminis-
trative assistant has qualifications ap-
propriate to the position.
Prisons Department.
One-and-a-half years with State Public
Service.

HOSPITALS: STAFF

Working Week: Reduction

683. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Health:

(1) What is the Government's policy with
respect to a shorter working week for
wages staff in Government hospitals?

(2) What steps have been taken to im-
plement this policy?

Mr H4ODGE replied:
(1) and (2) These questions would be more

appropriate directed to the Minister for
Industrial Relations.

HOSPITAL: PRINCESS MARGARET

Cleaning Staff: Replacement Policy

684. Mr H-ASSELL, to the Minister for Health:

(i) Is the Government's policy of reduced
employment in the public sector being
applied to staffing levels for cleaning
staff at the Princess Margaret Hospital?

(2) If not, why not?
Mr HODGE replied:
(1) The policy to examine each position for

cleaning as it rails vacant to determine
its necessity applies as it does to all

1169 [ASSEMBLY]



[Wednesday, 17 August 1983) 16

other staff vacancies at Princess
Margaret Hospital for Children.

(2) Answered above.

M I NERA L SAN DS: I NDUSTRY
Safety Measures:- Inquiry

685. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Did he seek Cabinet support for an in-
quiry into radiation protection in the
mineral sands industry?

(2) If so, has an inquiry been established?

(3) Who are the members of any proposed
inquiry, and what are their positions and
qualifications?

(4) What is the estimated cost of any pro-
posed inquiry?

(5) Is it envisaged that such an inquiry
would invite public submissions, hold
public meetings, and make any findings
and report available for public com-
ment?

(6) If an inquiry is to be established, did he
consult the Commissioner of Public
Health, the Radiological Council, Or the
industry before proceeding?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) No.

(3) The composition of the committee has
not yet been determined.

(4) No definite figure has been set but as
only travel, accommodation and ex-
penses incurred will be paid by the
Government, it is anticipated that the
cost will be modest.

(5) Submissions will be invited from
Government departments and agencies,
mining companies, trade unions, etc.,
but public submissions will not be
invited, except through such bodies. The
findings and the report will be made
public.

(6) The Commissioner of Public Health was
consulted and the Radiological Council
advised of the inquiry. Industry has been
approached to provide a nominee to par-
ticipate in the inquiry.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: HAMERSLEY
IRON PTY LTD
3S-I-our Week

686. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Industrial Re-
lations:

(I) Is the Harnersley Iron Company
currently in receipt of union demands
for a 35-hour working week?

(2) If "Yes", has industrial disputation re-
Sulted from the union demands?

(3) What operations of the company are af-
fected?

(4) What numbers and categories of em-
ployees have been stood down?

(5) Does the Government support the de-
mand for a 35-hour working week in the
Pilbara iron ore industry?

(6) If the answer to (5) is "Yes" on what
basis does the Government wish to have
the shorter working week introduced?

(7) Does the Government wish to have the
matter referred to the State Industrial
Commission?

(8) If so, is it the intention of the Govern-
ment to intervene in any hearing?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Yes.
(2) Yes.

(3) All areas of company operations are af-
fected.

(4) There have been no stand-downs to date.

(5) No.
(6) See (5) above.

(7) The matter is already before the Indus-
trial Commission in conference proceed-
ings.

(8) A decision on intervention will be made
at an appropriate time after due con-
sideration of all factors.

HEALTH: ALCOHOL, DRUGS AND
TOBACCO

Deaths

687. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Health:

What is the estimated number of deaths
in Western Australia each year, re-
sulting from-
(a) consumption of tobacco or tobacco

products;
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(b) consumption or alcohol;
(c) addiction to prohibited drugs?

Mr HODGE replied:
The latest estimates or the Public
Health Department are-
(a) approximately 1 400;
(b) approximately 300;
(c) approximately 60.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: DISPUTES

Man-days Lost

688. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Employment and Administrative Services:

As a result of industrial disputation how
many man-days were lost in Western
Australia-
(a) between I January 1982 and 30

June 1982;
(b) between I July 1982 and 31

December 1982;
(e) between I January 1983 and 15

August 1983?
Mr PARKER replied:

(a) to (c) The member is referred to
the Australian Bureau of Statistics
catalogue No. 632 1.

WAGES: NATIONAL WAGE CASE

Staw Government Representation

689. Mr PETER JONES, to the Premier:

(1) Is the State Government represented,
appearing, or in any way participating in
the national wage hearing in the Federal
Arbitration Commission?

(2) If so, what is the basis of the State
Government's representation?

(3) Does the State Government support the
submissions made to the hearing by-
(a) the Federal Government;
(b) the Australian Council or Trade

Unions,
in relation 1o redundancy payments?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) The State Government sought and was

granted leave to intervene in the
national wage case in the public interest.

(3) (a) The Federal Government made no
submissions in support of

redundancy payments at the
national wage ease.

(b) The Australian Council of Trade
Unions made no submissions in sup-
port of redundancy payments at the
National Wage Case.

SHOPPING: CENTRES

Leases: Inquiry

690. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Economic Development and Technology:

What is the status of the "independent
inquiry" into shopping leases referred to
by him on Tuesday, 22 March (Hansard
page I II), and which he then indicated
would be the subject of an imminent an-
nouncement?

Mr BRYCE replied:
I can understand the member's anxiety.
An announcement will be made in the
very near future.

FUEL AND ENERGY: STATE ENERGY
COMMISSION

Budget: Administration

691. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

Why have expenses under the heading
"Administration" in the State Energy
Commission budget increased from
$32 597 767 in 1978-79 to $70 614 000
in the 1982-83 budget?

Mr BRYCE replied:
The costs associated with the running of
the SEC have increased during this
period.

FUEL AND ENERGY: STATE ENERGY
COMMISSION

Revenue

692. Mr MacKiNNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

What is the estimated revenue that the
State Energy Commission will receive in
1983-84 from sales of-
(a) electricity;,
(b) gas?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(a) $477 million.
(b) $68 million.

693. This question was postponed.
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MINING: EXPLORATION

Government Assistance

694. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:

(1) Referring the Minister to his Govern-
ment's election commitment relating to
minerals exploration which states as fol-
lows: "A Labor Government will seek to
expand exploration activity through..
special assistance by way of flexible
lease conditions for junior Western Aus-
tralian exploration companies.", what
changes have been made to lease con-
ditions in line with this commitment?

(2) If no changes have been made, what
changes are planned, and when is it
planned that they will be made?

(3) What does the Government define as a
"junior Western Australian exploration
company'?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(1) to (3) The Government has established a
committee to inquire into certain aspects
of the Mining Act 1978-1982. A report
by the committee to Government is ex-
pected by 15 January 1984.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Noriham: Committee

695. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Re-
gional Development and the North West:

(1) Referring to his letter to me dated 28
March relating to the appointment of a
regional development committee in the
Northamn area, in which he advised:
"The matter you have referred to me
will be dealt with as soon as the requisite
departmental structure is in place.", is
the requisite departmental structure in
place?

(2) If so, is this committee to be formed or
riot?

Mr

(1)

GRILL replied:

The establishment of a Department of
Regional Development and the North
West has been approved. Applications
are being called or a director and other
staff requirements are being examined.

(2) No decision has been taken as yet.

TAXATION: INVESTMENT ALLOWANCE

Abolition

696. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Economic Development and Technology:

What steps, if any, has he made to the
Federal Government to ensure that it
does not proceed with the "abolishing of
the investment allowance as an across
the board taxation concession"?

Mr BRYCE replied:
I have made representation to the Feder-
al Government. I am assured that the
Government has developed a taxation
package for the Budget which is sensi-
tive to the need to restructure and retool
existing Australian manufacturing in-
dustries, and at the same time, provide
some incentive for the development of
new high-technology industries.
Imminent abolition of the investment al-
lowance is unlikely in this context.

RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT

200-mile Zone

697. Mr MacKINNON. to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines, and Fuel
and Energy:

Will the Government be taking steps to
oppose the announced intention of the
Commonwealth to pass legislation for
regulation and exploitation of all off-
shore resources within the 200-mile
economic zone?

Mr BRYCE replied:
The Commonwealth Government is
undertaking a review into off-shore
legislation and in the course of this re-
view the States will be consulted.
It is understood that the review has not
yet reached the consultation stage, how-
ever this Government will take all
necessary action to advance the interests
of Western Australia.

FUEL AND ENERGY: STATE ENERGY
COMMISSION

Three per cent Levy

698. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

(1) What is the State Energy Commission's
budgeted figure for the three per cent
levy which it is required to pay into Con-
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solidated Revenue for the year ending
30 June 1984?

(2) How much did the Commission pay for
this levy in 1983?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) $13856 million.
(2) $11 216 million.

699. This question was postponed.

STATE FINANCE: BUDGET

Expenditure: Additional

700. Mr RUSHTON, to the Premier:

Will he please list items of expenditure
initiated and made by his Government
which were not provided for in the 1982-
83 Budget?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
After introduction of the 1983-84
Budget, when full details of expenditure
for 1982-83 will be also available, any
questions which the member wishes to
raise will be considered.

ROAD

Armadake-Kwinana Freeway Link

701. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:

What is the programme for construction
of the regional road linking Armadale to
the Kwinana Freeway via Ranford
Road. Nicholson Road and South
Street?

Mr GRILL replied:
Funds are being sought under the Aus-
tralian bicentennial road development
programme to construct a section of
road which will link South Street to
Nicholson Road. When completed this
will enable the connection to be made to
which the member is referring.
Approval of the Commonwealth Minis-
ter for Transport has not yet been re-
ceived for this project. Subject to this
approval, the work is expected to com-
mence in 1984-85.

STATE FORESTS: PINE

Planting: Manjimtup

702. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Premier:

(1) What is the projected-
(a) yearly;

(b) total,
areas of pine plantings required in the
Manjimup region to establish a viable
pine milling operation?

(2) What is the projected cost of total
plantings to (I) above?

(3) What is the Projected cost of property
purchase and/or lease to (1) above?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) (a) 500 hectares

(b) 15 000hectares
(2) $3 000 000-based on present day costs

of establishment.
(3) Investigations indicate the current cost

to purchase suitable land is between
$1 000 and $1 500 per hectare. Cost of
leasing is not known at this stage.

TIMBER: SHANNON RIVER BASIN

Royalties and Quantity

703. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Forests:

What is the projected yearly-
(a) royalty;
(b) quantity or timber,
that would have been produced from the
Shannon River basin area up to the year
2015?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) Based on current royalty rates-

1984
1985

954 250
1 056 440

Projections have not been calculated be-
yond this period.

(b) Saw-
logs

1984 71000 mj
1985 70 000 M3

Projections have not been
yond this period.

Chip-
logs

82 000 m3
118 000 M3n

calculated be-

TIMBER: SHANNON RIVER BASIN

Royalties

704. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Forests:

What is the value or royalties on timber
taken from the Shannon River area
for-
(a) saw log;
(b) chipping, etc..
for-
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(i) karri;
(ii) marri;

(iii) jarrab,
in each year since 1972?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(a) and (b) (i) to (iii)-

Figures not recorded separately prior to
1975.

YEAR SAWLOGS
KARRI JARRAH

1975
t3976
1977
1978
1979
3980
1981
3982

182615
123 599
67 671

322 430
258 962
290379
261 466
459018

397
24 412
2874
6 768

23418
51 759
56872

126 606

CHIPLOGS
KARRI MARRI

9 269
8 988

12465
13 253
40956
54 990

29 373
8471

21 503
27 300
37 319
59 866
52 807

WOOD CHIPPING

Production: Guaranteed

705. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Forests:

As the Government has indicated it
intends to guarantee saw and chip log
production at existing levels with the
withdrawal of the Shannon River basin
as a timber production area, how and
from what source and where does the
Government intend to make up this
24.57 per cent timber shortfall pre-
viously supplied by the Shannon area?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
From the remainder of the hardwood
forest and from the supplementary pine-
planting programme.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

GOVERNMENT ADVERTISING

D'Arcy-McManus & Masius Pty Ltd.

334. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Premier:

Following the answer given to question
on notice 665 ott today's notice paper.
does the Premier now admit that the
O'Connor Government did not employ
D'Arcy-McManus & Masius Pty Ltd. to
the extent of expending $336 793 and
that in fact it was the Dairy Industry
Authority that employed them?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The Dairy Industry Authority, as I
understand, is responsible to whatever
Government happens to be in power at

the particular time at which a decison
has been made.

Mr O'Connor: It is an independent Statutory
authority.

Mr Clarko: Are you indicating the Govern-
ment directed them to do so?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am glad that point
has been raised, because in no way did I
indicate that was the case. I am saying
simply that during the period of the
O'Connor Government it was the case
that this advertising agency-

Mr Clarko: You were also paid as Leader of
the Opposition at that time.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: -was employed by an
authority that was responsible to that
particular Government. As members will
realise, the question followed on a simi-
lar smart sort of question that was
raised by the Opposition in respect of an
accredited advertising agent employed to
carry out certain work for this Govern-
ment.

Mr Cla rko: You admitted it was a question
from your side-

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am saying it is the
same sort of question and that if that
sort of question is asked the member
cannot complain about a similar sort of
question being asked from this side of
the House.

HEALTH

Education and Promotion: Election Promise

135. Mrs HENDERSON, to the Minister for
Health:

What action has the Minister taken to
fulfil the Government's pre-election
commitment on health promotion and
health education?

Mr HODGE replied:

The Government has embarked upon the
most comprehensive health promotion
and health education plan ever under-
taken in Western Australia or the
nation.
The two tiers of the plan, working in
parallel, are as follows-

the appointment of Mr Jim Cowley,
Director of Health Promotion with
the South Australian Health Com-
mission; and
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establishment of a nine-member
steering committee.

Mr Cowley, loaned to us by the South
Australian Government, has begun a re-
view of the Public Health Department's
education unit, examining its strengths
and limitation. He is studying the role of
the unit and the education services
branch, reviewing liaison between these
parts or the health system and the
system generally.
The nine-member steering committee
will determine future health objectives
for Western Australia. The committee
has begun its work by starting to collect
available data to determine which are
the most serious health problems in our
community. Having determined what
action needs to be taken, the committee
will form some measurable objectives.

The committee has been kept deliber-
ately small so that, in assessing particu-
lar objectives, it can form advisory
groups comprising representatives from
business, labour, education, voluntary
health agencies, and other areas where
there is specific expertise or knowledge
of the problem to be solved.
Workshops will be organised to ensure
there is input from every group which
can make a positive contribution to
meeting the health objectives.
Meanwhile, Mr Cowley's work will
complement the committee's efforts so
that, when the problems have been
identified and the recommended plans of
action implemented, the resources arc
there to cope.
We are confident the plan will lead to a
health-conscious Western Australia and
that it may well provide the basis for a
future national planning process in
health education and promotion.

GOVERNMENT ADVERTISING

Contracts: Tender System

136. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:

(1) Is it correct that in a letter dated 10
June 1983 to the Chairman of the Ad-
vertising Federation of Australia (WA
division) the Premier said, amongst
other things-

The Government is considering the
introduction of a more competitive
system of assigning State Govern-

ment advertising to private agencies
in 1983-84.
There are three major advantages
to be derived from initiating greater
competition in this area of Govern-
ment operations.

He continued to say-
A 'dditionally, it would place greater
emphasis on ensuring that competi-
tive rates are available to the de-
partments and instrumentalities so
that with regular evaluation, the
Government receives the best value
for taxpayers' funds committed in
advertising expenditures.

(2) If so is the approach indicated by the
Premier's letter consistent with the
award of an advertising contract for the
Government's antismoking campaign
without the Government's having called
tenders or given any other advertising
firm an opportunity to make a sub-
mission in relation to the antismoking
advertising project?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(I) and (2) It is entirely consistent with

what the Deputy Leader of the Op-
posiiion says. That is the letter I
wrote to the Advertising Federation
of Australia (WA division).

Mr Hassell interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Will the member let

me answer the question, or is he fright-
ened? Does he want his question asked,
but not answered? We are certainly con-
sidering such a move; indeed, we have
moved past the stage of consideration to
adopting that particular system. In fact,
in regard to tourism advertising, we have
already put in place the system referred
to in the letter the member read to the
House.

Not even the Deputy Leader of the Op-
position would claim to be reasonable in
saying that all Government advertising
work could grind to a halt while that
system was being considered and put in
place. Let me give as an example the re-
opening of the Perth-Fremantle railway
line. There was simply no time to put in
plaee and adopt the sort of system
referred to, and I understand-although
I will stand corrected if I am
wrong-that Marketforce Pty Ltd was
awarded that particular work. I do not
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hear the Opposition members making
claims of some sort or another about the
awarding of a contract to Marketforce.

Mr Hassell: Were the principals of Mar-
ketforce Pty Ltd. once in business with
you?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know that any
of the members of Marketforce were
once in business with me, and I do not
know that Mr Odgers was ever in
business with me, except that at one
point he was employed by Channel 7
when I was employed by them. I do not
know that that means-

Mr Hassell: Any other business association?
Mr

Mr

Barnett: You cannot have 16 questions.

BRIAN BURKE: I am happy to answer
all of them. The only other occasion I
have ever had association with Mr
Odgers was a political connection when
he was a very active member of the Lib-
eral Party. That is the truth. He was a
branch officer of the Liberal Party. It is
like Digby Blight and Bruce Beggs being
in the category of jobs for the
boys-where do we get off that train?

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: When I was working

at Channel 7 doing documentaries and
commercials as part of my work-not
with Channel 7, but with a firm called
West Coast Films-Don Odgers was a
salesman for Channel 7. Subsequently
he was not with Channel 7, but had
some business dealings with West Coast
Films. I do not know what that means,
but as far as I am concerned, in response
to the question, it is entirely compatible
not to grind to a halt the work of
government while that sort of system is
to be put in place.

Mr H-assell: It is also compatible to give
others an opportunity.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is entirely the
point of the letter, and the system that is
suggested; but the advertising work
referred to in the question of the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition is another im-
portant advertising campaign decided
upon by the Government prior to the
launching of a much bigger campaign to
be financed through the proceeds, in
part, of the increase in the tobacco prod-
ucts licensing fee.

I do not know what the Opposition
means if it is trying to say that somehow
or other favoured treatment is possible.
If that is suggested, then certainly it is
not part of that system because chat let-
ter refers to the consideration of the
system which will be put in place and
which has been, in part, put in place as
financed by what is happening in respect
of tourism itself.

However, there are other instances. I
have named one only; namely, the Perth
to Fremantle railway reopening where
much more Government money-I think
$200 000-was spent outside that
suggested system. So, far from being in-
compatible with the system, unless the
Opposition thinks that the business of
government should grind to a halt while
the system is put in place, it is entirely
compatible.

WAGES: FREEZE

Extension: Opposition's Proposal

137. Mrs WATKINS, to the Premier:

(1) Did the Premier hear yesterday's pro-
posal of the Leader of the Opposition
that a six-weeks' extension of the wages
freeze would save more than the pro-
posed public servants' pay cuts?

(2) Does the Government intend to adopt
this proposal of the Leader of the Oppo-
sition for an even longer period than at
present to freeze the wages and salaries
of Government employees on the lowest
pay scales and the middle-range pay
scales?

Point of Order

Mr HASSELL: On the opening day of Par-
liament, Mr Speaker, you made a brief
address to the House at the beginning of
question time about questions without
notice and referred to them as requiring
some sense of urgency.
I have observed the notice paper in re-
cent days and noted that virtually no
questions on notice come from the
Government side, and the questions
being asked during questions without
notice are "Dorothy Dix" questions.

Mr Bryce: Sit down, you mug! What a pomp-
ous ass you are. Sit down! There is no
point of order.
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Mr HASSELL: It is quite obvious that the
particular question that has just been
asked could be answered by the Premier
in the debate on the Bill which is
currently before the House.

Mr Bryce: Who the hell do you think you
are? It hasn't dawned on you that you're
no longer in office. You might be able to
boss the Liberal Party around but you
can't boss this Parliament around.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: On the same point of
order, apart from observing kindly to the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition that
we regard as urgent the correction of
misleading statements or statements that
lack some semblance of accuracy, I won-
der just what Standing Order the Depu-
ty Leader of the Opposition claims as
his strength for this sort of point of
order.

Mr Bryce: None.
Mr Hassell: I am referring to the statement

the Speaker himself made at the begin-
ning of this part of the session.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: You will recall, Mr
Speaker, that during the last Parliament
when the Opposition was in government
the interminable answers to questions
without notice directed to the former
Minister for Transport-

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will tell members the

Standing Order from which this Deputy
Leader of the Opposition draws his
strength.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is the standing order

of the people's judgment on 19 February
when the Liberal Party lost.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: It is my view that the

question asked by the member for
.Joondlalup is quite in order and meets
the criteria I spoke about in this
Chamber on the first day of the July sit-
ting.

Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Yes. I did hear the proposal of the

Leader of the Opposition that a six-
weeks' wages freeze would save more
than the proposed Public Service pay
cuts.

I heard also the
and correction
Kalamunda that
been six months.

subsequent proposition
by the member for
the figure should have

(2) It is not the Government's intention that
we should adopt this proposal. We all
know that this Liberal Party is the most
right-wing party in all of Australia, and
it seems that the sort of philosophy ex-
pressed in that sort of answer to the
proposition that there should be a tem-
porary reduction in salaries reflects that
philosophy.
When the Liberal Party talks about
tightening belts it means getting the
lowest of wage earners and tightening
their belts until their eyes pop out. We
are talking about tightening belts half a
notch around girths we suggest can
afford the tightening. We are looking
seriously at ways in which we can-far
from penalising those people employed
by Government at the lower end of the
scale-start to bring some justice and
equity to the question of relativities so
we can address the very serious situation
in which those people employed by the
Government and earning not enough to
live on perhaps can obtain some relief.

WAGES: FREEZE

Extension: Opposition's Proposals

138. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Premier:

Following the question asked earlier of
the Premier I ask-
(1) Has the Premier seen page 156 of

the Estimates of Expenditure for
the year ended 30 June 1983, where
the increase in wages for education
alone was in excess of $54 million,
and the total Estimates expenditure
where the wage increase was in ex-
cess of $10 million.

Mr Tonkin: Is that due to escalating wages
or increased staff?

Mr O'CONNOR: I am referring to the Esti-
mates of expenditure. To continue, I
ask-
(2) In view of that will the Premier

admit that that runs to approxi-
mately $2 million a week, and in
those circumstances a wages freeze
for six weeks would bring in about
$12 million?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) I do not know whether the
Leader of the Opposition seriously wants
me to comment on detailed figures on
certain pages of the Estimates that I do
not have with me in a question of which
there has been no notice. If he wants a
serious answer he should put the
question on notice.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Job Vacancies: False Advertising

139. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR, to the Minister for
Consumer Affairs:

(1) Is the Minister aware of concern in our
community over a number of
months-in fact, going back to the time
of the previous Government-about
bogus advertisements for employment?

(2) Can he explain what action the Govern-
ment proposes to deal with bogus adver-
tisements for employment?

Mr TONKIN replied:

(1) and (2) 1 believe the previous Govern-
ment is to be thoroughly condemned for
its lack of activity in relation to bogus
advertising for employment. Young
people, especially those who are unem-
ployed have been treated in the most
shameful way, and have had money
taken from them with no redress at law.

Mr Court: You are the expert on false adver-
tising.

Mr TONKIN: These youngsters have been
brought in by the member for Nedlands'
mates and money has been taken from
them. The previous Government did not
move against the people involved be-
cause they are mates of members op-
posite. If the previous Government had
any concern for unemployed people it
would have introduced legislation to deal
with this matter. It had a majority in
both Houses for nine years and did not
lift a Ainger to protect the unemployed
from this type of advertising.

This Government in stark contrast is
legislating to bring in a trade standards
Act which will enable action to be taken
against people who pretend to be em-
ployers, but who are not employers and
who are doing their best to take money
out of the hands of the unemployed.

MEAT: LAMB

Marketing Board: Meeting

140. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Agriculture:

Would the Minister advise what was the
outcome of the meeting he was to have
held with the Western Australian Lamb
Marketing Board yesterday, as reported
in The West Australian, the objective of
which was to resolve the dispute between
the board and proprietors of non-export
abattoirs?

Mr EVANS replied:
I do not think it is fair to say the
intention of the discussion was to resolve
the dispute between the abattoirs and
the board as such, although it was
certainly to examine and discuss the at-
tendant problems of the situation that
has arisen. I do not intend to do any-
thing precipitate; at this stage I am ob-
serving with great interest events as they
unfold.

IMMIGRATION

Noalimba Migrant Hostel

141. Mr BERTRAM, to the Minister for Multi-
Cultural and Ethnic Affairs:

(1) Now that the State Government has
withdrawn from migrant sponsorship ac-
tivities will the accommodation at
Noalimba continue to be maintained for
migrants?

(2) If not, when will it cease to function and
what will be its future use?

Mr DAVIES replied:
(1) and (2) Members will be aware that

from 30 June the Western Australian
immigration office has not concerned
itself with British sponsorship of mi-
grants. This was only duplicating work
capably done by the Commonwealth.
We have been able to save some money
by withdrawing from that area. The
premises for migrants at Noalimba are
being used less and less and it seems at
times that the number of staff there
almost equal the number of people
occupying the accommodation.
It is excellent accommodation and it is
run by excellent staff. I hope we can
find a good use for it. I have referred the
matter to the accommodation office of
the Public Service Board and have asked
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whether they know of any people want-
ing that kind of accommodation. Several
approaches have been made from out-
side the department and we would wel-
come any other approaches by people
wanting first-class accommodation at
reasonable rates which they might take
over, consistent with the demands of the
State and our responsibilities to the
Commonwealth.

ELECTORAL: ELECTIONS

One-vote-one-valve: Legislation

142. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for Par-
liamentary and Electoral Reform:

Does the Government intend to proceed
with legislation which will provide for
one-vote-one-value for Legislative As-
sembly elections, and if so, when?

Mr TONKIN replied:
The member gave no notice of this
question, but the answer is that we
intend to proceed. It is not yet possible
to say when that will be. Obviously, the
Government has a big legislative pro-
gramme largely because of the lack of
activity of the previous Government. As
a result we are having problems in get-
ting our legislation drafted. I believe
Parliament may well suffer from indi-
gestion when it receives all this legis-
lation. We cannot say precisely when the
particular Bill will be introduced, but it
is our intention to proceed with that
reform.

CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRON-
MENT:

LESCHENAULT INLET

Laporte Australia Lid.: Effluen

143. Mr 0. L. SMITH, to the Minister for
Economic Development and Technology:

What action has the Government taken
to resolve the problems of disposal of ef-
fluent from Laporte at Bunbury?

Mr BRYCE replied:
I thank the member for some notice of
this question, the answer to which is as
follows-

The Government has referred rec-
ommendations made by the En-
vironmental Protection Authority to
the Laporte effluent disposal com-
mittee for advice on the financial

and other implications of im-
plementing those recommendations.
The committee's report is expected
later this month.
The Government is also discussing
with the committee and an Israeli
firm, a proposal for treating the ef-
fluent using new technology devel-
oped for recycling acid in the efflu-
ent.

WOOD CHIPPING

Production: Guaranteed

144. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Forests:

My question relates to an answer he
gave to question 705 today in which I
asked from where the Government
would get its timber resources as the
Shannon River basin was being denied
to the timber industry, particularly in
light of the fact that last year that con-
tributed 25 per cent of the State's total
hardwood log resources.

Mr Evans: I think you mean karri resources.
Mr BLAIKIE: I ask-
(I) As the basis of my question related only

to hardwood production in the short
term, and therefore supplementary pine
planting programmes would not be ap-
plicable in the supply of alternative tim-
ber resources, does this now mean that
in order for the Government to remove
the Shannon area from timber pro-
duction his Government will direct the
Forests Department to permit
overcutting of remaining forest pro-
duction areas, cutting in existing road
and stream reserves and fire control
areas?

(2) How does the Minister reconcile any
proposed overcutting to recognised for-
estry practice?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) 1 am sorry if I did not answer

the question I was asked. I was not de-
liberately avoiding the member's
question.
In talks this morning with the Acting
Conservator of Forests, Mr McNamara,
I was informed the department is work-
ing on management plans that will per-
mit the resources base guaranteed to the
timber industry to proceed as under the
present working plan. I was also in-
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formed that the management plans, or
cutting areas to be defined had not yet
been finalised.

Mr Blaikie: It will mean overcutting.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is not my under-

standing, but I will be able to answer the
question and provide detailed infor-
mation about the areas that will provide
the resources as a replacement for the
Shannon when the department has Fin-
ished its considerations. Let me explain
why it may not mean over-cutting. It
may be-although I do not want to be
committed to this because I think it is
unlikely-that other priority manage-
ment areas would be cut. In that ease
the member would be the first to agree
that it would not necessarily mean
overcutting.
The Forests Department is presently
working on the management plans to
provide the replacement resource as a
result of the Shannon decision-which
was an excellent one-and as soon as
the plans are available 1 will be perfectly
happy to discuss them with the member
and show them to him.

Mr Blaikie: Will you make a Statement to
the House when it is available, because
it is a major policy matter? it will then
be available to all members.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would not presume
that all members have the same interest
in the matter as the member for Vasse.

Mr Court: I think they do.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would not be guided

by the member for Nedlands' thoughts,
either. When the work has been done by
the department 1 will arrange to give the
information to the member for Vasse, or
he can ask a question and I will answer
it according to the details that are
sought.

DEFENCE: H-MAS STIRLING

Home Porting: Broken Promises

145. Mr READ, to the Premier:

I refer to the approaches made by the
Government to the Commonwealth
seeking the home porting of Royal Aus-
tralian Navy vessels at the HMAS
Stirling base in Cockburn Sound and, in
particular, to his reported statement that
the previous Commonwealth Govern-
ment had repeatedly broken promises

made to Western Australia about the
use of the base, and ask-

What were the examples of broken
promises he was referring to and
what prospect does he think there is
of the State's representations being
successful?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The previous Federal Government dis-
played contempt for Western Aus-
tralians, with its attitude to defence of
the western seaboard, and in particular
with its attitude to the home porting of
Australian ships at H MAS Stirling.

In February 1977-three days before
the State election-the then Defence
Minister, now Sir James Killen, an-
nounced that two RAN destroyers and
two Oberon-class submarines would op-
erate from H-MAS Stirling by early
1979.

In addition, he expressed the hope that a
decision would be made on the site of a
patrol boat base in the North-west by
the end of 1977.
All these promises were reiterated at the
end of the year, when the 1977 Federal
election was called, but were never im-
plemented.
A few days before the 1980 State elec-
tion, Mr Fraser announced big plans for
WA's defence. He announced one new
ship this time, a $200 million missile
carrying frigate" to operate out of
HMAS Stirling. In addition, a new fleet
replenishment ship was to be purchased
for 570 million, to operate from WA in
the Indian Ocean. Neither the replenish-
ment ship nor the frigate has appeared
in WA as promised.
The 1976 Defence White Paper an-
nounced that by 1981 a patrol boat base
would be established in the north-west.
The white paper promise has been
picked up repeatedly by Liberal Party
spokesmen in the seven years since, It is
no closer to fruition now than it was in
1976.
This prevarication and delay took place
without a word of protest from the
Court or O'Connor Governments. I am
confident that our representations to the
new Commonwealth Government will
bear fruit.
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FINANCE BROKERS
Bonding

146. Mr WATT, to the Minister for Consumer
A ffa irs:
(1) Is he aware that several smaller finance

brokers are experiencing difficulty in
meeting the bond requirements of the
Finance Brokers Control Act because of
the withdrawal of a major insurer from
the underwriting of fidelity bonds?

(2) Is he giving consideration to introducing
amending legislation which would pro-
vide an alternative?

(3) Will he make every effort to do so at the
earliest date to prevent disruption and
financial disadvantage to several
businesses through no fault of their
own?

(4) Can he give an indication of when
amendments might be introduced?

Mr TONKIN replied:.

I had received notice of the question
some time ago, but I gave up being
ready to answer it so I am not as pre-
pared as I would like to be. In fact, I
wish the member had not asked the
question, because I am rather tired of
lambasting the previous Government for
its inactivity.

Opposition members interjected.

Mr TON KIN: The previous Government has
been given a bad time during question
time today. I really feel it is like kicking
a lady when she is down. However, I will
do my duty to the Parliament and advise
as follows-
(1) to (4) The lack of activity of the

previous Government in this area
relating to finance brokers is amaz-
ig, and for two reasons: First,

some of the finance brokers would
have, in the past if not in the pres-
ent, voted for the Liberal Party;
second, the Government was so
inactive-in fact, I wonder how ac-
tive was the member for Albany in
the previous nine years in trying to
have something done-

Mr Watt: This problem has really become
immediate only because of the with-
drawal from the market of one particu-
lar insurer, which was doing the wrong
thing.

Mr TONKIN: The problem has been exacer-
bated recently, but it has been in exist-
ence for some time. It is a considerable
problem for finance brokers. We are
considering ways of solving the problem;
and I hope to bring legislation to the
Parliament before the end of the year.
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