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the Chair at 4.30 p.m.. and read pray'

BILLS (6): ASSENT

Messages from the Governor and
Governor received and read notifyii
the following Bills-

I . Daylight Saving Bill.
2. Diamond (Ashton Joint Veni

ment Amendment Bill.
3. Northern Mining

(Acquisition) Bill.
4. Stamp Amendment Bill.
5. Totalisator Agency BoardI

Amendment Bill.
6. Workers' Compensation and

Amendment Bill.

MISS ADRIENNE VON TUNZE

Presence in President's Gall

THE PRESIDENT (Hon. Clive G'
my pleasure to advise members th
that we have in the President's C
Adrienne Von Tunzelmann, Clerk of
of the New Zealand House of Rep
We welcome her to Western Australi:

HEALTH: TOBACCO

Advertising: Petitions

On motions by the' Hon. Margar
the following petition bearing thes
four persons was received, read, and
upon the Table of the House-

TO:
The Honourable the Presid

Honourable Members of the
Council of the Parliament of V
traia. in Parliament assembled.

We, the undersigned are seli
and we believe that education
alone are ineffective in discouraj
from smoking and only by con
cation with legislation to ban to
tising can we expect that the upt
ing by children will be significan'

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray
that you will give this matter earnest con-

sideration and your petitioners, as in duty
bound, will ever pray.

(See paper No. 445.)

Similar petitions were presented by the Hon. P.
G. Pendal (five persons). the Hon. Lyla Elliott
(42 persons), and the Hon. A. A. Lewis (six per-
sons).

(See papers Nois. 446, 448, and 454.)

ELECTORAL

Referendum: Petition

On motions by the Hon. Robert Hetherington,
ture Agee-the following petition bearing the signatures of
Lure) gree- nine persons was received, read, and ordered to lie

Corpoation upon the Table of the House-
Corpoation TO:

The Honourable the President and Mem-
bers of the Legislative Council of the Parlia-

Betting Tax ment of Western Australia in Parliament as-
sembled:

IAssistance We the undersigned electors of Western
Australia desire that the State Electoral
System be reformed so as to incorporate the

.LMANN princ4ole of 'one person-one vote-one value'.

cry We specifically request the reform of the
riffihs): t is Legislative Council of Western Australia to

is afternoon ahee

iallery Miss 1. A reduction in the number of Legislative
Committees Councillors from 34 to 22.
resentatives. 2. The retirement of half of the Members
a. of the Legislative Council at each gen-

eral election (ie. simultaneous elections).
3. The election of Legislative Councillors

according to a system of proportional

et McAleer, representation such as currently operates
ignatures; of in Senate elections.
)rdered to lie And that the above reforms be decided by

the people voting at a referendum.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray
ent and the that you will give this matter earnest con-

Legislative sideration and your Petitioners, as in duty
/estern Aus- bound, will ever pray.

(See paper No. 44 7.)
'ool teachers A similar petition was presented by the 'Hon.
programmes Fred McKenzie ( 176 persons).
,ing children (e ae o 4.
-bining edu- (e ae o 4.
bacco adver- EETRL EILTV ONI
ake of smok- EETRL EILTV ONI
tly reduced. Membership: Petition

On motions by the H-on. Tom Knight, the fol-
lowing petition bearing the signatures of 32 per-
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sons was received, read, and ordered to lie upon
the Table of the House-

TO:

The Honourable the President and Mem-
bers of the Legislative Council of the Parlia-
ment of Western Australia in Parliament as-
sem bled.

WE, the undersigned citizens of Western
Australia:

Recognise that proposals to reduce the
numbers of the Western Australian House of
Review by 12 members at the same time as
proposals are being considered to increase by
36 the size of the Federal Parliament are not
only inconsistent, but also dangerous to
Western Australia in that ordinary West
Australians would see inure elected personnel
in Canberra and fewer elected personnel in
their local Parliament.

And request the Western Australian
Upper House to reject the proposals of the
State Governrner* and thus ensure a proper
measure of political representation in the
State Parliament for ordinary West Aus-
tralians.

Your Petitioners therefore humbly pray
that you will give this matter earnest con-
sideration and your Petitioners, as in duty
bound will ever pray.

(See paper No. 450.)

ELEC~OrRA L
Country Areas: Petition

On motions by the Hon. W. G. Atkinson, the
following petition bearing the signatures of 21
persons was received, read, and ordered to lie
upon the Table of the House-

TO:

The Honourable the President and Mem-
bers of the Legislative Council of the Parlia-
ment of Western Australia in Parliament as-
sem bled.

WE, the undersigned citizens of Western
Australia:

Declare that just as the Australian Senate
recognises the representational needs of the
remote and less-populous areas of Australia,
so too does the Western Australia House of
Review recognise the representational needs
of the remote and less-populous regions of
Western Australia.

And ask that the State's House of Review
should vote against any proposition that aims

to decrease or weaken the representation of
country people in the State Parliament.

Your Petitioners therefore humbly pray
that you will give this matter earnest con-
sideration and your Petitioners, as in duty
bound, will ever pray.

(See paper No. 4S 1.)

RACING AND TROTING: CLUB

Downgrading: Petition

On motions by the Hon. H. W. Gayfer, the fol-
lowing petition bearing the signatures of 2 467
persons was received, read, and ordered to lie
upon the Table of the House-

To the H-onoturable the President and
members ot the Legislative Council in Parlia-
ment assembled.

The Petition of the undersigned respect-
fully showeth that they object to the status of
the Beverley Race Club being downgraded in
such a cavalier and irresponsible manner by
the Western Australian Turf Club in remov-
ing it from the Eastern District Racing As-
sociatLion thereby interfering with the suc-
cessful conduct of the Club from a racing,
financial and social point of view and thereby
crippling it as a regular tourist attraction for
the Shire of Beverley in particular and the
Avon Valley in general.

Your Petitioners most humbly pray that
the Legislative Council, in Parliament as-
sembled, should take note of the plight and
the seriousness of the matter and prevail
upon the Minister concerned and the Govern-
ment to use its influence to have tihe matter
speedily rectified.

And your Petitioners, as in duty bound,
will ever pray.

(See paper No. 4S2.)

INSURANCE: SGIO

Franchise: Petition

On motions by the Hon. W. N. Stretch, the fol-
lowing petition bearing the signatures of 50 per-
sons was received, read, and ordered to lie upon
the Table of the House-

TO:

The Honourable the President and Mem-
bers of the Legislative Council of the Parlia-
ment of Western Australia in Parliament As-
sem bled.
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We. the undersigned citizens:
as concerned electors and Employees of a

Private Enterprise Insurer, wish to express
our objection to the legislation to grant a full
franchise to the State Government Insurance
Off cet.

In this period of such high unemployment,
we are extremely concerned that many jobs
will be lost if this Bill is passed.

Your Petitioners therefore humbly pray
that you will give this matter earnest con-
sideration and your Petitioners, as in duty
bound! will ever pray.

(See paper No. 4S3.)

QUESTIONS
Questions were taken at this stage, during

which points of order were raised. (See page
4089).

MOTIONS

Standing Order No. 181
HON. I. G. MEDCALF (Metropolitan-

Leader of the Opposition) (5.40 p.m.]: Under
Standing Order No. 181, 1 seek the leave of the
House to proceed with motions Nos. I and 2 on
the Notice Paper.

Leave granted.

TOWN PLANNING: BOARD

Standing Committee on Government Agencies:
Motion

HON. NEIL OLIVER (West) [5.41 p.m.]: I
move-

That the Standing Committee on Govern-
ment Agencies investigate, within the criteria
set out in Standing Order 38 (g) (1) (i), the
activities of the Town Planning Board. The
Committee to report not later than 30 April
1984.

This is really a procedural motion and is comp-
lementary to the motio.t I moved on 19 October in
respect of the Urban Lands Council. That motion
was adjourned on that date by the Leader of the
House who indicated it would be dealt with the
following week, because due to the Government
business on the Notice Paper at that time, it was
not possible to deal with it then. The following
week the business of the Government was in dis-
array, so I appreciated its problems.

I indicated this was a procedural motion, be-
cause I simply ask that the Standing Committee
on Government Agencies alter its agenda to in-
clude the matter contained in the motion. I trust
this motion will be seconded as was my previous

motion. I have simply moved it in order that the
agenda of that standing committee may be varied
to give priority to a request from a member of this
House. I hope that standing committee will have
respect for this motion and the further motion I
shall move when this one has been dealt with.

When I moved my previous motion on this mat-
ter I referred to the inquiry into the Town
Planning Board which had been instigated the
previous day by the Government. I quote from
The West Australian of Tuesday, 18 October in
which an article appeared on page 3, headed,
"Town planning in for major review",, as fol-
lows-

THE State Government yesterday an-
nounced a major review of WA's town-
planning legislation aimed at streamlining
procedures and replacing outdated Acts.

The four-man review Committee Will first
examine and recommend amendments to
existing legislation and then di'rect a more
comprehensive review of planning procedures
and structures to help draft new legislation.

We have heard a great deal about these inquiries
and a number of them have been directed at town
planning procedures and associated factors. In-
quiries have dealt with the Urban Lands Council
and the whole structure of residential land. I
understand this is part of the Government's pol-
icy, but I was disappointed that it chose to
institute a further inquiry into town planning. I
thought it would be far better for the Minister in
this House representing the Minister far Planning
in another place to make a request that the Stand-
ing Committee on Government Agencies examine
the -activities of the Town Planning Board.

I am disappointed by what has happened, but
there may be other reasons for the Government's
deciding to take that course, It has involved ad-
ditional expenditure of taxpayers' money while
the Government said it was concerned with expen-
diture. However, I have not witnessed to date any
evidence in practical terms of the Government's
concern. The newspaper article goes on to say
that the review was announced by the Premier
when he addressed the annual conference of
planners held in Perth. I hope all this is not a pub-
licity stunt and that the inquiry will proceed in all
sincerity. It is interesting that the Australian
annual conference in Australia to be held in Perth
should have been used as the venue for the an-
nouncement of the specific inquiry.

The Premier went on to say that the review was
needed because the Town Planning and Develop-
ment Act had been assembled bit by bit as needed
since 1928. All members know that such a state-
ment is not a great revelation to all. Many Acts at
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present on our Statute book have been dealt with
in the same way. I have not yet seen this Govern-
ment come forward with initiatives to amend
those Acts. If anyone has any doubt about my sin-
cerity in moving this motion, I refer him to the
First speech I made in this House, in which I
said-

In housing, the dead weight of laws and
regulations is threatening the very survival of
the private home. Cost has been added to
cost, all piled on the altar of narrow subservi-
ence to theoretical standards which have long
since buried common sense.

I said further-
In planning. the same strangling influence

is felt. The present purpose, one tends to feel,
is to fight against rather than facilitate
response to public demand for places to live.
Scandalous delay is now the norm; scandal-
ous, unnecessary escalation of cost to the or-
dinary homeseeker and property user is the
result.

Home ownership for all those who wish it rep-
resents one of the central principles of major pol-
itical parties in this country during the post-war
years, but since 1983 something has gone wrong
with Federal and State Labor Party policies, be-
cause home ownership is now beyond the reach of
many middle income people in particular.

I do not wish to pre-empt or even influence the
committee in the manner in which it should take
evidence and proceed with its investigation, but I
do wish to bring to the attention of the House my
reasons for moving [he motion. I do not wish to go
into great detail but to pass briefly across the sub-
ject so that members will be acquainted with the
substance of my reasons. The motion is a pro-
cedural one, and it will be up to the committee to
decide on the way in which it investigates the
agency.

My reasons relate to the minimum standards of
lot sizes in residential areas, utility services to
residential allotments, the widths of roads in
internal subdivisions, the costs associated wit h
subdivisions, the provision of public open space,
the percentage of public open space that should be
taken by local authorities in exchange for zonings,
and the original allowance for open space associ-
ated with developments.

I know that at the moment the question of open
space is somewhat of an embarrassment to many
local authorities. The Shire of Armadale-
Kclmseott wrote to me of the problems with open
space allotments set aside in various localities.
This open space has come from 10 per cent of
various subdivisions being allotted to open space,

and the shire Finds that it is incapable of manag-
ing those areas because of their sheer size and be-
cause they are scattered far and wide throughout
the municipality. The shire asks that the legis-
lation be amended so that it can dispose of the
land and then purchase other land to make it
more economic for the shire to manage its public
open space.

We need to examine the land development pro-
cess in this State. I will not refer to statistics on
that point, but say that I feel we need to reach a
conclusion quickly on the manner in which the
Town Planning Board should operate. The incen-
tives initiated by the Federal and State Govern-
ments will result in a governmental boom and
bust situation. This situation orchestrated by
those Governments will be one which was never
intended.

The number of publications available to the
committee is enormous. Our library is full of ma-
terial on town planning inquiries that would en-
able the committee to draw its conclusions. One
of the most interesting documents I have read was
produced by the Town Planning Board and titled
"Why are we here". The committee has the re-
sponsibility to report not only on why the agency
exists, but also on whether it should be disbanded.

Debate adjourned, on motion by the Hon. Fred
McKenzie.

TOWN PLANNING: METROPOLITAN
REGION PLANNING AUTHORITY

Standing Committee on Government Agencies:
Motion

HON. NEIL OLIVER (West) [5.57 p.m.]: I
move-

That the Standing Committee on Govern-
ment Agencies investigate, within the criteria
set out in Standing Order 38 (g) (1) (i), the
activities of the Metropolitan Region
Planning Authority. The Committee to re-
port not later than 30 April 1984.

This motion is almost consequential to the pre-
vious motions, one of which was moved on 19
October and the other today. I can put little more
in support of this motion other than to say I am
somewhat confused that we have the Town
Planning Board and the Metropolitan Region
Planning Authority along with local authorities
and their town planning departments. In addition,
subdividers employ town planning consultants. It
is easy to understand the disarray of the process
that has developed in order to provide housing
land in Western Australia.
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I trust that all members appreciate the concern
I have, and will lend their support to this motion.

The MRPA had its origin in times when urban
areas in Western Australia were regarded as un-
important. The concept of regional planning came
about during the industrial revolution when there
were slums and no such thing as mechanised
transport. Various epidemics occurred which had
a major effect on the health of the community.
and a tremendous number of people died from
plague in the various cities of Europe. Many
improvements in planning came about as a result
of the great fire of London.

I regard the MRPA purely as an organisation
of the Town Planning Board. Either one or the
other is a procrastination of the planning situ-
ation. The MRPA concerns itself with zonings
and the TPB also concerns itself with zonings.
Zonings are a convenient way to designate uses in
an area, but are also a convenient way to prohibit
uses in other areas, Zoning controls were
introduced originally to deal with real problems,
and did have useful purposes. Our planning pro-
cess in Western Australia now seems to follow
that of the USA, but our process has become
totally out of hand. Last year or the year before
we introduced legislation relating to controlled
areas and we knew it was introduced as a result Of
a problem associated with particular electorates,
including that of your own province Mr President.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I draw the attention
of the Minister for Mines to the comments I made
earlier, in particular, to Standing Order No. 69.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: At the time that legis-
lation was considered I asked the then Attorney
General whether sufficient funds were available
to pay compensation, and I was given the assur-
ance that they were. The following week I re-
ceived an answer to correspondence I had sent to
the MRPA. which told me that insufficient funds
were available. If that is what the MRPA is like, I
wonder what purpose it serves.

As I have said, the motion is purely a pro-
cedural one., and it should have the support of
both sides of the House. The committee should be
able to amend its agenda so that it can give this
matter some priority.

Debate adjourned, on motion by the Hon. Fred
McKenzie.

Sit ting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 p.m.

HIGH WAYS (LIABILITY FOR STRAYING
ANIMALS) BILL

Returned

Bill returned from the Assembly without
amendment.

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE OFFICE
AMENDMENT DILL

In Committfee

Resumed from 25 October. The Deputy Chair-
man of Committees (the Hon. John Williams) in
the Chair; the Hon. J. M. Berinson (Attorney
General) in charge of the Bill.

Clause 1: Short title and citation-
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Progress was re-

ported after Clause 1 had been partly considered.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The amending Bill has

caused the Opposition some considerable concern
during the period since the Minister reported
progress because of his inability at that time to
answer the questions raised. The Opposition is
now awaiting answers to those questions which
could not be answered at the time because of lack
of information.

When the Minister is on his feet I hope he will
answer those questions. A number of assurances
were given by the Premier in another place and
we will pursue those assurances in the Committee
stage.

I have previously referred to future activities of
the SGIO and I hope the Minister will be able to
provide projected figures on the' proposed oper-
ations of the SGIO. I think that is a reasonable
request and the Opposition has a right to be most
concerned and upset with the kind of answer
given in the previous debate. The Minister stated
that an investigation of facts, figures, and pro-
jected trading figures had not been carried out.
However, we a re discussing the SGIO's
involvement in a multi-million dollar business and
the extension of its franchise into an area in which
considerably large sums of money are involved.
Private enterprise and the private sector will prob-
ably be affected, and this Parliament has the right
to ask questions and receive answers with regard
to the trading possibilities of the SGbO. We. also
have the right to be concerned at the statement
the Attorney General made at the dihd of the pre-
vious debate on this matter when he said-

Neither does one set out a whole pro-
gramme of projected development on the
basis of a Bill coming up for the thirteenth
time, knowing full well it has been rejected
the first 12 times. Life does not work like
that.
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I suggest it is an insult to this Committee when a
Minister puts forward propositions without doing
his homework on the assumption that the Bill will
be defeated.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Don't be ridiculous.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I think it is fair comn-

ment and 1 suppose it indicates the attitude of the
Attorney General-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: How about referring to
some other parts of my answer?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: -if he has not been
prepared to carry out further investigations.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Pitiful.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Hon. Phil Pendal

rightly asked some questions with regard to
trading figures and projected figures for the
SGOO Members have a right to ask those
questions so that they may answer queries from
their electorates and from those people in the in-
dustry who ask what action has been taken. For a
Minister of the Crown to come into this Chamber
and say that he has not done his homework be-
cause the Bill will be defeated is an insult to this
Parliament and to the members. I draw the atten-
tion of the Minister to this point, and I am sure he
will put us right on this matter.

I feel this point needed to be raised and the
comment made by the Minister should be re-
peated so that members fully understand what
preparation was carried out. I fully expect that in
the last 10 days the Minister has looked at the
matters raised by the Opposition. We expect him
to provide better and more information and I
hope he will answer the questions raised in an ef-
fective and efficient manner which is acceptable
to the Opposition.

lion. P. H. WELLS: I refer in particular to the
operation of the 5010 and its extended franchise
into life insurance. The Government has given an
unequivocal undertaking that in every area of this
extended franchise the 5010 will operate, or will
be made to operate, as if it were a normal trading
concern. In the event that its operation does not
fall within that category, arrangements will be
made to make certain that it does so. That under-
taking has been given not just once but on several
occasions.

In terms of that 100 per cent guarantee, I ask if
it is not reasonable to make the following request:
If 1, as an individual, set up a company today to
go into the life insurance business, under the Aus-
tralian Life Assurance Act of 1945 1 would be re-
quired to submit to the commissioner full details
of the operation, including financial details for the
next 10 years. However, even at this stage of the

Bill when agreements have been made and under-
takings given, the Attorney General advises that
this type of analysis cannot be presented.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Can you explain to me
where that obligation is to be found?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I have a copy. The Clerk
at the moment has the Act because he is finding
some amendments for me.

An ordi na ry com pan y, other t ha n the SG lO be-
cause it is excluded from Federal Acts, must be
registered under that Act and it is required to
make a report. I understand a number of appli-
cations are already before the commission, which
imposes certain conditions. Although 1 am not a
life insurance specialist, nor the commissioner, I
submit to the Attorney General that each new
company is required to present details regarding
its activities for the next 10 years.

It has been suggested that the SGJO will not
take any State funds and will stand on its own two
feet. However, an analysis of figures is not
available and the only Figures we are provided
with are those from the Whitlam Government and
the actuaries, regarding the cost of moving into
life insurance, If we were looking at taking 10 per
cent of the life insurance market, the cost-which
had been estimated at $18 million-would now be
$40 million. The Attorney General said that fig-
ure was wrong and I accept that. Since that figure
was quoted [ now expect the Attorney General
will be able to tell me that an analysis has been
completed. On the basis of the unequivocal under-
taking given-and the 5010 would be aware of
the requirements under the Life Insurance Act of
1973, covering general insurance, and the Aus-
tralian Insurance Act of 1945, covering life
insurance-I am sure the officers of the SGIO
would have provided some analysis which could
be presented to this Parliament on the likely cost
of moving into these areas.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I wish to raise the mat-
ter to which I referred previously. It may be that
the Attorney General has now had an opportunity
to examine the figures I put forward in regard to
the profit made by the SGlO in 1981-82. In that
year the 5010 paid the sum of $56 000 in income
tax. It was suggested to me, and through me
suggested to the Attorney General, that based on
a profit of $1.3 million for that year. it appeared
an amount of S603 000 was liable in income tax.
The argument I tried to sustain at that time was
if that figure was correct, in that year the S010
underpaid in company tax to the tune of
$547 000.

1 raised the matter at that time as a genuine
query because of the analysis that I had made of
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the Figures. I ask the Attorney General if there is
any new information on that matter.

IHon. J1. M. BERINSON: The debate on this
measure has been constructive and helpful in
many ways. Most particularly, a number of the
questions put in the course of the debate have en-
abled the issues to be defined. To the extent that
that has happened. I have been able to obtain
relevant information, and I have presented a fair
amount of that to the Chamber. The questions
were also helpful to me in making clear the areas
of the SGIO's operation which were apparently
not understood by many members and whichI
had taken for granted. It is for that reason that I
went to some length during my reply to deal with
such questions, for example, as the nature of the
Government insurance fund.

It is reasonable to add that the questions have
not all fallen into that category. Some are capable
of answer, and some are not reasonably capable of
answer. In that respect, I cite the various requests
for projections of future costs and cash flows of
the life insurance business. I was frankly not
aware of the requirement that private companies
seeking to go into life insurance must present pro-
jections 10 years ahead of their anticipated costs
and cash flows.

For the moment, I will assume that the advice
to that effect by the Hon. Peter Wells is correct.
If it is correct, I am perfectly happy to undertake
that, on the passage of this Bill, the 5010 will not
enter into insurance business before projections of
that nature have been presented, either to the
committee which it is proposed to establish or to
the Parliament, if that is preferred.

I stress, as I did at an earlier stage, that we are
not dealing with a situation where permission for
life insurance activity will be granted today, and
the SGlO will go out canvassing for business
tomorrow. Given that an extension of the fran-
chise is achieved by this Bill, the 5010 tomorrow
will analyse those areas of the life insurance Field
that will best suit it for immediate entry and, in
the course of doing so, will make the necessary
analyses.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Does that mean it will only
go into those areas which it considers to be profit-
able?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Does not any
company do that? I would certainly hope that
profitability will be a major consideration of the
SGlO in looking to its extension. We are looking
at a commercial enterprise. We are looking to it
to function on normal, competitive, commercial
grounds. If that is so, I would have thought that it
is only reasonable that the SGlO should be

encouraged to look to areas which it can profit-
ably enter.

It may well emerge, in the course of that prior
examination, that the 5010 will decide not to
enter into the whole range of life insurance
business which exists in this country. That would
not be unreasonable, just as it would not be un-
reasonable for any private company going into
that business to enter into one stage at a time or
into one type of lire insurance at a time; to feel its
way; to learn about a business in which, in this
case, admittedly it has not had prior experience;
and to progress in a commercial and cautious
way.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: So conversely it could give
up workers' compensation and get into more prof-
itable Fields?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: There is no question
of the SGlO moving away from that very burden-
some part of its business. Indeed, workers' com-
pensation is part of its charter, and it cannot do
that. I am grateful to the Hon. Mick Gayfer for
raising that question because it is a fact that every
insurance company other than the SGlO can de-
cline to take on workers' compensation. Part of
the need for an extended franchise is that some-
thing must be done to enable the SO010 to balance
the very great burden which is its major business.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: You have my vote so far.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I appreciate that;

and, if T may say so, that is a very good reason for
retaining Mr Gayfer's vote. It is a serious con-
sideration. Nobody with any connection with
insurance companies will fail to be aware of the
reluctance with which private insurance
companies undertake that part of the insurance
burden.

We have a recent example of cautious entry
into the field by a similar office. I refer to the
Government insurance Office of South Australia.
Unlike the older-established life offices in New
South Wales and Queensland, South Australia
had its franchise extended only about three or
four years ago, and it has moved very cautiously
since that time. In fact, it has restricted itself so
far to term insurance taken over the counter. That
has involved virtually no expense, so- that the sort
of Figure Mr Wells was worried about does not
apply. Conversely, it has resulted in very limited
business. In the last year for which I have figures
for the South Australian office-that is. the year
ended 30 June 1981-the premiums taken on life
insurance amounted to only $840 000. 1 suppose,
by natural projection, it would be somewhat over
the $I million mark now. The business has delib-
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erately been kept very modest, and that would be
one of the options in our case.

On the other hand, inquiries by the 5010 indi-
cate scope for a larger-scale entry into life
insurance, and if it is within the SGlO's Financial
capacity to do so, we would see what flowed from
that.

What I am trying to put to Mr Wells and to
Mr Masters is that there is nothing unreasonable
about coming to the committee and saying, "We
don't have the projections". The fact is that be-
Core any entry into the business is undertaken,
those projections will be made. It would be absurd
to expect a body as large as and with the business
experience of the SGIO to go into a major
business extension without that sort of proper
examination and analysis. It simply would not do
that. It would not go off half-cocked in that way.

Hon. P. 0. Pendal: We were told a fortnight
ago that that simply could not be done, if I can
recall the argument being put by your side.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The projections could
not be done until the SGlO had made an analysis
as to in which parts of the field of life insurance it
actually wanted to engage in its early stages. That
decision. has not been taken, and everything else
will flow from it.

Now I come to the question put by Mr Pendal
before progress was reported. That comes into the
category of useful, educational questions because
it has certainly encouraged me to understand the
situation, and I hope that I can relay my under-
standing to the Committee.

Members might recall that on the bald, printed
figures for the year ended 30 June 1981, there ap-
peared to emerge a profit of about $4 million. As
against that, the provision for taxation was only
$56 000. I think I am right in saying that Mr
Pendal and I were agreed as to how $2.7 million
could be disposed of-by way of an apparent
profit relating to industrial diseases. Unfortu-
nately, that profit is only apparent and not real.'
There is still left what appeared to be a liability
for tax on a sum of $1.3 million. Clearly, $56 000
in taxation would not meet that.

The explanation for this is found in the differ-
ence between the revenue statement of the SGO
and its taxation assessment statement, which
introduced different advice. I will be happy to
table these figures in a moment. They show that a
number of different Figures need to be added to
both sides of the ledger. For example, what ap-
pears to be income from interest appearing in the
annual statement at $8.63 million must be
reduced by $678 000 as interest applicable to the
industrial diseases fund. For the same

reason-the apparent profit of $2.7 million was
not a profit but is, in fact, involved in a fund
which works at a substantial loss-that $678 000
is put to one side.

Other figures relevant to the taxation assess-
ment-and I refer to major ones only-include
additional provisions for superannuation of
$337 000, and members' rcbates or repayments to
local government bodies insuring with the SGO
of $59 000.

On the other side of the ledger an amount
which is charged to building depreciation in the
revenue statement in the sum of $71 000 is not al-
lowed as a taxation deduction because that is not
acceptable to the taxation commissioner.

W oo emerges from this taxation assessment is
that M net taxable income of the SGlO in the
year in question was not $1.3 million but
$273 850. The tax on that at the company rate
then applicable of 46 per cent would have come to
$125 971.20. That was subject to further rebates
on account of investment in Commonwealth
loans, withholding tax on certain shares, public
company dividends of $41 653.30, and rebates
which should have been claimed in 1980-81, but
which were not claimed in that year, of
$103 889.46.

The net tax payable, which will be clearer to
members who have a look at these sheets, comes
to the figure of $56 486.63, and that was the
actual amount provided.

Tabling of Papers

Mr Deputy Chairman (Hon. John Williams), I
seek leave to table these figures so that members
can read them at greater leisure.

Leave granted.
The papers were tabled (see paper No. 455).

Committee Resumed

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I appreciate the honesty
of the Attorney in saying firstly that the infor-
mation was unavailable, and secondly that if any
information is required he is prepared to table it
in the Chamber prior to the SGlO moving into a
particular area, and this in essence commits him
to make inquiries.

The advice I received from ihe Life Insurance
Federation, which represents the people who are
in the business of insurance, reads as follows-

The high cost of establishing a new life op-
eration and the difficulty of making it viable
is illustrated by the fact that, for many years,
the Life Insurance Commissioner has re-
quired applicants for licences to transact life
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insurance business to provide detailed ten
year forward projections.

Two Acts cover the two areas of business about
which we are talking. We are extending the gen-
eral area of operation of the SGlO, and I gather
this would come under the Insurance Act of 1973 .
if it were a private company in general insurance.
The move of the SGlO into life insurance I as-
sume comes under the Lire Insurance Act of
1945. Both these Acts are Commonwealth Acts.
The Life Insurance Act states that a company
shall not carry out any life insurance business in
Australia unless it has been registered by the
commission. Clearly then there is a requirement
that the 5010 be registered.

The Act then deems it necessary for the
company to undergo an examination. Sections 23
and 24 of the Act lay down a whole range of areas
requiring examination. In the insurance com-
mission's annual report of 198 1 it is indicated that
section 52 of the Act, which is moving out of the
area of not only the requirement of the com-
mission to examine-

Hon. J. Mt. Berifison: This is the Life Insurance
Act?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: This is the general
insurance side, and the report mentions not just a
requiremeni for this forward projection, but
having done that, it provides for the appointment
of an inspector to investigate the affairs of the
insurer.

Because we do not have a forward projection, I
go on to the next question in this area about mak-
ing an agreement that the SGlO will operate in a
totally viable and competitive way as do private
operators. Who will be the investigator?

I-on. J. Mv. Berinson: Are you talking about the
investigator under the general insurance pro-
vision?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am referring to the
insurance commission's annual report for 1981-
82, which tells me a report is provided for in
terms of the 1973 Act which covers general
insurance.

Hon. J. M. DEftINSON: I really do have some
difficulty answering this question. With the
greatest of respect to the Hon. Peter Wells, I find
it an extraordinary proposition that a company as
long and as well established as the 5010 should
have questioned its ability simply to expand its
existing business. That is what we are talking
about.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Other insurance
companies have to do it,

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: But not when they
are established. What Mr Wells was talking
about was the requirement for companies which
wished to enter into general insurance but which
were not already there. The SGlO is there. It has
assets of over $100 million. We do not need an
investigator to tell us that an expansion of its
business will be to its benefit.

The reason we want to expand its business is
that any expansion of the franchise 'will be into
areas which will give it some reasonable capacity
to breathe. At the moment, by far the greatest
proportion of the SGlO's business is in workers'
compensation, where the load is most onerous,
where the risk of losses is highest, and where the
prospects of building up assets and reserves is
least. There is no area of general business into
which the SGIO could move that would not be
better from a commercial point of view than the
areas in which it is now engaged. I hardly need to
remind the Chamber that it is engaged in those
areas not only for historic but for current reasons
and that there are very important areas of
insurance that no commercial insurer will under-
take.

So the proposition that the 5010, for the ex-
tension of its general franchise, should need an
investigator is really quite extraordinary. I urge
the I-on. Peter Wells not to take that point
further. What the SGlO has going for it is a long
history and a very sound economic record which
has seen it contribute to the State. There is absol-
utely no reason to have its capacity for further
commercial activity questioned.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I will explain to the
Attorney my own personal worry, bearing in mind
that I have seen this Bill come forward nine
times, although I read in the paper that it was
only seven times. Over that period the Labor
Party has been in office for three years, out for
12, in for three, and out for nine. I have a fair
idea, therefore, of what has gone on. I have no
doubt about the capacity of the SGO , but I do
have some doubt about the genuineness of the
Government. The Hon. Mr Berinson worked very
hard to convince us he was not flying a kite on
this occasion. I am prepared to accept that he is
an honourable man, but there is- proof positive
that on previous occasions members of Labor
Governments have brought forward this sort of
Bill, without the slightest shadow of doubt, as an
exercise in futility in the certain knowledge that it
would get knocked back, and as a consequence
they saw no need to do any work on it.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: What evidence do you have
to support that?
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Hon. G. E, Masters: A statement by the Minis-
ter.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: We have had our
Ministers in there looking at the books.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: We have a Royal Com-
mission to back up the Bill.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: We have seen oc-
casions when this sort of Bill has been floated
with the certain knowledge that it would be de-
feated. There have been occasions when a Labor
Premier has turned around and said, "Thank God
for the Legislative Council. We have satisfied
Trades Hall". The member should get the Minis-
ter in charge of the Bill to check the records, be-cause she will find that what I am saying is quite
true. A minimal amount of work was done be-
cause it was almost positive the Bill would be
thrown out.

I am a little suspicious about the need for a
two-week look at the figures. It might be the- case
that the Government was surprised that the Bill
received a second reading, which meant the
Government has had to do some work. I am pre-
pared to take the Minister's assurance that this
was not the case on this occasion. However, I as-
sure the Minister that he is not in a position of
having to convince us about the efficacy of the
SGIO0. We have been in Government for 21 of the
last 24 years, so we have a rough idea how the
SGIO operates and how efficacious and essential
it is in a number of areas.

What we have to be assured of-and Mr Mas-
ters made this abundantly clear-is the genuine-
ness of the Government's attitude. If the Minister
analyses what Mr Masters said in his speech, he
will find that is what he asked. He was concerned
about the Government's genuineness, not that of
the SG1O. Is the Government dinkum? I think
Mr Masters did an absolutely masterful job and
Mr Wells has asked a number of very pertinent
questions.

My own interest, based on my experience, is
very much in support of the Hon. Gordon Mas-
ters' desire to ensure that all those things the
Premier has said about wanting the SGIO to op-
erate on a businesslike basis, with care and con-
sideration, do occur. I wonder whether the
Government is genuine. With the paucity of
answers given to our members two weeks ago, my
immediate reaction is that the Government has
done it again. Perhaps it can be said that with my
advancing years I am getting more suspicious
than when I was a young and gullible member.

Be that as it may, my reaction was immediately
"They have done it again. They have put up the
Bill in the hope that it will be knocked over". The

Government would be able to say, "There you
are!"

The media talks about our conservatively domi-
nated upper House. This Chamber satisfied a
number of Premiers in the past by allowing them
to go through the exercise of satisfying Trades
Hall by floating the Bill and having it defeated. I
remind members again, to make sure it has sunk
through, that the Attorney General does not need
to convince me of the good office of the SGIO.
I-e does not need to convince me of its efficiency,
efficacy, and ability in whatever broad spectrum
it is likely to engage in. Left to itself, the SGIQ
would be extremely cautious.

Most of us want assurances about this matter.
The tenor of Mr Masters' speech was that on this
occasion the Government is absolutely and
fundamentally 100 per cent genuine.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am happy to give
the honourable member that assurance; it is a
fact. Frankly, I am distressed that the Hon.
Graham MacKinnon should have found my
answer to the second reading debate so
inadequate, because my own concern half-way
through was that perhaps I was going on for too
long and in too much detail. I was not asked very
searching questions. In most cases I think I was
able to respond reasonably to them, and this
applies even to those that went into considerable
detail.

1 confess that when I found that the answer I
provided to the Hon. Phillip Pendal did not meet
the situation I simply had to ask for time to seek
that information. With all due modesty, I do not
think that was unreasonable, given the range of
questions that could be raised in a debate of this
kind. I have indicated that there is only one
question I cannot answer, and that relates to pro-
jections of the new life insurance business in
which we are likely to engage. I do assure the
Hon. Graham MacKinnon that we are very
serious about our entry into that field. What I say
now and have repeated several times is that the
nature, the extent, and the pace of entry into the
life insurance field is something that deserves very
searching further investigation.

Tonight I assured the Hon. Peter Wells that if
it is correct that a private company would be re-
quired to provide to the commissioner 10-year
projections of business and cash flow, I would
undertake to provide that to the committee or the
Parliament before the office entered into life
insurance business. TIhat, broadly, would follow
from the investigation to which I have referred.

To allay any doubts that we are genuine about
this extension, let me not just put it on the per-
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sonal level related to the amount of time that I
have devoted to the question, from the time of my
appointment, I also put it on very practical
grounds: As I indicated earlier, we are ready to
press most strongly for this Bill, but on rather dif-
ferent grounds than have been stressed in the
past. Our main concern at the moment is not
ideological; it is to find the funds which an ex-
tended franchise can offer to the State and to
local authorities. That is a very real difficulty.
The Hon. Graham MacKinnon in an earlier
interjection pointed out one of the substantial
reasons for that. Other factors also cause me
great concern about the business of the 5010 and
its present limited franchise. Currently, largely
because private companies are simply vacating
the field, the proportion of SGlO business in the
workers' compensation field is at an all-time high.
It represents 60 per cent of the total business of
the 5010 today. That places a tremendous bur-
den on the SGO 0

Let me emphasise, in case of any doubt, that
the growth of business to 60 per cent of the mar-
ket has not been because the 5010 has gone out
into the field in some aggressive way in order to
snatch workers' compensation business from pri-
vate insurers. It has happened because private
insurance companies have increasingly been reluc-
tant or even unwilling to accept workers' compen-
sation business, and this is very worrying. Many
aspsects of workers' compensation are worrying.
Awards today are not based on the levels on
which the original premiums and reserves of the
5010 were built; they are out of all proportion to
that. The courts and the tribunals by the day are
becoming more generous and relaxed in their
interpretation of entitlements, and that applies
not only to workers' compensation but also to
common law liability when a worker can establish
a claim against his employer in negligence. Huge
awards are now being made.

For that reason, together with reasons of ac-
cumulation of funds for State and local govern-
ment investment, the SGlO is in the position that
the risk has to be spread in order to maintain the
viability of the SGlO, and to allow it to fulfil its
very special functions.

In summary, the position therefore is that it is
not just a matter of approaching this subject be--
cause we want to or because we feel there is some
political or ideological advantage in it; it is be-
cause both the economics of the State and the
interests of the 5010 as a viable and important
part of our insurance industry will be served by
the extension of its franchise. The 5010 will
certainly be very detrimentally affected if the
franchise is not extended.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: We have been treated
again to a very quiet and reasonable performance
by the Minister.

Hon. 0. E. Masters: No answers.
Hon. I. G. PRATT: For a While I had a certain

amount of sympathy for him and I was having
Some Very critical thoughts of the Premier and the
undertakings he made in another place regarding
the commitment to make the SGlO compete on
the same basis as private enterprise. It was not
mentioned previously in discussions-it just
slipped out-that the Minister here was respon-
sible for the Bill.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: What do you mean "it
just slipped out"? It is in the list of ministerial
portfolios,

Hon. I. 0. PRATT: One would have expected
the Minister to have told us about the work he
had done in relation to this Bill. Eventually he did
so at the end of the debate. He told us that after
he admitted that he did not have answers to vari-
ous questions that arose during the previous Com-
mittee debate, and the second reading stage, and
those raised by Mr Wells tonight.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I have answered them,
Mr Pratt.

Hon. 1, G. PRATT: The Attorney did not
answer them at the time because he did not know
the answers at the time. He told us quite frankly
that he was not prepared for them.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I did not know the
taxation assessment amount for the year ending
30 June 1981. 1 did not carry that figure around
in my head. Is that what you are saying? Are you
saying that as a criticism? I am prepared to ac-
cept it as a criticism if that is the way you are
putting it.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: If the Minister is finished
making my speech for me while I am still stand-
ing-

Hon. P. G. Pendal: You are doing very well.
Hon. Peter Dowding: You need help.
Hon. 1. G. PRATT: It seems from Mr

Dowding's interjection that the Minister really
needs some help.

-Hon. Peter- Dowdinig: -No,, you need it, -Mr
Pratt.

Hon. 1, 0. PRATT: I am prepared to listen to
his interjections.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): I am not.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: That may be. The other
fact that has been put up tonight is that the At-
torney said he was not aware that there was a re-
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quirement for forward projections on entering the
life insurance field.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: I am not even conceding
it.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: He is not even conceding it
and he was not aware of it. He must not have
been getting the sorts of letters we have been get-
ting from people in the life insurance field. That is
their point of view. I would be very surprised if
members of the Opposition are the only people
who have received these communications from
concerned people in the industry.

The Minister has presented us with this Bill.
He is saying, "They may or may not pass it. I do
not have the projections but it will go ahead. That
is not in the Bill. However, before we use that
clause we will make the inquiries". I suggest that
if Mr Berinson were trying to sell this Bill door to
door we would find Mr Tonkin would demand
that he be arrested and thrown into gaol because
what he is doing is the equivalent of racing
around the streets knocking on doors, inviting
people to sign contracts and then saying, "We do
not know what will happen. We do not know how
much painting we will do on your roof. Sign the
contract now and before we start painting, we will
give you that information". That is the equivalent
of what he is doing. We can imagine what the
Minister for Consumer Affairs would say to a
painter or house repairer who did that; yet that is
what the Government is asking us to do. It is
asking us to sign the contract by passing this Bill
when the Government does not fully understand
what it will do with it. it does not know what
areas it will move into. The Minister has told us
that tonight. He said he will conduct further
investigations to see which sections the office will
enter. Then he will have further investigations
made so he can make the projections which pri-
vate enterprise companies are required by Com-
monwealth law to do.

Two things have not been done. Firstly, the
SGIO has not done its homework, because it
should be aware of that requirement on private
companies. Secondly, the Premier gave the assur-
ance that the SGIO would have to undertake all
of the things private industry has to undertake.
The SGIO should have been sufficiently on the
ball to tell the Premier so that he could then tell
the responsible Minister so that he in turn would
know the facts. The Minister, coming into this
Chamber with an assurance from the Premier,
should have made it his duty to find out exactly
what the Premier was committing him and the
SGIO0 to do. He has not done that.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Yes, I have. I know pre-
cisely what he has committed us to do.

Hon. 1. 0. PRATT: Well, tell us through the
Deputy Chairman exactly what areas the 5010
will move into.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: The Premier has not
made any commitment as to the parts of life
insurance the SGIO will expand into.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: What are the requirements
to satisfy the point Mr Wells raised? The Minis-
ter has told us that he will go away and find the
information, but he will do so after we have actu-
ally passed the Bill and it is enacted.

If the Minister were sitting on this side of the
Chamber as he was last year, and one of the then
Ministers put this sort of proposition to the
Chamber that Minister would have been called
incompetent. I do not suggest the Hon. Joe
Berinson is incompetent; he is an honourable.
nice, and friendly man. He has approached this
Bill in a very reasonable and friendly manner.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Under great provocation.
Hon. I. 0. PRATT: However, he has not de-

livered the goods. We should not consider this Bill
any more. The Minister should report progress,
put this Bill on the bottom of the Notice Paper,
go to the 5010 and ask it in what areas it intends
to involve itself, and tell it to make its projections
in those areas; he should then give us that infor-
mation. We would then be in a better position to
make a decision on whether to pass this Bill.

H-on. P. G. PENDAL: I thank the Attorney
General for the information contained in the ma-
terial that has been tabled in response to the
questions I asked a fortnight ago. I am sure he
would have noticed, as I read the papers, the look
of enlightenment on my face as I took in the fig-
ures while fully understanding what they meant:
They clearly show the way in which £56 000 in
company tax is calculated.

I would like to ask the Attorney General two
questions and perhaps other members will raise
other queries in order to give him some time to
identify the two Figures to which I refer. They are
both part of the reduction in the profit which al-
lowed the small net tax payable figure to be ar-
rived at. In particular I mention the amount of
$678 000 for interest on funds applicable to indus-
trial diseases. The other figure to which I refer is
$337 000, which is an additional provision for
superannuation. I am interested to know what
"additional provision for superannuation" means
and whether it is a normal thing. I presume: that it
is not normal if it is described as "additional".
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I was going to pursue how the SGlO had some
link with the Bougainville copper project. How-
ever, it involves the princely amount of $34.90, so
I do not think it is worth pursuing. In passing, the
Attorney General may make some mention of this
matter; but I am more interested in the two fig-
ures Which reduce the profit by about $1 million.

Another point I would like to raise with the At-
torney General is in response to his comments
when he spoke of the high level of workers' com-
pensation premiums which is a reflection of the
high level of awards being determined by the
courts. I guess this takes us into a new area of this
debate which I do not intend to pursue. This mat-
ter comes before the Parliament frequently and
only a few weeks ago it was brought up when we
were debating legislation dealing with straying
stock. From memory the amendment proposed in
that legislation was to include a limit of 5500 000
in the Act. The same arguments were discussed at
that time and in my 3 / years in this place they
have been discussed on many occasions. This
reflects on the inability of everyone-this Govern-
ment, the previous Government and all of us-to
come to grips with the question of the high level
of awards being granted in relation to a whole lot
of accident situations. I ask the Attorney General
for his views on this matter.

Is it time for the Parliaments throughout Aus-
tralia to make some stand if, in fact, the courts
are not awarding amounts that bear any relation-
ship with reality. That may be cold comfort to
someone who becomes a paraplegic and receives .a
$500 000 award through the Supreme Court or
some other channel. I agree that a person in this
situation does not have much to look forward to,
but everyone professes to know the problem when
the subject is raised. The Attorney General has
touched on this subject tonight but no one is pre-
pared to take some sort of stand. Perhaps there
are reasons for this which I do not know and I
would be interested to hear what the Attorney
General has to say in regard to this matter be-
cause in a domino-like way, it finds its way into
public corporations like the SGlO and affects
their profitability.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I can under-
stand why Mr Pendal is delving into the matter of
profitability and while the Attorney General is
obtaining the information that has been requested
I would challenge members on this side of the
Committee who walked across the floor during
the second reading vote not to support this Bill. I
wonder how members like the Hon. Graham
MacKinnon feel when they hear the answers that
have been given to the questions raised. I have
never seen a Bill handled in this way in my life

and I have never known of an instance when the
Minister has had to report progress on clause I of
a Bill. The Attorney may smile; but the questions
he has been asked are reasonable, and anyone
who is going into business would want to know the
answers to such questions. In this instance we
want to know the percentage of the life insurance
market the Government expects the SGIO to
take. The Opposition also would like to know the
cost involved and the sort of profit that will be
made.

I am sure that the Hon. Joe Berinson would not
go into business without knowing the answers to
these questions. The Attorney General said that
this Bill had been before the Parliament on sev-
eral occasions.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You are misquoting and
misrepresenting me. It is not true.

Several members interjected.
*Hon. D. JI WORDSWORTH: I will not quote

what the Attorney General said because it is in
Hansard. Further on he said that the Govern-
ment, knowing that the Bill had been before this
awful House of Review so often and had always
been thrown out, thought it was not worth calcu-
lating the profitability.

However, we were happy that the Attorney
General reported progress in order that he could
confer with the manager of the SGIO and per-
haps come back to the committee with some facts.
I wonder if the SGlO is not embarrassed that we
have given this Bill a second reading? I wonder
whether the SGIO really wants to go into this
extra business?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You need not wonder, the
5010 is not embarrassed.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The Attorney
General should provide some figures and infor-
mation on how the SGlO intends to operate. The
Attorney General has continually said that
workers' compensation insurance is so difficult
that it has to be averaged out with something else.
This worries me. He says that the Government is
doing what was done in South Australia, and will
move slowly.

Hon. J. M. Bedinson: I. did- not sa y thaL. I. sa id.
that that was one possibility.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: We are meant
to be passing a Bill to give the Government the
authority to do this and the Attorney General
cannot tell us what will be done.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: No, it is not.
Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The Attorney

General continually tells us that he cannot pro-
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vide the figures and is unable to give us any pro-
jections.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You are giving authority
to act in a field from which we are now precluded.
It will allow us to make a judgment and that will
determine how quickly and to what extent we will
try to get into the field.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Surely we
should be given some information.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Do you agree in principle
with the extension of the franchise? If I told you
we will make $I million a year, would you accept
that?

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: We are asking
the Attorney what outlay is involved and what
profit will be made. If the Attorney provided this
information we would have something on which to
go and would be able to compare it with other life
insurance companies and ascertain if the projec-
tions were possible.

I am sure that if I were to buy a pharmacy my
bankers would ask similar questions.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! I would like to be able to hear
what Mr Wordsworth is saying. I do not like long
range conversations.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The Govern-
ment is saying that the SGlO has an unprofitable
business in regard to workers' compensation, and
if the SGlO can get into life insurance it will bal-
ance the situation.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: No, that is not correct.
Apart from life insurance there are many areas of
general insurance which we are anxious to enter.

Hon. D. i. WORDSWORTH: When the Op-
position asked for projections the Attorney Gen-
eral quoted South Australia and mentioned a
profit of $800 000. He said the figure could be as
high as $I million. That would balance the un-
profitable workers' compensation side of the
SGlO; but the person who obtained life insurance
from the SGlO would be in a risky situation.

Several members interjected.
Hon. Garry Kelly: You are being ridiculous.
Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I do not know

about that. When I have taken out life insurance
with the AMP it has been able to tell me its se-
curities and where it invests its money.

Several members interjected.
Hon. P. H. Wells: You also know that the com-

missioner checks to make sure that the company
has reserves, etc.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: That is correct,
but the Government is saying that it will balance

life insurance with the dicky workers' compen-
sation, The Attorney General has mentioned that
the SGlO is paying out high amounts for workers'
compensation.

Several members interjected,
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John

Williams): I suggest that members carry on with
their chatter outside.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The Hon. Phil
Pendal has asked if the Government has ad-
dressed the matter of high workers' compensation
payouts. I have here an article which appeared in
the Press and was headed, "The crippling cost of
compensation". It states exactly what premium
rates are being charged for workers' cormpen-
sation. It refers to the field of forestry, in which I
am interested, and the milling of timber. It states
that the cost of workers' compensation is equival-
ent to 30 per cent of the total wages paid. There-
fore, I can understand why the field of workers'
compensation is so unpopular; however, that is be-
side the point.

The Government wants to extend the franchise
of the SGlO so that it can enter the field of life
insurance in order to make up for the high cost of
workers' compensation. I ask if any person who is
aware of this would buy a life insurance policy
from the 5010.

Hon. 3. M. BERINSON: I really do not know
how many different ways the same thing can be
said. I think we have to bring to some conclusion
these constant calls for projections which do not
exist.

Let me put it on this basis: For example, I
could have said, "Yes, having considered the re-
cords of the South Australian Government office,
which is the closest in time to our extension, as
opposed to the experience of the New South
Wales and Queensland offices which are much
larger and have been operating for many years,
we propose to set our sights on a range of business
equivalent to that in South Australia. Going on
the experience of that State we would anticipate
that we will restrict early life insurance to term
insurance over the counter. We understand this
leads to negligible additional costs in terms of
staff, and no additional demands of captial. we
would look to a somewhat similar response from
the public at a rate in early years of about $I
million a year".

If I understand Mr Wordsworth, Mr Pratt, and
Mr Wells correctly they would then be in a pos-
ition to make a judgment on this Bill.

Hon. D. 3. Wordsworth: We would be in a bet-
ter position.
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Hon. J. M. BERINSON: In my opinion 1 think
the member would be in no better position at all.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: You think we should
not look at the matter at all; we should not worry;
just sign the Bill?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The important thing
is not figures plucked from the air, to assure
people. I am assuring this Chamber that any
entry into lire insurance by the SGlO will be on
proper, cautious, and commercial grounds that
will ensure a profitable exercise, and which will
put nobody's funds at risk. That is the assurance I
give. To that extent, the experience of the SGO
and its standards are relevant. The SGlO is not
the sort of organisation which would go into ven-
tures, that were not sound or which were not re-
sponsible. It is only in that sense that I bring the
record of the SGlO into the debate in support of
the Bill. It is not as Mr Wordsworth suggested a
case analagous to going into a bank and asking
for an advance to get a business venture going.

I can hardly remember anything I learned in
Philosophy 10, but I remember somebody telling
me that analogies are always suspect. I have to
say that the correctness of that warning is con-
firmed to me by the analogy Mr Wordsworth
offered with his bank manager, and Mr Pratt
offered with the painter of his roof. Nobody is
going to bankers or to the public of Western Aus-
tralia for funds to extend the franchise of the
SGlO. The SGIO has never called on public
rends for its operations, and there is nothing in
this Bill to suggest it will.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: He was not suggesting that.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Indeed, that is one of

the securities we have when we come to look at an
extension into life insurance: We will be looking
to the SGlO to make sure that to whatever extent
it goes into the field it will be one which it is
amply and safely able to cover through its own
substantial resources. That is the short answer,
and combined with the fact that theoretical pro-
jections provide much less security than does the
record of this office, 1 believe we should treat this
question as having come to the end of the road.

Mr Pendal is not one to give up a bone without
a good chew.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: There is a lot more juice in
this one.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: He has put further
questions in relation to the taxation assessment
for the year 1980-81. 1 think there were three
questions: one was why the amount of $678 549
was treated for taxation purposes in the outgoings.
column. I referred to that item in particular
earlier. It is an amount representing interest ap-

plicable to industrial disease and it was not
treated in that year as taxable because of the very
substantial losses which the industrial disease
fund was known to have incurred in that year.

I repeat: The industrial disease fund is the fund
kept altogether separate from the SGlO's own
fund. Its accounts are kept separate. The reason is
that experience has shown that insurance on in-
dustrial diseases. which is not available anywhere
in this State other than from the SGlO, cannot be
secured on a funded basis. In other words, pre-
miums cannot be set in a way which would allow
adequate reserves to be built up. It is therefore a
fund which simply has to pay its way as it goes,
and losses in any one year have to be made up by
the mining companies which are required to con-
tribute to the fund. Because this has been subject
to such substantial losses in recent years while at
the same time on occasions having surplus cash on
hand, it has been accepted that interest accruing
from time to time from those occasional cash sur-
pluses should not be treated as taxable. That has
been done on ordinary accountancy principles,
and accounts for that major item.

The superannuation item of $337 000 is a stan-
dard provision for superannuation. The SGlO is
obliged to meet the employer's contribution and
that is the amount representing the amount for
that year which did not come into the figures
leading to $1.3 million, which was first in
question.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: The term "additional" was
used.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: As I understand it,
that is meant to indicate the additional provision
required by that year's operations.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Thank you.
Hon. J. Mv. BERINSON: The third item was a

very small amount of money, but I agree with Mr
Gayfer that it involves a certain principle. I refer
to withholding tax on Bougainville copper shares,
amounting to $34.92. The amount is irrelevant.

At the same time, [ inform the Chamber that
some time ago I catled for a statement of all
investments by the SGO , and one purpose of that
Was to ensure investments would in fact be con-
centrated in Western Australia alone. That is not
something which can be done as quickly as I
would like because it is not always a good time to
dispose of certain assets. 1 am not referring so
much to shares in this context, but to some deben-
tures which the SOLO is holding and which we
would prefer it not to hold. Given the fact that the
investments exist, it would be foolish to dispose of
them on unsatisfactory terms. So far as 1 am con-
cerned, all investments should be concentrated in
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this State alone and that will be the nature of the._
future investment I will be looking to the office to
ensure.

Mr Pendal raised one other question, but I do
not know that it is my place to comment on it. It
relates to questions of high awards in compen-
sation and others. It is reasonable enough to raise
it.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: You raised it.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Yes, and it is reason-

able for the member to pursue it, but there is a
limit. It is a workers' compensation question
rather than an SGIO question. Since the member
referred to a particular award which attracted at-
tention in recent months, I indicate the SGbO, to
the extent that it could pursue that question, did
so by way of appeal.

i-Ion. I. G. PRATT: The Minister's replies have
confirmed my concern about this whole matter. I
refer to the cavalier way in which he suggests that
if he had come along and said "We will set our
aim at this" and plucked a Figure out of the air,
we would have been satisfied. That is anything
but the truth.

IHon. J1. M4. Berinson: Would you be satisfied on
any figures? Tell mc the truth: Will you accept
this in principle?

Hon. i. G. PRATT: I take very strong excep-
tion to the Minister's looking at me across the
Chamber and saying "Tell me the truth", im-
plying that I have been doing anything but that,
when it is not my word that is being questioned
tonight.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Give me your frank op-
inion: Would you support this in principle if I
gave you a projected income and cash flow?

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: I would assume the Minis-
ter has been aware of what has been happening
during the passage of this Hill, and that I voted
with him at the second reading. If he can put two
and two togther-and I am sure he can; I am
told he is a most intelligent man-he would have
the impression that I am endeavouring to support
this Bill.

I have had many telephone calls in the weekend
and in recent days from people in the life
insurance industry urging me to vote against this
Bill. I have said "No, I am going to vote with the
Government on this matter" and given the
reasons, subject to the Government's being able to
establish its goodwill in the matter, and being put
into a situation in which it will be forced to carry
out the commitment the Premier made in another
place.

IHon. J. M. Berinson: Please specify the particu-
lar commitment.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: The Minister asked me to
be truthful, and now he is saying I should be
serious.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: No, I said "Be specific". I
am asking seriously which particular commitment
of the Premier do you think I am somehow not
coming to grips with?

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: The Minister has told us he
does not know in which areas of insurance the
SGiO will become involved but he is saying the
Government will ensure the SGlO carries out the
same conditions as private enterprise in those
areas which he cannot define. I am saying that if
he is making commitments about the areas in
which the SGIO will compete on level footing, he
should know what are the areas in which the
SGIO intends to work. I do not think that is un-
reasonable. It has been suggested that in seeking
to have these matters defined we are in some way
casting some sort of aspersion on the SGO . We
are not doing that in any way at all. The SGO
does not happen to be governing this State;, the
Australian Labor Party is governing us.

The Attorney General made many references
tonight to workers' compensation. From the com-
ments of the Hon. Des Dans and from election
commitments made by the Government we are
quite aware that the Government intends to move
into sole insurer workers' compensation. We also
know from the answers that the Hon. Des Dans
gave to my quest ions-com paring our system in
Western Australia with that in Queensland, a
comparison that has been made frequently-in
many cases the pay outs in WA are double those
in Queensland. Yet that Minister totes around
that example and tells us that is the reason that
the sole insurer system will work.

So it may not be just that the SGIO has a bad
debt in the future because it carries the bulk of
the workers' compensation insurance; but it could
go right down the drain as the sole insurer. Such a
situation would reflect on the ability of the SGO
to meet its commitments in other areas into which
it is going. If the SGlO loses tens or hundreds of
millions of dollars on workers' compensation, that
money must be made up from somewhere. Either
it will come from the State Treasury or from the
other areas of insurance with which the SGIQ
wants to become involved. So in a few years' time
the SGlO may not be able to meet its commit-
ments in these new areas and the taxpayer will
have to root the bill.

I am not reflecting on the SGlO; I am
reflecting on the Government's capacity to handle
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business. The Attorney General said he is pre-
pared to give us all sorts of verbal assurances. We
have recently had examples in the Federal Parlia-
ment of what verbal assurances are worth. I am
quite sure the Attorney General is an honourable
man and that when he makes an assurance he
means to keep it. However, what happens if we
have another Minister in his place tomorrow?
Can we expect such a Minister to follow that as-
surance?

In the Federal Parliament Mr Young said there
was no way that he would use Commonwealth
powers in State electoral matters. Then something
happened and Mr Young was no longer respon-
sible for that area. We now Find Senator Gareth
Evans has an entirely different attitude-he is
suggesting very strongly that he will do what Mr
Young said he would not do. if that can happen
with the Federal ALP why can it not happen with
the State ALP? We do not wish the Hon. i. M.
Berinson any trouble, but he could walk out of
this place tonight and be run over. We would be
very sorry to see it happen-

An Opposition member: HeI would be covered
by insurance with the SGIO!

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: I would like to revert to
the projections the Attorney says the SGbO does
not need to make at this time. As an Opposition
we have a responsibility to keep a very close
watch on the Government's stewardship of the
people's money. I have mentioned the crazy area
of workers' compensation in which this Govern-
ment is intent on becoming involved and which,
from the investigations I have made, will involve
it in horrendous losses. If Government members
are good businessmen, why have they not under-
taken the research about which the Hon. Peter
Wells spoke and made the projections, if not for
this Parliament, at least for their own use? Then
the Government would know where it is headed.
Obviously it does not know where it is heading; it
does not know the sort of money that is involved;
all it knows is that the insurance looks good and it
wants to get involved.

The Government tells us that the workers' com-
pensation sole insurer scheme will have
tremendous benefits. Everything we can find out
about such schemes in Queensland, New Zealand,
and Canada, tells us very clearly that we will run
into mountains of trouble. I really believe, as I
said before, that the Attorney should report prog-
ress, put this Bill at the bottom of the Notice
Paper, do his homework, and then return here to
satisfy us that the SGIO is capable of handling
the extended franchise. Let the Government show
a proper stewardship of the people's money. The
Government should be Frank and honest about

what it is doing. Then I will support this Bill, as
had been my intention. Unless the Minister gives
some sort of assurance like that, I will vote
against this clause. I think that is a reasonable
course to take.

Hon. W. G. ATKINSON: I have been listening
to the debate with interest. Unfortunately the
replies to a number of questions I have in mind
have not been forthcoming. The Attorney has
referred constantly to the South Australian
SGlO. According to my limited research, the
5GbO in South Australia, after extending its fran-
chise, managed to incur a loss of S18 million in a
three-year period. It is for this reason I would like
to know the forward targets of the SGlO and
some estimates of the Figures. One would not like
to see a Government instrumentality incurring
such a loss so that the taxpayers have to foot the
Bill.

The Campbell committee of inquiry suggested
that there was a very strong case on efficiency
grounds for either the sale or the winding up of
State Government insurance offices. I would like
some questions answered to assure me and other
members on this side of the Chamber what the
Government really means when it says it intends
to put the whole operation on a fully commercial
basis. Commercial companies have to abide by
certain conditions which may not have to be met
by the SGIO under this extended franchise.

A private enterprise company has no guarantee
of any help from the taxpayers should it run into
financial trouble. Recently in Victoria an
insurance company collapsed and had to be
wound up.

My next question is: Will the SGbO be liable
for Federal company tax at 47.5c in the dollar if
it happens to make a profit?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is covered in my list
of amendments.

Hon. W. G. ATKINSON: My next question
relates to the payment to shareholders of 25c in
the dollar which is made to service shareholders'
capital. Commercial companies must pay this fee,
but will the SGlO face the same necessity?

The Hon. Peter Wells referred to the Federal
Government's requirements under the Insurance
Act of 1973. I do not believe that State Govern-
menit offices generally have to comply with these
provisions, but I may be wrong. Perhaps the At-
torney will give me the answer.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Do you have any require-
ments in mind particularly with which they do not
comply?
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Hon. W. G. ATKINSON: The Hon. Peter
Wells has undertaken a great deal more research
into that Act than I have been able to do.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: On what do you base your
statement that SG 10 does not meet a large
number of requirements?

Hon. W. G. ATKINSON: The matter was
brought to my notice by the Lire Underwriters'
Association. For instance, private enterprise
insurers have to purchase capital items such as
motor vehicles and office furniture at different
rates from Government departments. The At-
torney has stated already that motor vehicles will
be purchased with the stamp duty and sales tax
paid. Will this system apply to other capital re-
quirements.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Yes. If I can just
interrupt you again, that is covered also by the
amendments listed on the Notice Paper.

Hon. W. G. ATKINSON: Another point is
that private insurers are compelled to pay com-
mercial rates for such things as legal advice. I
presume that the Government will be able to turn
to the Crown Law Department for advice; but will
there be a charge for that advice? If the advice is
charged for, will it be at a commercial rate? Per-
haps that matter is answered in the amendments
also.

Hon. J1. M. Berinson: By your amendment.
Hon. W. G. ATKINSON: I assume that the

SGIO will comply with the Federal trade prac-
tices legislation.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: In what respect does it
not do so?

Hon. W. G. ATKINSON: At the moment pri-
vate enterprise gathers taxes such as the fire
insurance levy for the State Government. I as-
sume that the SG1O will be compelled to collect
these levies on the same commercial basis.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It already does and just to
repeat myself, the listed amendments will ensure
that it continues to do so.

Hon. W. G. ATKINSON: Very good. I am
pleased to hear that.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I quite enjoy your sort of
questions. Please continue.

Hon. W. G. ATKINSON: I am glad the Minis-
ter finds my questions easy to answer. However, I
wish he would supply the forward projected fig-
ures for the trading of the 50 10. I am quite per-
turbed at the reported loss of$ $18 million incurred
by the South Australian State Government office
over a period of three years. Some of the head-
lines we have seen in the Press about the state of
the insurance industry in Australia over recent

years do not give us a great deal of confidence to
believe that the 5010 will return a fantastic
profit for the State and so boost the State's
finances.

I would like to quote a headline which appeared
on page 14 of The A ustralian Fina ncialI R eview of
Friday, 4 November. It reads, "Commissioner
slates $51] million loss maker." The com-
missioner was referring, of course, to the
underwriting of the insurance industry. The
smaller headline reads, "Three-year tally sees an
industry lose $1.086 million". These are the sort
of questions I have in my mind, and although th,
Attorney General has managed to supply a
number of answers, the Government has not
brought before us legislation giving us any sort of
projection of the likely trading results of the oper-
ation of the extended franchise.

Hon. i. M. BERINSON: This question of the
projections is really coming to dominate the de-
bate. I do not want to avoid it, but I really have to
question whether it can be taken any further.
Could I perhaps try a fourteenth different tack
and put this to members: One of the reasons that
speakers on the Opposition side said that with the
best will in the world towards the present Minis-
ter responsible for the SGIO-

Hon. P, H. Wells: He is a nice chap!
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I think a member op-

posite said he was a fine chap!
Hon. G. E. Masters: Modest, anyway!
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John

Williams): Order!
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: However, with the

best will in the world, the Minister will not always
be there.

Hon. Neil Oliver: That is what worries us.
Hon. 3. M. HER INSON: The member opposite

said, "With the best will in the world he is just as
likely to be run over and how can we rely on as-
surances by a Minister in any event?" I think that
was Mr Pratt's point, but it may have been
another speaker.

I suggest to members that projections really
take the matter no further. It is not as though we
would legislate projections; all we could do would
be to come up with a set of figures and say, "On
our present calculations, this is what we arc look-
ing at". I put it seriously to members that this is
just another way to say, "Well, we assure you that
our best calculation at the moment is that we will
enter such-and-such an area of life insurance with
such-and-such a profit and cash flow". It really
amounts to nothing more than that. If we gave
members that projection, could we be held to it
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any more closely than we can be held to our as-
surances that the SGlO, under our
administration, will be required to act in accord-
ance with normal, competitive, commercial stan-
dards?

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Look at it this way:
Every person in business who has borrowed a dol-
lar has had to do that. You can't borrow money
without working out your budget, but you are say-
ins you can't do these calculations.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: On many occasions,
both business and Government decide in principle
to enter into a field, making a major decision in
that respect, but leaving it to later work to im-
plement that.

By the way, it was only in that respect that I
made the interjection on Mr Pratt, and I did not
mean to offend him with the terms that I used.

I was trying to stress that, at the end of the day
in this debate, what we have to face up to is
whether we agree in principle that the franchise
of the SGIO should be extended. That is the prin-
ciple with which we are dealing. Not only is it an
important principle, but also it is an essential ex-
tension so far as the proper operations of the
SGIO are concerned. I have to stress that very
strongly to members.

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: Haven't we already
said, "Yes", provided you do a few things in the
middle?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Indeed I hope that is
the case.

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: We have said that.
You have not said anything about those amend-
ments.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am glad the mem-
ber raised that, because these amendments are
listed for the appropriate clauses and, with due re-
spect to everyone who has participated, we really
have not had an extraordinary run in the debate
on clause 1, which is the short title of the Bill. In
my experience it is quite unusual and, indeed, it
has been like a third second reading debate. That
is really not a matter which I could have anti ci-
pated. However, the amendments have been listed
and I shall be happy to go through all of them. I
genuinely believe that they address every serious
proposition put forward during the second reading
debate. They are substantial amendments which I
have had drafted myself, but the time to discuss
them is when we come to them.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I wonder whether you
realise the tremendous concessions the Opposition
has made even to date.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: I realise the Oppo-
sition has moved substantially from the position it
has taken in previous debates.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Not all members of the Op-
position.

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: Some of the Oppo-
sition.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Of course I under-
stand that and I am anxious that it should be pre-
served. It is for that reason, among others, that I
have tried to provide as substantial and as satis-
factory responses as I can. It is only on this
question of projections that for some reason ex-
pectations have been too high.

We are looking at the question in principle. The
basic commitment by every Government spokes-
man, starting with the Premier, which I now re-
peat again, is that in whatever it does the SGO
will act in a commercial way-it will act in a nor-
mal competitive way-and that means that when
it extends into life insurance, it will do so care-
fully and within the limits of its own financial ca-
pacity.

Mr Atkinson raised two questions to which I
did not respond by way of interjection, and I shall
answer him now. The First one related to whether
the SGIO would pay Commonwealth income tax
or its equivalent. The answer to that is that the
SGlO has always paid the equivalent of Com-
monwealth income tax, the only difference being
that it has paid it to the State Treasury rather
than to the Commonwealth Treasury. That has
been a requirement of the Act, but it is to be
strengthened substantially by the Bill which pro-
v ides for a 50 per cent payment. That is in excess
of company tax historically and it will be quite
clear and unequivocal.

Hon. W. G. Atkinson: That is assuming it does
not make a loss, of course.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: When the SGO
makes a loss, again it will be subject to the same
taxation liability as any private insurance
company, which is nil, and that stands to reason.

The second question raised by Mr Atkinson
pointed out that no shareholders' dividend was to
be paid and he said that a 25 per cent dividend
was paid by private companies. No, no dividend is
paid on shareholders' capital, because there is no
shareholders' capital. That points to a very im-
portant feature about the SGlO; it relates directly
to this question as to whether expansion of thc
SGlO will involve the State in costs or risks. It
will not, because just as in the past the State has
never made any contribution to the SGlO, so
there is nothing in this Bill nor is there anything
in our intention, to provide funds to the SGlO out

4053



4054 [COUNCI L]

of other State sources. Whatever the SGIO does
to exercise its expanded franchise will have to be
done out of its own resources. To that extent, its
expansion will have to be tailored to its capacity;
but certainly there is nothing in that which consti-
lutes unfair treatment in relation to the payment
of dividends, since there is no equivalent of share-
holders' capital in this enterprise.

That is an important matter to stress to the
Chamber, even though it has been done before.
There is no intention to provide the SGIO with
anything to facilitate its expansion beyond the re-
Sources which it can summon out of its own ac-
tivities.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The Attorney mentioned
that if the projections were provided they would
not be meaningful. If the information had been
provided, members could have had the figures
analysed and the same situation would apply had
the projections been submitted to the insurance
commissioner, as is required under the Common-
wealth Act. Such an assessment would have en-
abled us to judge the viability of the expansion of
the SGlO's franchise.

The Attorney indicated the expansion of the
SGlO's franchise would not involve a risk to the
State. I point out the people put at risk are the
policyholders of the 50 10, some of whom are my
constituents. If, as a result of its expansion, the
SGlO goes down the tube, so to speak, the pol icy-
holders are the ones put at risk, particularly in the
area of life insurance, Those life policies will have
to be taken up by some other insurers or the
people will lose their cover.

Will the Attorney undertake to provide and
table in this Chamber, prior to any expansion of
the SGlO's franchise as referred to in the Bill be-
fore us, any report, forward projection figures, or
other relevant information which may be required
or may have been required were the SGlO not
exempt from the Commonwealth Acts which
would be required under the Insurance Act, 1973
and the Life Insurance Act 1945? Of course, I
understand that sort of information would be
available to the public by way of published re-
ports or at the request of the commissioner's
office. 1 do not expect the SGlO to provide confi-
dential material to the Parliament, but I would
like a further undertaking from the Attorney that
the information provided to the commissioner on
a confidential basis will be given to the committee
the Premier indicated will be set up to look into
the commercial operations of the 5010.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You are saying the equiv-
alent of any publicly available information should
be presented to the Parliament, and the equivalent

of any information not publicly available should
be made available to the committee?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: That is what I am saying.
Is the Attorney prepared to say that every pro-
vision of that Act which places a requirement on
an ordinary insurance company will also apply to
the SGlO as a result of this Bill and that confi-
dential information that would not normally be
made available to the public uinder the Act will be
provided to the committee which it is proposed
will examine this matter?

Such an undertaking is important in order that
we may decide where we shall go next.

Hon. J. MI. BERINSON: I think what the
member is inviting me to do is in line with the
commitment I made earlier in the debate. To
make sure there is no misunderstanding, I shall
repeat what I think is being suggested, which is
that, to the extent that the life insurance com-
missioner requires projections or other infor-
mation before a private company engages in
insurance, that should be provided to the Parlia-
ment, except in cases where that information
would normally be regarded as confidential. He
suggests that that confidential information should
be made available to the committee which we
have suggested previously should be established. I
think that is both the point of Mr Wells' sugges-
tion now and of my original undertaking. I am
happy to confirm it.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am not talking only of
the life insurance commissioner. There are two
commissioners and two Acts. I am referring to
compliance in principle with those two Acts so
that where those reports and that information is
not provided now, it will be provided to the Par-
liament or the committee on the basis I have indi-
cated.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The commitment
should relate to life insurance only and not to gen-
eral insurance. The reason for that is, in the case
of the 5010, we are dealing with a company
already strongly and substantially established in
the general insurance field. This is not a new
company coming into the field,

We want the SGlO to extend into, for example.
all household insurance, when it already has sub-
stantial household insurance. We would no more
go to the local friendly insurer involved in house-
hold insurance and ask it to provide projections of
how it would like to extend its business in house-
hold insurance than we should go to the 5010
and ask it for those projections. It is not reason-
able to look for public statements of that kind be-
cause we are dealing with an organisation already
well and strongly established in the Field of gen-
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eral insurance and one with a record which sup-
ports the confidence that further reports or pro-
jections or this nature are not required. The Com-
mittee should consider lire insurance only, and I
invite the member to accept that that is as far as
the matter can reasonably be taken.

Hon. P. H-. WELLS: I thank the Attorney ror
providing half the commitment, but I must ex-
plain my point a little further. In respect of gen-
eral insurance, if the SGIO is not required to pro-
vide additional reporting in respect or expansion
of business I will not seek the information; but I
do seek the information in the event of the Aus-
tralian Insurance Act of 1973, which covers gen-
eral insurance, requiring insurance companies
which are expanding business to provide reports
on that expansion.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Can you give me an
example of the type of thing you are talking
about? I don't like to give blank cheques.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: In the event that the Act
required a company, before it extended its
insurance into a number of areas, to provide
certain information to the commissioner, I ask
that the SGlO provide similar information, and I
seek an undertaking rrom the Attorney that he
will provide that information to the Parliament or
to the relevant committee if the information is
conridential.

Hon, J. M. BERINSON: To make sure each of
us knows what he is talking about I indicate my
understanding of what Mr Wells has said is that
in relation to general insurance business ir a re-
quirement is placed on an established general
insurance company, which endeavours to cover
Fields it did not previously cover, to make a pre-
liminary report to the commissioner, the 5010
should provide a similar report 1o that required by
the commissioner. Is that so?

Hon. P. H. Wells. Yes.

Hon. J, M. BERJNSON: I give that undertak-
ing.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: We have to clear this up.
If we say that the extending of the franchise will
be run on a business-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! I have been very tolerant in this
debate, but the member is now impinging on
clause 7. I am of the opinion that Standing Order
No. 90 is being trespassed upon. The member
should confine the rest or his remarks to his pro-
posed amendment to clause 7. I find he is now
covering that proposed amendment in his re-
marks.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Thank you. Sir. It is a bit
hard to know. It is reasonable for the Parliament
to examine this information. The Australian
Financial Review of 4 November 1983 made
statements in terms of the commissioner's report.
The article is headed "Commissioner slates $511
million lossmaker", and states-

With underwriting losses reaching a total
of $51 1 million the performance of the
insurance industry over the last year, by any
commercial test, was unsatisfactory, accord-
ing to the acting Insurance Commissioner,
Mr Richard Smith.

Further down the report states-
Mr Smith's report calculated total

underwriting loss for direct insurers in the
year to December 31, 1982, as $430
million-a marginal increase on the $429
million recorded for the previous year.

Further down it states-
Mr Smith also expressed some concern

about the deterioration in the solvency mar-
gins of some insurers.

A solvency requirement of 20 per cent is
envisaged under the Government's legislation
to amend the Insurance Act.

We are able to be reasonably conversant with
what is happening, and it is reasonable that we
ask questions and obtain answers. One of the
problems I have in understanding how we can
achieve this position relates to the report I have
been able to obtain which refers to the SGlO con-
solidafed underwriting accounts for 1981-82. Ad-
ministrative expenses represent 11.6 per cent of
premiums, and under the receipts and payments
accounts, administrative costs represent 3.1 per
cent of premiums. Under the account relating to
local authority insurance, management expenses
represent 43.3 per cent. Any operation that is able
to move administrative expenses between accounts
raises questions in people's minds. The SGIO is to
operate on a purely commercial basis, but will it
use its privileged position to obtain
benefit?

When 1 checked the Bill I did not find a re-
quirement for the SGlO to report to the Parlia-
ment. The only requirement of this small Bill is
that the Auditor General report on the 5010.
The latest Figures I have been able to get,
although they are public figures-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! I must remind the member he
is speaking to clause 7 in the Bill, which relates to
the business of the 5010. 1 cannot see the rel-
evance of his remarks to the short title. He has
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been quite wide-ranging and we seem to be en-
tering a second reading debate with new infor-
mation. I must ask him to come back to the point
quickly or he will have to terminate his remarks.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I pose two questions in re-
spect of the SGIO operating on a commercial
basis. Is the Attorney prepared to provide the re-
sources to enable an independent report to be pre-
pared during the commencement of this commer-
cial operation to identify the areas in which the
5GWO wilt be involved? It seems that unless some-
one can identify those areas we will not know
what is happening. The Attorney said during his
remarks that State Housing Commission houses
were not covered by privilege.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I thought you were
talking about the fire brigades levy.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: 1 was told that there was
some privileged business in that area. In reading
one of the reports in respect of privilege-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): I really cannot allow the member to
continue on this line. The material he is producing
now is relevant to clause 7 and should be ad-
dressed by him in clause 7.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I will leave that matter
and refer to another. A major provision of the Bill
is the authority for investments in the State. The
second reading speech provided information, and
tonight I asked the Attorney to identify the
investments referred to in his second reading
speech.

I-on. J. Mv. Berinson: 1 have suggested that you
put that on notice.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: 1 ask the Attorney to give
an undertaking that the information will be pro-
vided.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: If we support this
legislation we will give the 5010 the authority to
enter not just into the life insurance field, but also
all general insurance. Along with many of my col-
leagues I am disappointed that after 10 days the
Attorney is not able to give the projections we
seek.

When we started off some two hours ago I
made that sort of statement, and the Attorney
pooh-poohed it and said words to the effect thatI
was being stupid in putting that sort of suggestion
forward. When I was a Minister, as I am sure my
colleagues who were Ministers at that time would
agree, had I put a Bill before the Parliament with
a lack of supporting detail the Opposition of the
day would have given us one hell of a rough time.
The debate would not have been quite so well
tempered. We have asked questions and have

made well tempered criticism. At the time we
were in Government the Minister now sitting be-
side the Attorney would have continued until
about midnight, then called the then Minister a
liar and would have had himself thrown out. We
would then have got on with the business of the
Chamber. However, on this occasion we have
been quite reasonable in asking questions. We
have a right to demand detail.

I feel strongly about this issue. I made it absol-
utely clear during the last sitting week, when we
were treated with contempt, that I would ask
questions on this legislation and pursue them
when the Bill was brought before us.

The workers' compensation business handled by
the SGIO has been well handled, and the 5010
has fulfilled a commitment and need in this State.
It has been put to me by some insurance
companies in the private sector that the SG lO last
year was buying business by cutting rates in the
workers' compensation area. Whether or not that
is true, I do not know, but the allegation has been
made by some insurance companies in recent
weeks.

I know the 5010 makes a financial contri-
bution to certain works in this State, but the Min-
ister handling the Bill said, "Look, do you support
in principle the extension of the franchise?" This
Bill gives the SGIO not just support in principle
but also the right to go ahead into the general and
life insurance areas with the detail to be worked
out afterwards. It is not surprising we object to
that proposition, and it is not surprising we say
that members of Parliament-the representatives
of people involved in the insurance indus-
try-want to be made aware of the facts that any
business enterprise would be prepared to give.
Any enterprise would take it as a matter of course
that it should produce the facts, and we have been
asking for those facts.

The Minister is a very effective and competent
businessman, and I am sure that in this type of
business proposition he would not go ahead with-
out doing his homework. No one in this Chamber
would go into a business enterprise without doing
some simple calculations.

It might be a bit sketchy, but at least we are
entitled to some explanation. Any business propo-
sit ion put to us would be accompanied by certain
facts and figures.

I would like to make another point about the
genuineness of the Government in bringing for-
ward this legislation. We have a right to know,
because of the lack of fact and detail, about the
genuineness of this legislation and the reasons it
has been brought to this place at this time. We
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have a right to have suspicions. When dealing
with the legislation the Minister said that he and
his party expected the Sill to be defeated.

Hon. i. M. Serinson: I did not say that. That is
misrepresenting me a second time. That misrep-
resentation is not truthful.

Withdrawal of Remark

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): The Attorney General has objected to
that comment. Is the member prepared to with-
draw?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Yes.
Committee Resumed

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Can I allow the public
and the members or this Chamber to make up
their own minds by quoting the words of the Min-
ister. He said-

Neither does one set out a whole pro-
gramme of projected development on the
basis of a Bill coming up for the thirteenth
time, knowing full well it has been rejected
the first 12 times. Life does not work like
that.

The Government did not do its homework. It
should have done its homework and this statement
of the Attorney General expresses quite clearly
what he and Government members in another
place thought.

Hon. Peter Dowding: That is pitiful.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It may be pitiful to the

Minister but had he been sitting on this side of
the Chamber and I had been sitting where Mr
Berinson now sits, members opposite would have
reacted, and rightly so.

Hon. Peter Dowding: What would you have
done?

Hon. I. G. Pratt: He would have done his
homework.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I make this poi nt so
that it is on record: The Opposition had a right to
those details and to an explanation. Secondly, as a
business proposition we would have expected some
of the facts and figures to be presented to us.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I wish to raise two points
with the Attorney General. Has the Treasury
made any calculation of its estimation of its ex-
pected flow of investments that are likely to come
from the proposition before us? The second point
is the Attorney General made a statement earlier
that money would be flowing into State Govern-
ment-type investments.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Not State Government.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Perhaps semi-Govern-
ment.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: State investments,
investments within the State.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Looking at the
investments, semi-Government and local Govern-
ment investments are the major points of argu-
ment put forward as reasons for this Bill. The
SGlO investment portfolio is about 56 per cent in
the area of State Government involvement. I take
that from my reading of the report. Am I to
understand that because of the stated interest of
this expansion, all funds going into that area will
be in the State Government and semi-Government
areas?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: As to the anticipated
flow of funds, "No". Secondly, as to whether
future investment will be in the State, "Yes".
That is not restricted to the State Government,
local Government, and statutory authorities.
Other investments within the State-for
exampl,-

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Could you put it into
diamonds?

The Hon. J. M. BERINSON: -the SGO
building-represent a major part of its investment
portfolio. Those are legitimate investments and by
Contributing to the construction industry in the
State the SGlO can also be said to be making a
positive contribution to the economy of the State.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS; An allegation was
made to me by insurance companies in the private
sector that the SGlO, in its workers' compen-
sation operations last year, was undercutting and
buying business. It was certainly undercutting to
the stage where it was really looking for business.
The comment has been made that workers' com-
pensation is not a business that people go out of
their way to search and buy. I understand the
SG lO has done a fair job in coping with this situ-
ation.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I can only say in re-
sponse to that question that the SGlO has always
operated on commercial rates with a view to mak-
ing a profit. It is no secret in the insurance indus-
try that rates were very tight over the last three
years. The insurance commissioner has com-
mented for several years running that the compe-
tition has got out of hand. That competition had
to be met by the SGlO the same as any other
company.

Other than that, the fact remains that it has
acted commercially. It has not aggressively been
looking for its workers' compensation business;
the business is flowing in because of the reluc-
tance of private companies to enter this field.
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Hon. 1. G. PRATT: In discussing this clause we
have to decide whether there will be a short title
of the Bill and whether we will continue with the
Bill. That entitles us to ask questions and involve
ourselves in the debate.

I wish to draw attention to the interjection
made by the Attorney General which is very per-
tinent to the consideration of this Bill. I will deal
with that in just a moment.

The Attorney General has given numerous as-
surances to the Chamber tonight and has told us
that we should be quite happy to pass this Bill on
the understanding that his assurances will be car-
ried out. So, we have to take him on trust and, as
I said before, with an honourable man such as the
Attorney General we can probably take his trust;
but he interjected on the Hon. Peter Wells-

Hon. i. M. Berinson: There are many amend-
ments.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: -along the lines that
"You will have to be more specific, I do not sign
blank cheques". Yet, that is exactly what he is
asking us to do. We are being asked to put our
signatures on this legislation to make it law with
the assurance that something will happen. I think
that is most unfair.

The Attorney General did say that he has taken
the debate about as far as it can go. I suggest that
perhaps he has taken it as far as he can and he
should do some more homework. He could report
progress and come back here after he has done
some homework on the facts we want to know.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: In the course of the
second reading debate I was pressed in many dif-
ferent ways to provide some assurance that the
undertakings given in the course of the debate
would, in fact, be implemented. In this respect, I
refer the member to the substantial amendments
which have been listed in my name on the Notice
Paper. In many respects they go beyond the range
covered by the amendments listed by the Hon.
Gordon Masters. In several instances where they
do not cover that ground it is because it is my
intention to indicate the Government's acceptance
of Mr Masters' amendments.

These things are capable of being legislated.
We can specify in a Bill that certain rates, taxes,
charges, levies and so on must be paid. In every
respect where I could meet those requests by
legislation I have attempted to introduce an
amendment to do that.

The question of a'
insurance industry
business was raised. I
amendment. I tried to
bate on this clause that

'ailability to the general
of certain Government
have included that in my
explain earlier in the de-
one cannot legislate a pro-

jeezed profit or cash flow. One cannot really legis-
late the extent of the business to which an ex-
panded franchise would give access.

The Minister for Mines made the point in one
of his interjections which may not have been
heard that we are not at the moment engaged in
the sort of exercise where the board of directors is
considering projections for an expansion into a
particular business. What we are looking at is an
exercise to expand the objects of a company in
order to enable that general area of business to be
entered.

That is really what we are all about, to the ex-
tent that a Bill can incorporate the sort of assur-
ances that have been asked for. I do think that as
we proceed and look in detail at what has been
listed on the Notice Paper, those concerns will be
met.

I can only repeat that other matters simply do
not lend themselves to legislation and that is the
point I was trying to make perhaps two hours ago
when I said our projections really have to be
looked at on the same basis as our assurances;
they are not the sorts, of things that can be put
into a Bill. It is unrealistic to suggest that such
projections can be legislated.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I asked earlier this
evening about the bona Fides of the Government.
Let me tell the honourable Minister that he has
convinced me. Whether or not the Government
started out on a genuine basis, it has shown a
genuine basis now and I give the Minister the
credit of the benefit of the doubt-he was genuine
all along.

It has been my experience that Governments
come and go and when an assurance is given, it
has been honoured. I do not see that there is any
reason that that habit should change in the politi-
cal history of this State. I am prepared to accept
the explanation to the searching questions of the
Hon. Peter Wells. I accept the assurance that the
Minister has given and we will have absolute
proof of those assurances when the Minister and
his Government supporters face up to the amend-
ments of Mr Masters. I must admit that I have
been becoming somewhat anxious to test that de-
gree of genuine effort by progressing to those
amendments.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Mr Deputy
Chairman (Hon. John Williams) you have been
following the debate and I do not have to point
out to you that this Chamber is split into three
groups. The first group consists of people who
blindly believe that if they can get into another
field of business, they will make profits, although
they are not sure how or of the amount of money
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involved. They have not done their budgets, but
the whole idea sounds pretty good. The second
group, headed by Mr MacKinnon, has got itself
into the position of agreeing with the ideas but
wants to be assured that the SGlO will trade on
an equal basis with other insurance companies.
However, that does not satisfy those in the third
group who believe that the SGIO should not enter
this field at all. The Government might be
satisfying Mr MacKinnon who condescendingly
has agreed to support it-

Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: I am not condescend-
ing, I am basically honest.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: I do not think
for one moment the other group is satisfied that it
has received satisfactory assurances on how this
business will be conducted.

Hon. Garry Kelly: What would it take to
satisfy you?

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Numerous
questions.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I think
members are straining the clause pretty close
now,

Hon. D. i. WORDSWORTH: We have been
told that the SGIO will take on this extra business
without any extra costs or extra staff. We have
been told also that no extra buildings or cars will
be needed; the SGIO will sit where it is and the
business will come to it.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: You are getting ridiculous.
I"on. D. .1. WORDSWORTH: If that is ridicu-

lous, when I asked the Attorney General how
many extra staff will be needed, the answer given
was that none will be required! I do not intend to
vote for this proposal when the Government can-
not provide answers with regard to costs and per-
centages to be received. The Attorney General is
a better businessman than that; he would not go
into business on a hunch. I wonder how the man-
ager of the SGlO can walk down the main street
and meet other businessmen with the knowledge
that these figures cannot be supplied. 1 cannot
vote for the Bill on this basis.

Hon. P. H-. WELLS: I thank the Attorney Gen-
eral for the undertaking given to me during the
last 30 minutes, which was very important to en-
able progress to be made.

I understand the Attorney General now has
copies of further questions I have raised. It has
been put to me that the projected figures are in-
correct in relation to the investments of insurance
companies in the State. I wish to know if the in-
formation provided by the Government is reason-
able.

Hon. i. Mv. Berinson: These questions have
been put on notice and will be answered as
quickly as possible. I do not know the exact
amount of work that will be involved in supplying
the answers and I am not prepared to say that the
processing of this Bill should be held up because
there may be some problem or delay in obtaining
the figures. However. I can assure the honourable
member that the information will be obtained as
expeditiously as possible.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: The reason I proceeded
with the question is that if the Premier is able to
quote a figure which can be sustained through ar-
gument in this debate, someone must have done
the work already.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You are asking for names
of individual investors.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: In order to arrive at the
Figure individual names must have been gone
through.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Yes, but I don't know if
they are-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): 1 still do not see that this is germane to
clause I of the Bill. I am sure chose figures relate
to clauses within the Bill but not to clause 1. J
must tighten the procedure.

Clause put and a division taken with the follow-
ing result-

Ayes 23
Hon. W. G. Atkinson
Hun. C. i. Bell
Hon. .1. M. Berinson
Hon. J. M. Brown
Hon. 0). IK. Dants
Hon. Peter Dowding
Hon. Graham Edwards
Hon. Lyla Elliott
Hon. H.- W. C ayfer
Hon Kay 1-allahan
Hon. Robert

Hetherington

Harn. V. J. Ferry
Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. P. G. Pendal

Ayd~
Hon. S. M. Piantadasi

Hon. Garry Kelly
Hon. Tom Knight
Hon. G. C. MacKinnon
Hon. G. E. Masters
Hon. Margaret McAleer
Hon Tom McNeil
Hort. I. G. Medcalf
Hon. Mark Nevill
Hon. Tom Stephens
Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. P. H. Wells
Hon. Fred Mckenz.ie

(Teller)
Noes 7

Hon. 1. G. Pratt
Hon. D. J. Wordsworth
Hon. P. H-. Lockyer

(Teller)
Pair

No
Hon. A. A. Lewis

Clause thus passed.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): I draw to the members' attention chat
during the debate on clause I Standing Order No.
69 was contravened on several occasions.

Clause 2 put and passed.
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Clause 3: Long title amended-
Hon. N. F. MOORE: I advocate that this

clause be defeated. It is inserted to remove from
the long title the word "certain", which restricts
the SGIO0 to certain types of insurance.

In view of the second reading decision to sup-
port this legislation we should only support it in
an amended form and remove the expansion of
the franchise into life insurance. To do that it is
necessary to seek the defeat of clause 3 so that the
word "certain" remains in the long title. If my
recommendations are accepted the SGIO would
not be able to be involved in all types of
insurance, and therefore the word "certain"
would have to be retained. I hope that members of
the Chamber will reject this clause. In the event
that they decide to do so, I foreshadow further
amendments to the Bill which would delete
reference to the SGlO being involved in life
insurance-for example in clauses 4 and 7.

1 understand that in order to remove life
insurance from the widened franchise of the
SGlO it is necessary to oppose clause 3. In
opposing clause 3, 1 indicate why I opposc the
SGIO's involvement in the life insurance business.
Because we have been debating this subject for a
long time, I will be brief and repeat my opposition
to the legislation as a whole.

I believe that when the Opposition gets back
into Government this Bill will be reversed. If the
SGIO becomes involved in the life insurance
business it will be more difficult for the Liberal
Party to reverse the decisions on which the pres-
ent Government seeks agreement in expanding
the franchise. If the SGIO becomes involved in
life insurance it will be taking on long-term com-
mitments associated with the whole question of
life insurance and it would be difficult, although
not impossible, for a future free enterprise
Government to opt out.

I also believe that the life insurance industry is
meeting present insurance requirements quite ad-
equately. In fact, it is a very competitive business,
as most members will know, and it does not need
any Government involvement to improve existing
competition. I was most surprised recently to Find
a life insurance salesman knocking on my door on
a door-to-door cold canvass. That has not hap-
pened to me before and I think it indicates the
pressure which is present in the business. People
are working harder to get their share of the cake.
There is no need for the Government to be
involved where adequate competition exists. Con-
trary to the suggestions made by the Attorney
General, I would not be the slightest bit surprised
if the SGIO was not all that interested in the
business of life insurance. Quite clearly the

Government is anxious to be in the business of life
insurance, but I am not sure about the SGIO.

The Attorney General explained in clear terms
why the Government wants to be in this business;
it will provide the Government with access to pre-
mium funds over which it will have a fair degree
of control. The money involved will be
significantly more than the Government now has
and, as the Minister has said, the Government
will direct the investment of these funds into proj-
ects within Western Australia.

It is another example of the Government going
into business. It will use the funds, as such funds
are used today by Joh Bjel ke- Petersen. In the city
of Brisbane many new buildings are being con-
structed as a result of joint venture projects be-
tween the State Government Insurance Office of
Queensland and some other private enterprise
company. In that sense, I can see the Government
going into all sorts of businesses and joint venture
arrangements, directing the way in which the
SGlO invests its funds, and continuing to involve
itself in the activities which are not its business. I
have argued about this on quite a number of oc-
casions in the last few weeks, as we have seen the
Government dishing up Bill after Bill to further
its socialist aims.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: Come on!

Hon. N. F. MOORE:. Is Miss Elliott denying
that the Government has socialist aims?

Hon. Lyla Elliott: No, I am not. I am proud of
it, actually.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I am sure Miss Elliott is;
but she should not grizzle when I say what the
Government is doing. She wants the Government
to put its money into public enterprises for the so-
called benefit of the public.

Hon. Lyla Elliott: That is what it is all about.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: In my opinion, private
enterprise can do that much better, much
cheaper, and more efficiently than public en-
terprise.

I will quote from a news release by the
Insurance Council of Australia dated IlI October
which sums up my deep concern about the
SGIO's being in the business of life insurance.
That Press release reads as follows-

Further funds would be channelled from
the private sector to the public sector under
the disguise of creeping socialism in the
world of finance.

That sums up my opposition to the involvement of
the SGIO in life insurance. I am opposed to its
involvement in any sort of insurance; but because
I do not have any choice in the matter, I hope
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that the Committee removes it from this type of
insurance. I therefore request that the Committee
vote against clause 3 as a prelude to removing life
insurance from this Bill.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I support the Hon.
Norman Moore's request to defeat the clause for
the removal of lire insurance. The Attorney indi-
cated that not all the funds will be invested in the
area claimed, and the SGlO has the least experi-
ence in the life insurance area. Therefore, it is
quite probable that the State will be disadvan-
taged by the extension of the franchise in that
area, and it will be of no assistance to local
government, semi-Government, and Government
loan funds which may well be acquired by an ex-
tension of the franchise into the area of general
insurance, in which the SGlO already has exper-
tise.

If we pass this clause, the SGlO will move into
the area of the unknown; therefre, for a number
of reasons, this extension of tie 5010 into a
totally new business area should be opposed.

I support the Hon. Norman Moore.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Naturally, I oppose

any move to prevent the SGlO from extending
into life insurance business. At the same time, the
issue has probably been raised in a premature way
on clause 3. If the word "certain" is deleted, the
crux of the matter will still arise with the defi-
nition of "insurance business".

Hon. N. F. Moore: This is the first step that is
required to do that.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I do not agree. With
the deletion of the word "certain", the long title
would indicate that the SGlO is authorised to
carry on insurance business. What constitutes
"insurance business" is established by the defi-
nition clause of the Bill.

Hon. N. F. Moore: I understand that. This is
the first amendment required to achieve what I
wish to achieve. Several amendments are re-
quired.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: I am sorry we do not
agree. The retention or deletion of the word
"certain" makes no difference. What makes the
difference is how "insurance business" is defined.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Why are you deleting
"certain"?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The first reason that
the member wishes to defeat this clause is that he
wants to be in a position to allow a future Liberal
Government to reverse any change introduced by
this Bill. Whatever else I am not confident about,
I am confident that once the SGlO franchise is
extended, any future Government of whatever

political colour will not want to restrict its fran-
chise. Future Governments will understand the
important benefits that flow to the State, not just
from the profits, not mostly from the profits, but
from the availability of funds for investment in
State purposes.

Even if that is not right, and in the future some
Liberal Government with sufficient ideological
obsession reverses what might be done in this Bill,
the existence of the State life insurance office will
not prevent it from doing so.

If not every day of the week, at least very few
months pass in which life insurance companies
fail to demonstrate that it is quite easy to transfer
this sort of business to other groups.

The honourable member said that competition
in the life insurance industry is already enough to
meet the purposes of the public. To that I would
only add what has already been said: that there is
nothing in the existing circumstances to prevent
new private companies coming into the field.
They do it quite regularly. It is only the SGO
which is restricted in that way.

Unlike the other companies, it is only the SGO
which has the commitment which we make to en-
sure that the premiums drawn by that business
are reinvested in this State. No private insurance
company commits itself to that. That constitutes a
most important benefit in terms of potential State
benefit.

Both for the narrow reason that opposition to
this clause is pointless, and for the broader reason
that the extension into life insurance should be
supported, I urge the Committee to support the
clause.

Clause put and a division taken with the follow-
ing result-

Ayes 21
Hon. W. G. Atkinson
Hon. C. J. Bell
Hon. J. M. Berinson
Hon. J. M. Brown
Hon. Peter Dowding
Hon. Graham Edwards
Hon. Lyla Elliott
Hon. H. W. Gayfer
Hon. Kay Hallahan
Hon. Robert

Hetherington

Hon. V. i. Ferry
Hon. P. H. Lockyer
Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. Neil Oliver

Ayes
Hon. S. M. Piantadosi
Hon. D. K. Dans

Hon. Garry Kelly
Hon. Tom Knight
Hon. G. C. MacKinnon
HaIn. 0. E. Masters
Hon. Margaret McAleer
Hon. Tom McNeil
Hon. Mark Nevill
Hon. 1. G. Pratt
Hon. Tom Stephens
Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. Fred McKenzie

(Teller)
Noes 7

Hon. P. H4. Wells
Hon. D. J. Wordsworth
H-In. P. G. Pendal

(Teller)
Pairs

Noes
Hon. A. A. Lewis
Hon. 1. G. Medcalf
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Clause thus passed.
Clause 4: Section 2 amended-
Hon. P. H. WELLS: This clause deals with

definitions of -insurance" and "insurance
business". If one were to take the definition which
is the most universal one, one would refer to the
Australian Insurance Act of 1973 and the Com-
monwealth Insurance Act of 1945. 1 wonder why
we have not accepted such a definition. On page 2
of Act No. 76 of 1973, the Australian Insurance
Act, the following appears-

"insurance business" means the business of
undertaking liability, by way of
insurance (including reinsurance), in re-
spect of any loss or damage, including
liability to pay damages or compen-
sation, contingent upon the happening of
a specified event, and includes any
business incidental to insurance business
as so defined, but does not include-
(a) life insurance business;
(b) accident insurance business under-

taken solely in connexion with life
insurance business;

(c) pecuniary loss insurance business
carried on solely in the course o
carrying on banking business and
for the purposes of that business by
a bank within the meaning of the
Banking Act 1959-1967;

(d) business in relation to the benefits
provided by a friendly society or
trade union for its members or their
dependants;

(e) business in relation to the benefits
provided for its members or their
dependants by an association of em-
ployees or of employees and other
persons that is registered as an
organization under the Conciliation
and Arbitrazion Act 1904-1972;

(f) business in relation to a scheme or
arrangement under which superan-
nuation benefits, pensions or pay-
ments to employees or their depend-
ants (and not to any other persons)
on retirement, disability or death
are provided by an employer or his
employees or by both, wholly
through an organization established
solely for that purpose by the em-
ployer or his employees or by both;

(g) business in relation to a scheme or
arrangement for the provision of
benefits consisting of-

(i) the supply of funeral, burial or
cremation services, with or
without the supply of goods
connected with any such ser-
vice; or

(ii) the payment of money, upon
the death of a person, for the
purpose of meeting the whole
or a part of the expenses of and
incidental to the funeral, burial
or cremation of that person,

and no other benefits, except ben-
efits incidental to the scheme or ar-
rangement;

(h) business undertaken by a person,
being a carrier, carrier's agent, for-
warding agent, wharfinger. ware-
houseman or shipping agent, relat-
ing only to his liability in respect of
goods belonging to another person
and in his possession or under his
control for the purpose of the car-
riage, storage or sale of those goods;

(i) business undertaken by a person,
being an innkeeper or lodging-house
keeper, relating only to his liability
in respect of goods belonging to
another person and in the pos-
session or under the control of a
guest at the inn or lodging-house of
which the first-mentioned person is
the innkeeper or lodging-house
keeper or deposited with the inn-
keeper or lodging-house keeper for
safe custody:

(j) the business of insuring the prop-
erty of a religious organization
where the person carrying on the
business does not carry on any
other insurance business; or

(k) business as a registered medical
benefits organization or a registered
hospital benefits organization car-
ried on by an organization that is a
registered organization within the
meaning of Part VI of the National
Health Act 1953-1972;

That is the large definition contained in that Act.
I accept that not all those definitions would need
to be incorporated in this Bill, but why is it that
the Commonwealth definition takes up about a
page while our definition is just a couple of lines?

The second point is that the Life Insurance Act
of 1945 contains a separate definition for life
insurance business and indicates it includes dis-
ability insurance, single fund business, or any of
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those businesses, but does not include others, and
then it goes on with about half a page of vari-
ations. Nevertheless it clearly defines "life
insurance business".

This Bill does not seem to have a definition to
cover even the three funds. The Australian
Government has had to go to considerable lengths
to give definitions in its Act, so it is confusing to
find that in this clause we have just five lines pro-
viding the definition.

It has been put to me by the insurance industry
that the definitions in the Bill should be more in
line with the Commonwealth definitions, taking
out those areas which are specifically Common-
wealth areas.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This draft has obvi-
ously received the advice of Parliamentary Coun-
sel.

Hon. P. H. Wells: Which is sometimes wrong.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: All of us are some-
times wrong. Nonetheless I have the greatest faith
in Parliamentary Counsel. It must be understood
that we are dealing here with well understood
terms: not only that, but the existence of the sort
of definitions which appear in the other Acts
would also be relevant to an understanding of this
Bill. I see no reason to expand the definition into
two pages for its own sake. The advice the
Government has is that this definition is ad-
equate, and I am fortified in that view by the fact
that, except for explanations of particular situ-
ations, the existing definition in the parent Act is
also quite short.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: If that is intended to cover
everything, I still find it difficult to gain an
understanding of the definition of life insurance.
Do I take it the Government has no intention
therefore of moving into life insurance? As I say,
there is no definition of life insurance. Why is this
when we have the fund in proposed new section
7A (4)?

Hon. i. M. BERINSON: There is no need for
the definition clause to define life insurance, be-
cause the definition of the word 'insurance" in-
cludes any class or form of insurance which may
be undertaken by an insurer. Life insurance is a
well understood type of business undertaken by an
insurer, so to that extent a specific definition of it
is no more required than, for example, a reference
to workers' compensation insurance, common law
liability insurance, public risk insurance, or motor
vehicle insurance. All of these are well understood
aspects of the business undertaken by an insurer.
I hope that covers all that needs to be covered
under clause 4.

If the member wants to pursue the question of
why the life insurance fund is not subsequently
defined, be must appreciate that this really comes
under proposed new section 7A. With the Chair's
tolerance, I can briefly anticipate any question by
indicating that the life insurance fund defines
itself. It is a fund for life, insurantce, and proposed
new section 7A (3) specifies that it is a fund that
shall undertake the life insurance business.

Hon. P. H. WELLS; Accepting what the At-
torney has said, I still find some confusion. One
set of draftsmen has found it necessary to define
life insurance, while another set, in the State
scene, has not found it necessary. There seems to
be quite a large difference in interpretation of
what is needed among legal people.

I look to the definitions to find what an Act
really means. I wonder about the great difference,
because there is an amazing difference between
the Federal definition and the State definition,
bearing in mind that at a Federal level that
Government has the responsibility for the regu-
lations to cover the whole of the general insurance
and life insurance fields.

Here we are dealing with the extended fran-
chise of the SGIO, and I must say it seems con-
fusing to an amateur like myself.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 5: Section 5 repealed-
H-Io. P. H. WELLS: Am I right that this

clause removes the limitation on the operations of
the SGbO to Western Australia?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Yes.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: It is good to refer to the

Act; and members should note that section 5 pro-
vides that insurance business as authorised by this
Act shall be engaged in, carried on, and conduc-
ted by or through the State Government
Insurance Office only within the limits of the
State of Western Australia and not elsewhere.

By the deletion of this section we are to allow
the SGlO to trade outside Western Australia and
outside Australia. I do not know that we should
agree to this. The franchise of the SGIO is
currently limited to this State, and it should re-
main limited to this area. Therefore we should not
repeal section 5.

The definition of "reinsurance", while it may
appear sensible in one way, may expose the SGO
to international inwards insurance, a situation
which should not be contemplated. The movement
of the operation of the SG010 to points outside this
State, and possibly to points outside Australia,
should not be allowed. The SGbO will be able to
take on worldwide insurance, even though it may
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well be said that is not the intention or the legis-
lation-but it is what the Bill allows.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Mr Wells is quite
correct; that is not the intention The restriction in
section 5 is not reflected in the Acts governing
other Government insurance offices in Australia,
but in practice they restrict themselves substan-
tially to operating in their own States.

In looking to the repeal of this section, the
office and, certainly, the Government are not
looking to some international enterprise; we are
looking to a much more particular situation than
that, which is the ability to take on the insurance
cover of Western Australian Government depart-
ments or companies which may have interests in
other States or elsewhere. The Department of
Tourism, for example, has offices elsewhere.
Currently we are in the situation that we insure
its local office but we cannot insure all the
interests of the department as such. Other
examples of Government departments are
available.

It will be obvious to members that this situation
can arise also in relation to Western Australian
based companies. From a commercial point of
view a company looking for insurance will nor-
mally be interested in deciding on an insurer and
then obtaining cover for all the interests of that
company. The fact that the SOLO must respond
to some requests for cover by saying, "We can
cover you only this far; once you send your truck
across the border or something else happens we
can't cover you", is a severe restriction on its
ability to service the wider market for which we
are looking. That is all that is involved in this re-
peal, and it represents the way in which all
Government insurance offices in Australia
function. They are not restricted by legislation,
but recognise their limitations as we do here.

Another peculiarity, one which the general
manager brought to my attention, relates to a di-
rect requirement of the Workers' Compensation
and Assistance Act. The SGIO is obliged to
insure workers whose employers are based in
Western Australia but operate interstate or
overseas. It is only that sort of situation we are
interested in covering.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I suggest that amend-
ments be made to this clause so that the SGO
will operate as suggested by the Attorney. If scc-
tion 5 is repealed the SGlO would be able to op-
erate worldwide if it so desired. The Attorney said
the SGIO would operate only in specified areas,
so will the Government accept an amendment
that did not inhibit the SGlO from dealing in
those areas but would restrict it from operating

outside those areas? We should not provide the
SGlO with carte blanche in order for it to start
trading Australia-wide or worldwide without
reference to the Minister.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: An amendment of
that kind would be undesirable, and really there is
no reason for it. I have already given an indi-
cation of the practice in other States of Australia,
and there is nothing in the record of our SGlO to
indicate it either wishes or has the capacity to be-
come a major international operator. The import-
ant point about the SGlO at all stages of its de-
velopment is that it has shown a healthy respect
for its own limitations. It will be far into the
future, and, given the extent of competition in this
field, probably never that the SG 10 would be
interested in going or even prepared to go beyond
the limitations I have expressed. I would not at-
tempt at this point to devise an amendment to ac-
commodate a restriction of the sort contemplated.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 6: Section 7 amended-
Hon. G, E. MASTERS: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 2, line 29-Delete all words after the

word "amended" and substitute the following
paragraph to stand as paragraph (a)-

.,in subsection (7) by repealing the
proviso and substituting a new proviso as
follows-

"Provided that the State
Government Insurance Office shall
not be entitled to the services of any
Government officer or department
unless a full and appropriate charge
is made in all respects on a com-
mensurate basis with the charge
which would be made to other
insurers trading in Western Aus-
tralia for the like services by per-
sons engaged in providing such ser-
vices."

The amendment is self-explanatory. If the SGO
is to operate in a fair and competitive manner and
not have any advantage over the private sector, it
obviously should not be able to receive the ser-
vices of Government offices and departments at a
cheaper rate than does the private sector. If it
uses the services of those offices or departments it
must pay exactly the same as would private en-
terprise.

Hon. i. M. BERINSON: This amendment
comes into the category of proposals which show
the Government's commitment to have the 5010
operate on ordinary commercial principles and to
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meet charges and obligations which are met by
private insurers. On that basis the Government is
prepared to accept this amendment and supports
it.

Amendment put and passed.
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 2-Insert the following new para-

graph to stand as paragraph (b) of clause
6-

(b) by inserting after subsection (10)
the following subsection-

-(HI) The State Government
Insurance Office shall in all re-
spects be subject to similar obli-
gations by way of payment of rates,
taxes, duties, fees, charges, levies
and costs whatsoever as apply to
other insurers trading in Western
Australia and shall comply with all
those solvency and minimum
valuation basis requirements which
apply to such other insurers, but
where under any such obligations or
requirements any rates, taxes,
duties, fees, charges, levies, costs or
other expenses would be payable by
those other insurers to the Com-
monwealth Government or to any
Commonwealth instrumentality or
agency, an equivalent amount shall
be paid by the State Government
Insurance Office to the Treasurer
for payment into the Consolidated
Revenue Fund.

This amendment is critical as far as the Oppo-
sition is concerned. It keeps the Government
honest and goes along with and supports every-
thing that has been discussed up to this
stage-that is, that the SGIO be in fair compe-
tition with private enterprise. It means that as far
as possible, exactly the same conditions would
apply to the SGIO. It means that where private
enterprise or the private sector has to make
certain demands in the way of rates, taxes and
duties these charges, allowances and costs that
apply to the private sector should be paid by the
Sc 10. However, we say that in respect of charges
levied by the Commonwealth Government. in-
cluding taxes on profits, exactly the same prop-
osition should apply-that is, that the SGIO, as
far as we are able to make out, will be on level
pegging and level terms with the private sector.

Perhaps I need to seek your guidance. Sir; the
Government has also put forward a proposal
which partly covers the amendment which I have
(128)

moved, but I do not think it necessarily follows
the Opposition's amendment. Indeed, rates and
taxes have to be paid to the State Government
and rates, taxes, and charges have to be paid to
the Commonwealth Government, together with
income tax.

I will give an example: When we are talking
about the rates, taxes, and charges that are paid
to the Commonwealth, under the tax system
which applies in Australia losses can be carried
forward in private enterprise for only seven years.
By putting the amendment in the Opposition's
form those provisions will apply, whereas we do
not think the Government's proposals meet that
proposition because it is an open slather situation.
In other words, losses can be carrie4 on indefi-
nitely. That is my reading of the Government's
proposition.

Further, in the Opposition's proposals the scale
is arrived at by the Taxation Department. I think
it is 2 / per cent per annum. This is set out under
the tax processes that apply to private enterprise.
By putting forward the proposition and the
amendment in the way we have done, exactly the
same requiremient will be placed upon the SGO
as applies to the private sector. Further, our prop-
osition covers contingencies, bad or doubtful debts
or reserves. I agree, and the Attorney will make
the point, that the Government's proposition is
that the SGIO will pay 50 per cent of its net
profit. He will argue that the Opposition's prop-
osition would normally mean that the 5GbO will
pay approximately 46c in the dollar in net profit.
The Attorney will say, "Look, the Government's
proposition is better than the Opposition's pro-
posal". In other words, the Government is saying
the SGlO will pay 50 per cent of net profit and
we arc saying the normal taxation level, which I
think is about 46 per cent, should apply. Never-
theless, if members look at the Notice Paper they
will see a further amendment that I propose
which would make up or compensate for that as-
pect if there was any argument at all 4out it.

What has happened is this: The Premier in
another place gave some very firm undertakings
which were repeated by the Minister handling the
Bill in this place, who said time and time again
that there will be fair competition and that the
SGIO will work on equal terms as far as is
reasonably possible. The SGIO will always have
some advantages. This amendment entitles us to
bring the SGIO as closely as possible on equal
terms with private enterprise.

I should make the point that there is no re-
course in the Government's proposals to deal with
insolvency requirements in the private sector.
Quite simply, this means that where a company
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has to meet solvency requirements all it has to do
is to show that the value of its assets are I5 per
cent hither than its liabilities. Judgment is made
on those assets by a properly qualified board or
person who will assess, without any fears, the
proper valuation of property or anything that is
put forward as security. That is an independent
judgment which is outside the control of the State
or Commonwealth Government.

The assessment of the assets should be properly
done by the SGlO in a way that applies to the pri-
vate sector. We should fully understand the
reasons for the Opposition's proposals and the
fact that the SGIO is required to pay charges
similar to the private sector; and to meet solvency
requirements it has to pay, if we like, brokerage
fees and commissions as the private sector does.
Brokers are not involved in other cases, and the
next amendment will set that out because some
insurance does not include or involve broker oper-
ations. If the Government is genuine it must ac-
cept this proposition as being fair and reasonable
and giving a true reflection of the spirit in which
this Bill is being debated, and certainly a true
refle~tion of the Premier's own remarks when he
said there will be fair and just competition which
will give the SGIO no advantage over the private
sector.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I ask the Committee
to reject this amendment in favour of proposed
new section 7B. I agree with the Hon. Gordon
Masters that the questions raised by the first
amendments are vital ones dealing with most im-
portant principles. I am quite sure that their in-
clusion is in line with the commitments which the
Government has already made and which I am
perfectly prepared to confirm. 1 suggest to the
Committee that with one exception proposed sec-
tion 78 covers all matters which Mr Masters
wants to cover and that it does so in a way which
is preferable by far.

What Mr Masters and I are both agreed on is
that the SGIO should be made liable for all the
obligations of a private insurer. However, the
terms which he has used in his listed amendment
are really undesirable and even dangerous in a
number of ways. 1 hope I will not try the patience
of the Committee too far if I spend some time on
this matter, because it really does require a proper
understanding.

In the first place the terminology of Mr Mas-
ters' amendment is vague in a number of undesir-
able ways. Terms like "rates and taxes" are clear
enough and no-one would have problems with
that; but when we come to include terms like
'.costs. and expenses" we are really dealing in

areas which are quite obscure. Advertising, for
example is clearly a business expense.

I am quite sure that Mr Masters would not
want to open the way to a proposition that one
should make an analysis of the sorts of expenses
which private insurance companies undertake by
way of advertising, and then say that the S0lO
ought to spend a similar amount. That really
would not make sense. It is not sensible because
every company needs to organise its advertising in
line with its own area of activity. That is one clear
area where we would not be wanting to meet this
vague expression of "expense".

There are other possibilities, and I have no
doubt that in many insurance companies there
will be various perks available to a senior member
of management, which is certainly an expense. I
am not confident that Mr Masters would not be
looking at the 5010 to meet expenses of that~
nature either.

The long and short of it is that once we get
away from matters which are capable of clear
understanding, terms like "rates, taxes, excise,
sales tax, payroll tax" and others of that
nature-all of which are detailed in my proposed
amendment-we come into a vague area, and at
the end of the road is trouble.

I referred to the fact that there is one exception
to the general proposition that proposed section
78 covers all of the areas that Mr Masters'
amendment covers, and I want to deal with this
specifically.

Let me say at the outset that, even if Mr Mas-
ters wants to pursue this particular aspect, I
would encourag67 him to pursue it in the course of
considering proposed section 7B rather than in his
present amendment because of the other difficult-
ies which that involves. The exception relates to
solvency and minimum valuation provisions, and I
suggest to the Committee that requirements to
meet these should not be specified. These are
Commonwealth provisions and involve one of the
few areas of business where we are not consti-
tutionally bound by the Commonwealth. I want to
suggest that we should not be voluntarily bringing
ourselves within Commonwealth control. That is
what we would be doing with a proposition of this
sort. We would be moving questions of solvency
away from any judgments that the Western Aus-
tralian Government might like to impose, and
saying whatever the Federal Government says
should apply to us.

It is not a question of our trying to escape the
net. The SGIO has always met the solvency re-
quirements imposed on other companies, and in
the course of acting responsibly, it will no doubt
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continue to do so. The current requirement is that
solvency should be demonstrated by a surplus of
assets over liabilities, equal to at least 15 per cent
of annual premiums.

We heard earlier in the debate that in common
with the general insurance experience, the SGO
has recorded losses over the last few years. In
spite of that, at 30 June 1983 its solvency was
well above the stated requirements. There is a
question as to which of its funds assets ought to
come into the Bill. Dependent on which view one
takes, it is possible to say that the solvency mar-
gin of the companies at the moment is either 19
per cent or 28.75 per cent. At its very worst, how-
ever, the solvency margin is four per cent above
the 15 per cent that is currently required. If the
Commonwealth moves to a higher figure-20 per
cent has been suggested-that will be matched as
well. That, by the way, will be made muich easier
by the expended franchise to which we are mov-
ing.

I am sorry to have to go back to this vexed
question of the effect of workers' compensation on
the affairs of the SGo. I have already indicated
earlier tonight that, unlike any private insurer, 60
per cent of the SGIO0 business is in workers' com-
pensation. This year the workers' compensation
premiums committee authorised a minimum i n-
crease of 25 per cent. In practice, allowing for
claims experience, the increase in unprofitable
workers' compensation premiums has ranged be-
tween 25 and 40 per cent. That constitutes a col-
ossal increase and a new burden on industry and
employers, and I think we are all aware of that.

It will be obvious to members though that when
dealing with such a large percentage increase i n a
company which has such a large proportion of its
business in workers' compensation, it is not a
profitable area. One would he adding very sharply
to premiums, and thereby to solvency require-
ments, without adding anything to reserves.

That emphasises from yet another angle the
need for the extended franchise. However, the
long and short of it is that in spite of all those dif-
ficulties in the past three years and losses in com-
mon with the rest of the industry, the SG 10 has
maintained a margin of solvency well above the
general requirements.

There is another serious fault with Mr Masters'
amendment. Again I am sure that it involves a
possible effect that was not intended . Proposed
new section 6 (11) starts by saying-

The State Government Insurance Office
shall in all respects be subject to similar obli-
gations by way of payment of rates, taxes,

duties, fees, charges, levies and costs whatso-
ever as apply to other insurers..

Taken on its own, that would obviously include
Commonwealth income tax or company tax.

Later in the amendment it says that the SGO
must have an obligation or requirement that in re-
spect of any rates, taxes, or other expenses which
would be payable by other insurers to the Com-
monwealth Government, the SGlO shall be
obliged to pay an equivalent amount to the State
Treasurer.

If one looks at proposed new section 713, one
sees that care has been taken to specify that pay-
ments to the State Treasury would be in lieu of
payments which would otherwise become due to
the Commonwealth. The wording of Mr Masters'
amendment, in its present form, dqes not have
that effect. Certainly, it does not clearly have that
effect. My advice is that, on a proper
interpretation of it, based on the fact that "an
equivalent amount 'means' an amount of equal
value", and that it is not expressed to be in lieu of
the other payment we are really looking at two
lots of 46 per cent being paid. That is certainly
not the intention and I am not suggesting for a
moment that it is, but it is another indication of
the problems that could arise.

If I may again anticipate a later amendment I
invite members to compare this amendment with
what is being offered in the proposed new section
7B. That specifies that in lieu of any liability for
company tax or income tax a payment of an
amount of so per cent of net profits shall be paid
to the State Treasury. We have already covered
the ground that that comfortably covers company
tax. In a second provision other types of payments
which might otherwise become liable to be paid to
the Commonwealth are dealt with; but, in fact,
they are not paid. The inspiration of this proposed
subsection was a point raised by Mr Pendal about
sales tax on cars. Sales tax is specified under the
new section, as is excise.

To backtrack for a moment, the fact that sales
tax is specified covers a point made earlier in this
debate by a member who wanted to know whether
all capital equipment would be covered. There is a
further general statement covering all other Com-
monwealth obligations which do not have to be
paid to the Commonwealth. That is an important
proviso, and it is not contained in Mr Masters'
amendment. The fact is that some payments to
the Commonwealth fall on the SGlO and cannot
be avoided. For example, the BAD tax, because it
is imposed on bank debits and in the irst place
Calls due on the bank which charges the SGlO, is
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in fact paid by the SGlO to the Commonwealth.
We do not want to double up on that.

I am trying to indicate that there are a number
of considerations to be brought into this and while
on the one hand we want to make su re that every
legitimate area is covered we want equally to
make sure it is not covered twice.

I have already dealt with the provisions of pro-
posed new section 7B which refers to income tax
and other Commonwealth charges. The third new
subsection will deal with all local Government
charges and all State Government charges. These
are specified to the extent that we can specif
them-for example, stamp duty, land tax, payroll
tax, and things of that sort-but there follows a
provision which makes sure that nothing by way
of local government or State Government charges
is omitted.

For reasons which I have indicated I urge the
Committee not to accept this amendment, but to
support the proposed new section 7B which will be
considered at a later stage. If, at that point, the
one and only difference-namely the solvency
provision-still worries Mr Masters, then I invite
him to raise it.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I cannot agree with
some of the statements made by the Attorney
General. Let us take the proposition he has put
forward. He used the words, "costs and other ex-
penses" which, in fact, have been changed. The
amendment reads as follows-

The State Government Insurance Office
shall in all respects be subject to similar obli-
gations by way of payment or rates, taxes,
duties, fees, charges, levies and costs ...

Hon. i. M. Berinson: Further down you men-
tion costs and other expenses.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: That is more specific,
and it could not be misinterpreted because costs
and other expenses would be paid by the insurers
to the Commonwealth Government.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Are not the consider-
ations applying to the word "expenses" applicable
to a word like "costs"?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Maybe. The word
"costs" can mean many things, and I believe that
the Attorney General is drawing the long bow
when he says it will include advertising and the
like.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Isn't advertising a cost?
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Such expenses which

are incurred are the result of a business decision.
Some insurance companies spend a lot of money
on advertising and perhaps some spend none at
all. My amendment cannot be interpreted in the

manner in which the Attorney General is
interpreting it. We are ensuring that other costs
such as brokerage and commissions are paid. I do
not think anyone would interpret the word "costs"
in the way the Attorney General does. I think the
debate has made that quite clear.

The Attorney General talked about solvency
and said it could be dealt with at a later stage. I n-
deed, I suggest that solvency and the tests for sol-
vency are an important factor. In fact, if the
SGlO were not required to apply itself to the sol-
vency requirements as applies to the private sector
it would have a distinct advantage. We know that
the SGIO has losses. It may consistently have
considerable losses and may be tempted to buy
business because it is under the Treasury. The
Treasury has never been called upon, but never-
theless there is always the temptation for the
5010 to go out and buy business. This is an ad-
vantage it could have over the private sector. If it
is to Stand on its own feet it should be required to
meet the solvency tests on the same basis as the
private sector.

The Minister talked about the words "an equiv-
alent amount" in the second-last line or my
amendment. He said his interpretation was that
there could be a double charge. We have looked
carefully at this and we have received legal advice
on a comparison of our amendment with the
Government's amendment. Our interpretation of
those words is not the same as Mr Berinson's
interpretation. We are advised that the risk of
double charging does not apply. Our
interpretation of the word "equivalent" is not the
same as the Attorney's, and I can only go by the
legal advice I have received.

I want to turn to an important point and refer
to the Government's amendment. Certainly, the
Government's amendment talks about 50 per cent
of net profit being paid to the Treasury. We are
saying the 5010 should pay normal taxation
levels. If the Government wants more, there is
another amendment on the Notice Paper which
would take care of jhat.

In proposed section 7B(2), the proposal put for-
ward by the Government is that losses that may
have accrued in a previous year or years may be
carried forward. That is an advantage to the
SGOO. In normal circumstances in the private
sector one is allowed to carry over losses for seven
years. This clause is wide open; it does not say the
period should be five years or seven years-it is
an indefinite time. The 5010 may conceivably
make losses over a longer period of time and the
losses can be accrued and put against profits at a
later stage. That seems unreasonable and unfair
when the private sector cannot do it.
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I refer now to the amount that may be written
off on premises. I would say that a percentage
may be written off the value of the premises, but
this clause is wide open. The Attorney's amend-
ment says that such amounts are subject to the
approval of the Treasurer. I imagine the
Treasurer, the SGIO, or both of them , would ar-
rive at an amount that could be written off, but it
might be five, 10 or 20 per cent. That is an unfair
advantage. The SGbO will be able to write off any
amount. It should be even stevens with the private
sector, so that the SGlO has no advantage.

The amendment refers to amounts provided for
contingencies or bad or doubtful debts. The
Taxation Department sets levels and has controls
over what it allows by way of contingencies, bad
debts, and reserves. There are too many loopholes
and we believe the proper course of action would
be to have exactly the same requirements apply-
ing to the SGIO as apply to the private sector.
The Government's proposition in some ways
fulfills the requirements, but in others it allows
the SGIO an advantage which, in the Govern-
ment's own words, it should not have.

We must be very genuine and sincere on this
point; there must be no advantage at all. All the
advice I have had is to the effect that our amend-
ment will cover those factors. The interpretation
of the word "costs" and the application of that
word in the context of this legislation does not
conform to the comments made by the Attorney
General, and I cannot accept the proposition that
he put forward. The costs are those legitimately
incurred, and we are talking about commi ssions,
brokerage, and the like. It cannot be interpreted
in any other way.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I have listened
carefully to this debate because this is the crux of
the Bill as far as I am concerned. It would put the
SGlO onto an equal business footing with others,
and it satisfies to some extent my philosophy. I
have voted against this for years and now I am
going the other way because I believe it is the first
time we have had the chance to put the SGlO on
a business like basis.

I am inclined more to the Minister's amnend-
ment than to that of Mr Masters for the simple
reason that one of the matters that worries me
about Government activity-and it applies to the
Metropolitan Water Authority, the State Housing
Commission, and practically every other
agency-is that Governments of all colours have
used such instrumentalities as social welfare
agencies. I noticed the other day that the Premier
plans to make pensioners' water rates in country
areas half the normal rate. Everyone thinks he is
a generous fellow. Of course he is not because the

amount will be loaded onto water supplies else-
where.

I managed some time ago to persuade Sir
Charles Court to pay half of the Government sub-
sidy to the Metropolitan Water Board. It was not
paid by the Government but by every other rate-
payer in the city, so it was a fraud. I got some of
that back. Half of the State Housing Com-
mission's costs are social welfare costs. I am terni-
fled the SGIO will become a vehicle for the same
sort of thing-subsidised insurance rates. That is
what worries me about the word "costs", because
social welfare activities can be listed as a cost. Mr
Berinson's amendment states specifically "fees
and charges of a kind imposed by the Govern-
ment, its instrumentalities or agencies .. "It
specifies the taxes payable by other insurance
companies. To that extent it might help prevent
the insidious habit of all Governments-and I am
not singling out the present Government--of
giving little bits on the side by way of social wel-
fare.

The railway and transport services, the darlings
of the Hon. Fred McKenzie, have been beggared
by the same sort of generosity of Governments in
loading all sorts of benefits for pensioners and
other people onto the transport system. I noticed
Mr McKenzie nodding-

Hon. Peter Dowding: He is nodding with
fatigue rather than assent.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I think we have Mr
McKenzie by the short and curlies because if one
says anything nice about the railways he starts to
nod.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: What you have said is
quite right, and it is about to stop.

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I am concerned be-
cause I believe the amendment proposed by Mr
Masters might allow that to happen. His use of
the word "costs" is rather wide whereas the
specific matters allowed for by the Minister's
amendment might tend to stop the social welfare
handouts. I would like to hear the Minister's
views on that point. I am sure the SGlO would
agree with my assertion that there should be a
central welfare department and that if the
Government wants to give any help in any of the
ways I have mentioned it should do so from the
central fund and not from the SGlO or any other
body. I have long held that view.

I would like to ask the Minister one other
question. I accept the proposition that from the
business point of view too much workers' compen-
sation makes the SGbO unbalanced. How does he
square that with the current agreement appar-
ently reached by State Cabinet on that favourite
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hobby horse of Mr Dans-a single insurer for
workers compensation? I take itthe single insurer
proposition will be carried out through the SGbO?

Surely it will then have more than 60 per cent,
or have I got the wrong end of the story? Perhaps
Mr Berinson will straighten me out on that one
and explain it to me. I agree that we should have
a well-balanced company. I always think it is like
running a book at the races; it must be properly
balanced. The SGIO with 60 per cent of its funds
in workers' compensation is not balanced. Does
the Minister think his amendment will help to en-
sure that the 5010 does not become another
Government department providing an avenue for
Government handouts, or social welfare payments
in some form or another?

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I have voted against the
Bill and a number of clauses, and I do not like
either of the amendments. If one was to be pre-
ferred, I would go along with the proposals of Mr
M asters.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: No flexibility.
Hon. P. G. PENDAL: As I understand it, Mr

Masters' amendment, if nothing else, is specific,
whereas the amendment moved by Mr Berinson is
rather more in the broad. If there is any reason
we should be persuaded to vote for something
more specific, as is the case with Mr Masters'
amendment, it is based on the remarks of the At-
torney General in response to my questions earlier
in this session regarding payment of sales tax by
the SGlO in relation to vehicles purchased. The
fact was that by loose reading of the current Act
and a loose application of the provisions of the
current Act, only half of that sales tax was paid
into the State Treasury. I admit that the amount
of money involved was very small, something
around $20 000 over a three-year period. How-
ever, it was the principle that was established.
Earlier tonight the Attorney General, when
referring to the Bougainville copper issue which I
raised, acknowledged that notwithstanding the
fact that it had amounted to only $34.90 a prin-
ciple was involved.

While neither of the amendments is very at-
tractive to me, Mr Masters' amendment is more
attractive in that it attempts to be specific with
the whole range of taxes and charges in the State
and local government spheres and it goes to the
nth degree to ensure there is no way the 5010
can avoid paying them and therefore be given a
competitive edge over a company in the private
sector. Because of that, and because it ensures
that it goes beyond the sort of detail the Attorney
General thinks is proper in a situation like this-

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It does not go as far, Mr
Pendal, in terms of being specific. I am surprised
to hear that description.

H-on. P. G. PENDAL: Then I have misunder-
stood some the Attorney General's early com-
ments; he is usually admirable in the way he gets
his viewpoint across.

On this occasion the Attorney General has left
an impression that he prefers his own amendment
because it is less specific and some of the words
used earlier gave me the impression he felt it was
a bad thing to lock the SGlO into definitions that
otherwise might lead to trouble.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I was accusing Mr Mas-
ters of using terminology that was too vague.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: I am glad that I said at
the outset that I do not like either of the amend-
ments.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I again state at once
that there is a difference of content between the
amendments moved by me and by Mr Masters re-
lating to the question of solvency provisions. That
is not a difficult matter to consider after my own
proposed section 78. If Mr Masters wishes to pur-
sue that question it would be very simply met by a
proposed new section 7C stating that the SGO
shall comply with all solvency and minimum
funding on the basis imposed by Commonwealth
legislation on private insurers. That would cover
the whole field of Mr Masters' amendment, and
at least we would have that particular issue speci-
fled separately and we could make our choice as
we liked, I have indicated before that I would
argue against imposing Commonwealth solvency
provisions, but at least it could be put before us in
a very particular, clear and specific way and we
could make our decision for or against.

I again urge Mr Masters not to pursue the
present terminology but to allow the very compre-
hensive provisions in proposed section 7B to be
considered in lieu of his own. In the same context
I refer to his comments on my proposed section
7B(2). This is one that refers to amounts written-
off the ptemnises of the 5GbO office and also
refers to any amounts provided as contingency for
bad or doubtful debts, etc. It may help if I indi-
cate before going further that this was omitted in
error from the original draft. That draft was
based on the provisions of the Rural and Indus-
tries Bank Act which I think are generally ac-
cepted as suitably meeting the requirements of
putting obligations on State instrumentalities
equivalent to those applying to private corpor-
ations. Section 7B(2) modified for the change
from banking to insurance is taken directly from
section 96A of the R & I Bank Act.
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I interjected on Mr Masters to suggest his read-
ing of this was incorrect. He seems to read pro-
posed section 7B(2) as giving some special benefit
to the SGlO. It does not function like that at all;
on the contrary, it is restrictive. What this says is
that in calculating its profits for the purpose of
taxation the SGlO cannot simply make its own
judgment as to what should be written off for bad
or doubtful debts, or if it does, only that part will
be accepted as tax deductible as is approved by
the Treasurer. That is not some special privilege
to the SGIO; it is a restriction on it. What it is
trying to do, as is the case with the R & I Bank, is
to put the Treasurer of the State as closely as
possible into the shoes of the Treasurer of the
Commonwealth on relevant matters. The
Treasurer of the Commonwealth will not accept a
corporation's own judgment as to what debt
should be written off as bad or doubtful, but in-
sists on making a judgment of his own.

Similarly this indicates that matters like
business losses, the amount written off premises,
or contingencies for bad or doubtful debts will not
depend on the claim of the 5010, but will require
the approval of the State Treasurer. That is a pro-
vision which seeks to get as close as one can to the
same position as applies to corporations subject to
Commonwealth tax. That is the purpose, that is
the way it has always been applied previously in
relation to the SGO , and that is the way it has
always been applied to the R. & I Bank. It is
certainly the way proposed new section 7B would
have it apply here.

Even if Mr Masters does not like that, I urge
him not to insist on his amendment, but to wait
for discussion on proposed new section 78 and, if
necessary, he can move for its deletion. I sincerely
hope he will not do so, given the clarity of the ex-
planation and the desirability of the provision.
However, if that is what he wants to do, he will
have ample opportunity to do it when we debate
proposed new section 7B.

I turn to the comment made by Mr
MacKinnon. I would love to agree with the mem-
ber that my wording would better meet his re-
quiroments. but it is probably fairer to say that
the words are neutral in that respect. Certainly
the word "costs" imports all the possibilities and
obscurities of the word "cxpenses" and it is simply
undesirable for that reason alone.

The Hon. Graham MacKinnon asked me to
match this part of the discussion with the Govern-
ment's decision to proceed to a sole insurer. He
spoke with great confidence as though privy to
Cabinet decisions and that is, no doubt, the result
of long practice and the feeling that he ought to
be privy to them.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I am just going by
what they say.

Hon. J1. M. BERINSON: Unfortunately I am
not able at the moment to refer in precise detail to
the responsible Minister, but, as I understand it,
the status of this proposal is that it is still in the
nature of a document open for public discussion
and Government decision. Even if a subsequent
decision goes in a direction the Hon. Graham
MacKinnon anticipates, nothing has been said to
suggest that the SGlO could be a sole insurer. I
can at least say this much: Certainly no decision
has been made on that question, because, as the
Minister responsible for the SGlO, I would be
aware of it had it been made. The member may
be aware that the Hon. Des Bans, in putting for-
ward for discussion the possibility of a sole
insurer, has relied previously very largely on the
Queensland experience.

In Queensland the sole insurer is not the
Government insurance office of that State, but a
separate authority. Nonetheless, I have gone as
far as I can on a nonexistent Cabinet decision and
I hope that has clarified the position, certainly as
I understand it.

I come finally to the Hon. Phillip Pendal. He
has given me a great deal of trouble in the debate
on this Bill, but I do not think that prior to this I
have complained about it. At this point I have to
complain because I honestly cannot see that any
reasonable analysis of Mr Masters' amendment as
opposed to my listed amendment would produce a
judgment that his is more specific.

Hon. P. G3. Pendal: I take it all back. I took the
words that you used. I thought you claimed that
to be the effect. If you did not say that, I did not
hear it.

Hon. 1. M. BERINSON: I did not say it and
the member did not hear it. What he may have
heard was my comment about Mr Masters'
amendment that parts of it were vague and ob-
scure and mine was clearer. It would be difficult
to confuse what I said with the opposite situation.
Nonetheless 1 take note of the graciousness of the
member's retraction and I can only accept it in
the same spirit.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The Attorney
mentioned that the Hon. Des Danm, when talking
about a single insurer, referred to the position in
Queensland where a separate authority was set up
for that purpose. I am a little concerned that we
will allow the 5010 to increase its franchise to in-
clude life insurance and other fields to try to
counter the awkwardness it has with workers'
compensation and suddenly we will set up another
authority to deal with that.
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Can we have an assurance from the Attorney
General that this is not the intention of future
legislation and if we have a single workers' com-
pensation authority it will not be separate from
the5GIO?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I cannot give indi-
cations of decisions which have not been made Or
might never be made. With due respect to the
members who have raised this question, it is not a
live issue. It is certainly not one which goes to this
Bill. I am unable to deal with the question of a
sole insurer in any greater detail but, in any event,
it is not a question which relates to the principle
that we are seeking to adopt for the SGIO.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: I cannot accept that the
Attorney can say that workers' compensation
which will be the sole purpose of the sole insurer
scheme is not related to the Bill when he has
given the losses made by the S010 on workers'
compensation as one of the reasons we should ex-
pand its franchise. The Attorney cannot have it
both ways.

Hon. J. Mv. Berinson: It is only one of the
reasons.

Hon. 1. G. PRATT: Nevertheless it has been
mentioned as a reason that we should support the
Bill and the Attorney cannot say now that it has
nothing to do with the Bill. It has a great deal to
do with it, particularly when we look at the sol-
vency issue for which the Attorney has shown dis-
taste.

If we have the sole insurer and it is dealt with
by the 5020, as the Hon. Des Dans suggested in
a similar way to the Queensland system, and if it
is going to make the types of payouts which are
made under the present system with the lower
premiums which the Hon. Des Dans has indicated
operate in Queensland, we will make a
tremendous loss. While the Attorney has said in
debate tonight that we are above the solvency pro-
visions, if we make the types of losses made in
New Zealand and Canada under similar sy~stems
of workers' compensation, they will have a very
serious effect on the solvency of the 50 10.

I support the Hon. Gordon Masters' amend-
ment. In looking at this series of amendments I
was trying to find some way in which the SGO
could be required to submit reports equivalent to
those which the private sector must furnish, as in-
dicated by the Commonwealth law. I could not
find a way to do that under clause 6. However, I
understand the Hon. Peter Wells intends to move
an amendment when we deal with clause 7 and it
will cover that issue, so perhaps I shall seek some
assurances there.

We must have total equality and if the pro-
vision relating to solvency for which the Attorney
has shown his distaste is deleted, we would be act-
ing very irresponsibly, particularly bearing in
mind the Government's proposal-even if it is a
very vague Proposal at this stage-to move into
the sole insurer system with the massive losses
that would accrue to this State.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I think the reference
to annual statements and detail is relevant in this
context. The Hon. Peter Wells has indicated that
he proposes to move an amendment, and the
terms of that are acceptable to the Government.
They will require the substantial detail which the
annual statements of the private insurers are re-
quired to include, so that anything of the nature
that Mr Pratt has pointed out would certainly see
the light of day immediately.

It is not really appropriate to attempt to deal
further, either by way of attack or of defence,
with the question of a sole insurer. Nothing will
happen on this question without reference to the
Parliament. There is First of all the question of
whether legislation of that sort will emerge at all
when full consideration of public comment has
been possible. There is secondly the question, if
the Government does wish to proceed with it, of
what form that might take. This will involve not
only questions as to what appropriate body should
handle the insurance but also it will go to
questions of the nature of the insurance itself.

Substantial changes could well be involved in
moving to another system and all those changes
raise such different questions that we really can-
not deal with them here. No legislation of that
sort is before the Parliament and I am quite sure
it has not reached the stage of being considered
by Cabinet. Given this year's legislative pro-
gramme, such legislation is not likely to hit the
deck this year.

In those circumstances, what we are deciding
about the SGlO ought to be handled on its own
merits. As well as that, I repeat the comment I
made earlier to Mr Pratt that while the question
of the workers' compensation burden is certainly
relevant to the extension of the franchise of the
SGIO, we have never suggested that that is its
sole or even main justification.

At the very outset of my reply to the second
reading debate]I made the point that of all the ar-
guments which have historically been advanced in
favour of an extended franchise, and of all the ar-
guments available in support of that proposition
today, the most -important single one is the
availability of a substantial cash flow for
investment in State Government, local govern-
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ment, and other investment venues of special
interest to the State. That has always been clearly
the major interest of the Government in this ex-
tension of the SGIO's franchise, and it remains
SO.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Being in Oppo-
sition I must always be a little suspicious about
the Attorney's amendments, and he has now
raised the matter of solvency. I refer now to Mr
Masters' amendment and to that speci fic part
which I understand Mr Wells said involves some
15 per cent of insurance liability required to be
paid into a Federal Government fund. Perhaps
Mr Wells could explain whether there is a re
quirement that some 15 per cent should be placed
in Federal Government investments or bonds.

Hon. P. H. Wells: A total of 30 per cent shall
be in Governmient instrumentalities and 20 per
cent of it shall be in Commonwealth bonds.

Hon. D. i. WORDSWORTH: Is that what we
would call the solvency clause?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The solvency clause
is quite different. It is a requirement at the mo-
ment that the excess of assets over liabilities of an
insurer should be not less than IS per cent of the
premiums collected by that insurer in that year.

Hon. D2. J. WORDSWORTH: Does the Act to
which Mr Wells and I are referring come under
Mr Masters' description of a rate, tax, duty, fee,
charge, levy, cost, or other expense which will be
paid by those other insurers to the Common-
wealth Government?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I would like to
stretch the point in order to encourage Mr
Wordsworth onto my side, but I do not think a re-
quirement of that sort would come under any of
the categories of rates, taxes, duties, etc. Frankly
I am not sure whether the 30:20 rule still applies.
If it still applies, it relates to life insurance only
and certainly we would want the State Govern-
ment Insurance Office to be free of any obligation
of that kind, subject of course to the understand-
ing that at least an equivalent amount of
investment would go into State funds.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: My question relates to
solvency, and I apologise for having missed the
Attorney's explanation to Mr Wordsworth. The
Attorney might remember my quote from the as-
sistant commissioner, Mr Richard Smith, which
appeared in The Australian Financial Review of
Friday, 4 November where he spoke about an
amendment required for the Commonwealth Act.
He said that- a solvency requirement of 20 per
cent is envisaged under the Government's legis-
lation to amend the Insurance Act.

I gather that at the moment the solvency rate is
I5 per cent and that it is to be made 20 per cent.
This is crucial if people are to say that it is all
very well for the State Government to interpret its
business arrangements and whether the rate is 10
per cent or I5 per cent. In view of the large
number of losses the Attorney himself quoted and
the newspaper heading of "Commissioner slates
$511 million loss", it is important there be some
reasonable undertaking in terms of solvency on
the basis that every other company must accept
ths.

If the S010 is not prepared to accept the same
solvency arrangement, we should not be prepared
to agree to this. It seems to me there should be an
amendment along the lines that the SGIO should
comply with the solvency arrangements that are
required to be complied with by private insurers
under the Commonwealth Insurance Act of 1973
and amendments and the requirements of the uni-
form companies Act. I understand that both Acts
cover solvency arrangements. If private companies
are required to submit themselves for examination
in respect of solvency, then in line with current
undertakings by both the Attorney and the Prem-
ier to the effect that the Government will accept a
solvency arrangement at least equal to and per-
haps even more stringent than what is contained
in the Commonwealth Acts, such an arrangement
should be incorporated in this Bill.

Hon. i. M. BERINSON: 1 have already indi-
cated that if members want to pursue this matter
it would be better done under proposed section
7(C) along the lines that Mr Wells has just indi-
cated, although probably not needing to be as ex-
pansive as he suggested.

I remind the member that the suggestion I
made for consideration under proposed section 7C
is that the SGIO should comply with all solvency
and minimum valuation requirements imposed by
the Commonwealth on private insurers. This was
an invitation to Mr Masters and, for that matter,
to Mr Wells if they wished to pursue this matter,
but I suggest that they not pursue it in the course
of Mr Masters' amendment because of the im-
portant areas of difficulties which that raises, It
can be decided at a later stage.

The Hon. Peter Wells asked whether it is pro-
posed that the SGIO meet these requirements. I
have previously indicated it is the intention to do
so in line with the past practice. I am not sure I
drew the member's attention to the current pos-
ition in respect of the present solvency margin of
I5 per cent. The margin that can be extracted
from the SGo figures at its lowest is 19 per cent,
but on another estimate it could be seen to be
28.75 per cent, which involves an interaction be-
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tween the various funds the SGIO maintains and,
in particular, in respect of the industrial disease
fund.

I will not go too far into the reasons for the dif-
ference, except to say that whichever way one
considers the situation, the solvency margin is
comfortably above the current requirement and
would continue to be so if the Commonwealth in-
creased that requirement.

I have previously argued that the SGIO should
not be bound to this requirement for reasons of
wanting to preserve some State independence of
movement in this area. The two matters that
would quickly bring a variation from that stan-
dard of notice are, firstly, the proposal of the
Hon. Peter Wells for the annual statement, which
would quickly demonstrate whether the solvency
requirement is being met-, and, secondly, the pro-
posal by the Premier for a committee with full ac-
cess to the accounts of the SGIO, which would
bring its report as required to the Parliament.
Both those avenues would serve to meet the
watchdog function the Parliament has to main-
tain. In any event, if the members wish to pursue
this matter of entrenching a solvency require-
ment, I ask them to consider it in combination
with proposed section 7C rather than Mr Mas-
ters' amendment, which is deficient in important
and serious respects.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Opposition's
amendment is clear and easy to understand. It
says that the SGIO shall comply with all those
solvency and minimum valuation requirements
which apply to other insurers. It simply says that
the SGlO will comply in exactly the same way as
do private sector insurance companies-no ben-
efits to the SGIO and no unfair competition. It
will be placed on a fair and equitable basis in
competition with private insurers.

The Government's proposal does not necessarily
mean that the 5010 will compete fairly. The
Minister said that certain things should be subject
to the approval of the Treasurer, which means
that the State Treasurer will decide on aspects
such as losses carried over, amounts written off on
premises, contingencies, and reserves. It is all very
well for the Minister to say the State Treasurer
will base decisions on the some calculations and
scales as does the Federal Treasurer, but he may
not necessarily do so. He may do, but he does not
have to.

The SGlO must come into the business op-
erating on the same terms as private insurers. If
the Treasurer is to make judgments on certain
things such as those 1 raised a few moments ago,

and the Federal Treasurer makes decisions for the
private sector, there will be two judges.

The Government's proposal does not guarantee
what should occur, but we believe there should be
a guarantee in line with the statements made by
the Premier in another place, and the remarks
made by the Minister during the number of hours
we have been debating this measure.

We have strong reservations about this legis-
tat ion, and the private sector has expressed deep
concern to us. To be fair to the private sector we
must be able to say that the 5010 will be in
exactly the same position as is the private sector. I
urge members to support the Opposition's a mend-
ment, and to defeat the Government's a mend-
me nt.

Hon. P. H. WELLS: I seek an undertaking
from the Attorney that if the Opposition's amend-
ment is not accepted, he will move an amendment
along the lines he suggested to cover the question
of solvency. I am advised that if we throw away
the solvency provision we would throw away an
important part of the legislation. The proposed
clause covers the important areas of ensuring that
the 5010 operates on the same basis as any pri-
vate company.

The Govetrnment might be able to answer one
specific question: Employees of the 5010, I
understand-I may be wrong-are members of
the Government's superannuation fund. Is the em-
ployee's contribution to that fund a charge
against the SGlO's operational fund, or is it a
normal charge within the Government? In other
words, does the charge come back against the
5010 accounts or is it lost within some other
Government areas?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: The employee contri-
bution?

Hon. P. H. WELLS: Yes.
Hon. J. M. Berinson: Thai goes to the Superan-

nuation Board.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: A contribution would be

made by the Government to that fund from Con-
solidated Revenue, I assume.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: No, the 5010 picks it up.
Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am trying to identify the

areas where charging is fair.
The other question on which the Attorney

might be able to enlighten me deals with un-
earned premium reserves. How is the method of
determining them arrived at? Are we looking at
like with like, operating on the same basis?

Hon. J. Mv. BERINSON: I again encourage the
Committee to reject the Hon. Gordon Masters'
amendment. I will clarify the proposal I have
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made in regard to considering solvency require-
ments at a later stage. To avoid any misunder-
standing. l point out that I do not undertake to
support a provision for solvency requirements at a
later stage of the Bill. Any honourable member
may move an amendment in the form that I
suggested which would cover that question com-
pletely and would allow the Committee to deter-
mine it on its merits. If we reject this amendment
there will be no question of our then not having a
further opportunity to consider the solvency re-
quirements. My objections to it at a later stage
will be the same as they are now. At least dealing
with the matter separately in a specific section on
its own would enable us to be quite sure that
every single proposal that Mr Masters raised was
covered in a far more preferable form.

Mr Masters said that the insurance companies
are complaining that if they are to have this corn-
petition from the SGIO it ought to be on an equal
basis from-all points of view, In general, I agree
with that, but the Committee ought to understand
that if every provision of this Bill is passed, in-
cluding the amendments which I have listed, the
SGIO will not be on an equal footing with private
insurers. In a couple of important respects it
would be at a disadvantage to private insurers.

Hon. G. E. Masters: They would still have
some advantages: you have to admit that.

Hon. J, M. BERINSON: But there are
countervailing disadvantages which have not been
mentioned. Among them is this question of where
one will invest. If a person restricts his
investments to Western Australia he is restricting
his ability to get top returns. That is the long and
short of it. That stands to reason because of our
limited market, and that could be quite significant
in terms of additions to assets and reserves. It
could make that fraction of a per cent difference
which justifies us, for example, staying strictly at
the Commonwealth level, whatever it is, rather
than continuing as we are now doing at four or 14
per cent above it, depending upon one's
interpretation of the figures.

This is an important limitation and we are mov-
ing on to it very deliberately because we see a
need for the State to have access to those sorts of
funds. The Hon. Peter Wells in the course of
asking another question opened the way to a dif-
ferent disadvantage which arises precisely in the
superannuation area, because the employers of
the SGIO are members of the Public Service and
are entitled to the superannuation provisions of
that service. I uan quite sure that I am correct in
saying that the superannuation costs of the SGIO
are far in excess of the provisions required by any
private insurer with a similar sized work force.

Earlier tonight, in answer to the Hon. Phillip
Pendal, I pointed to the superannuation provision
in the 1980-81 accounts of $337 000. 1 confess at
once that I do not have any annual statements of
private companies that would allow me to check
their level of employment on the one hand and
their superannuation on the other hand, but it is a
reasonable assumption that, given the standards
of State superannuation and its availability to
SGIO employees, the requirement of $337 000 is
well in excess of what a comparable private office
would have to meet. So there is a bit of balancing
in this equation. It is not just a question of
equality of conditions to overcome disadvantage
to private insurers. We must also consider the el-
ement of the disadvantages which the SGIO itself
accepts.

Hon. G. F. MASTERS: I will quote from the
Campbell report because it answers the questions
that have been raised. Paragraph 31.36 reads as
follows-

While recognising that there may be prac-
tical difficulties, the Committee believes that,
in the interests of competitive neutrality,
SGO , should be required to comply with 'sol-
vency and other requirements of legislation
to which their private sector competitors are
subject.

Paragraph 31.43 reads as follows-
The costs of such portfolio constraints in

terms of investment income forgone might be
seen as providing a quid pro quo for state
government guarantees and other advan-
tages. The Committee acknowledges that
these investment restrictions may offset, in
part or in whole, the competitive advantages
of SGlOs, although it is not possible to arrive
at an exact balance.

In other words, the Campbell report recognises
that the SGIO has certain disadvantages which
are balanced by the advantages of Government
backing and the like. The important point to
make is that the Campbell report recommends
strongly that the SGlO should in fact comply
with the solvency requirements if it is to be fairly
and properly competitive.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I shudder at that
thought, because it will involve our substantially
covering the same ground. Nonetheless, I do urge
the honourable member and the Committee that
this question of solvency be treated in proposed
section 7B as a separate item. Everything which
the Hon. Gordon Masters says now can be voted
on later, but the general structure of the pro-
visions of proposed section 7B are preferable for
the reasons I have already indicated.
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I again urge the Committee not to accept this
amendment, but to leave all of these matters to
when we consider proposed new section 7B
together, if we like, with the consideration of a
further amendment bringing in the solvency re-
quirements in precisely the terms that the Hon.
Gordon Masters would want them to be con-
sidered.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Hon. C. J. Bell
Hon. V. J. Ferry
Hon. Tom Knight
Hon. P. H. Lockyor
Hon. G. E. Masters
Hon.-N. F. Moore

Hon. W. 6. Atkinson
Hon.]J. M. Berinson
Hon. J. M. Brown
Hon. Peter Dowding
Hon. Graham Edwards
Hon. H. W. Gayfer
Hon. Kay Hallahan

Ayes
Hon. A. A. Lewis
Han. 1. . Medcalf
Hon. P. G. Pendal

Ayes 12
Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. 1.6G. Pratt
Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. P. H. WNells
Hon. D.]J. Wordsworth
Hon. Margaret McAleer

(Teller)
Noes 14

Hon. Robert Hethcrington
Hon. Garry Kelly
Hon. C. C MacKinnon
Hon. Tom McNeil
H-on. Mark Nevill
Hon. Tom Stephens
Hon. Fred McKenzie

(Teller)
Pairs

Noes
Hon. S. M. Piantadiosi
Hon. D. K. Dans
Hon. Lyla Elliott

Amendment thus negatived.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 7: Sections 7A and 7B inserted-
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I move an amend-

ment-
Page 3-Delete new subsection (4) and

substitute the following-
(4) The State Government Insurance

Office may manage and administer self
insurance arrangements on behalf of De-
partments, authorities or instrumen-
talities of the Government, including the
arrangement, when prudent, of re-
insurance of risks arising therefrom
(which re-insurance shall be open to
competitive bids within the insurance in-
dustry and shall not be directed prefer-
entially to the State Government
Insurance Office), and such self
insurance arrangements shall be conduc-
ted within the Government Insurance
Fund.

This amendment is to try to accommodate various
concerns expressed in the second reading debate.
It is also directed at clarifying in the legislation
the position of the Government insurance
business.

The original wording of proposed section 7A
(4) was-

The Government Insurance Fund shall in-
clude any self insurance scheme carried on
for Departments, authorities or
instrumentalities of the Government and any
other business that may be declared to be
"Government business" by the Minister.

The argument was put that since Government
business was not defined, there was really nothing
beyond the declaration to constitute any business
as Government business. On that line of reason-
ing, it would have been open to the Minister to
declare private business Government business,
and an unanticipated result would follow.

It goes without saying that that was never the
intention, and since criticism has been raised, I
have been prepared to accommodate it. The pro-
posed new subsection therefore makes no
reference to the Minister's having a capacity
simply by declaration to bring other sorts of
business within the cover of the SG 10.

I hope honourable members will remember,
given the effort that went into the explanation,
that I indicated at the second reading stage that
the Government insurance fund was intended to
continue the present practice with Government
insurance, as conducted by the SGIO. That
business today is conducted on the basis that the
SGIO is managed only on what amounts to a self-
insurance basis.

The SGo does not share in either the profits
or losses of that fund, and all that it claims from
it are changes which can be properly attributed to
the management of that fund.

Mr Wells asked earlier a question as to whether
the allocation of management costs might not
somehow be distorted so as to embrace in effect
an unearned return by the office. An example he
gave was in the area of local government, where
he pointed to a charge equivalent to something
like 40 per cent of premiums.

This, if I may say so, is precisely in line with
another example given earlier in the debate deal-
ing with State Government business, where a pro-
portion of about the same order was involved. The
explanation which I gave then is the same as the
explanation I give now. Management costs in that
context relate to net premiums after substantial
payments out for reinsurance.

The re-insurance payments are very much in
excess of the premiums eventually retained as net
premiums by the SGlO. The costs of manage-
ment, of course, relate to the whole scale of the
business dealing with the specification of cover,
claims, the meeting of them, and so on. On the
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analysis which I was able to give on the State
Government business the figure came back to
about 13 per cent, from memory.

Members will note that the listed amendment
also covers the question of re-insurance and its
availability to the private insurance industry.
That is not a sacrifice by the SGIO. 1 have
already conceded before that the scale of re-
insurance cover which is often required by the
State Government and local government bodies is
such that the SGIO could not take up the re-
insurance even if it wanted to. Nonetheless, some
of the smaller re-insurance risks could be handled
by the SGIO, and it is specified by this amend-
ment that it should not have an advantage in this
field. Where re-insurance is required it will be
open to what is described as "open bids".

I have deliberately moved away from the ter-
minology used by the Hon. Gordon Masters in his
earlier amendments when he referred to
"comipetitive public tender". That is not an appro-
priate way in which to seek competitive pre-
miums. It is very time consuming and is never
done. It actually restricts people seeking
insurance from getting the best terms on offer.

The term "competitive bids" reflects the nature
of the industry and the way people look for
insurance cover. The amendment I am proposing
makes it perfectly clear that the 5610 is not to
have any privileged position in respect of that
business and that it must be available to open
competition by the SGIO and by private insurers
a like.

This amendment provides a substantial
improvement on the Bill as originally drafted. It
has emerged from the various expressions of con-
cern and interest shown by members earlier in the
debate, and I trust it will have their support.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Opposition has no
objection to the amendment as it stands, but it
must be understood that we will move an amend-
ment to the amendment.

It is understood that this amendment covers
State Government self-insurance arrangements, I
ask the Attorney: Is it necessary to have this
written into the Bill? As I understand it, the
SGIO and Government departments carry out
self-insurance programmes now and there is
nothing in the legislation to say they should or
should not.

Is it a fact that the SGIO has been handling
this incorrectly or that Government departments
are not able to undertake self-insurance schemes?
If there were some doubts about this matter, I ac-
cept that such a provision should be written into
the Bill. It is a process which Government depart-

menits follow; quite obviously the departments
need to enter into self-insurance schemes in
certain situations.

I believe the amendment does not go far enough
in covering the commitments that the Premier
made in another place in relation to the public
sector being open to competitive tender.

Therefore, I move-
That the amendment be amended by

adding after the word "Fund" being the last
word in the proposed new subsection (4) the
following passage-

,but where Departments, authorities
or instrumentalities of the Government
propose to take out or renew insurance,
such insurance business, including other
business that may be so declared to be
"Government business," shall be open
and available for competitive public ten-
der without being preferentially directed
to the State Government Insurance
Office.

This covers the undertaking given by the Premier
that a large section of insurance will be available
to the private sector. During the debate the At-
torney General said that the insurance schemes
were not all self-insurance schemes and a substan-
tial amount of business could be made available
for competitive tender. We need to make sure that
business which is not included in self-insurance
schemes is made available to the private sector. It
is important that the private sector has the oppor-
tunity to become involved in this area. More im-
portantly the Premier gave a firm undertaking
that this business would be available to it. I ask
members to support the additional amendment
that I have moved.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Firstly. I seek your
guidance, Mr Deputy Chairman, as to the order
in which the two proposals now before the Com-
mittee will be taken.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): The amendment to the amendment
will be voted on irst.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am not as confident
in what I am about to say as I am on other mat-
ters.

It appears to me that most of what the Hon.
Gordon Masters said in the course of his com-
ments could be acceptable from the Government's
point of view, and I would like to clarify that I
have a correct understanding of what he said. If I
am right up to that point I think a serious
question of redrafting has to be engaged in be-
cause there are substantial differences between
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Mr Masters' approach as I understood it and the
amendment as listed. I put this question to the
honourable member for clarification: Am I cor-
rect in my understanding that he raises no objec-
tion to the amendment I have listed to clause 7, as
far as it goes?

Hon. G. E. Masters: That is right.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Am I also correct in

understanding that the member is not proposing
that Government business which is the subject of
self-insurance arrangements should be let out to
competitive tender or bid?

Hon. G. E. Masters: That is right.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: So open competition

should apply only to Government business which
is not within the self-insurance scheme?

Hon. G. E. Masters: That is right.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: With that much

under my belt I think 1 should say it may well be
an idea to report progress to allow consideration
of the draft. Among the problems that arise in the
present draft amendment is the use of the words
"including other business that may be so declared
to be 'Government business'". The concept of
business declared to be Government business was
in the original Bill but is proposed to be written
out, so if the Committee is agreeable to the
amendment so far, there is no place for a concept
like that to operate.

Hon. G. E, Masters: Can we delete those
words?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Yes, that is one thing
we should do. Two other matters that need atten-
tion involve some greater assurance than I have
now that the business proposed to be let out to
competitive bid does not include business which is
properly self-insurance business.

Hon. G. E. Masters: That is right.
Hon. J. M. BERINSON: To do that we would

need something like the words "other than by
self-insurance" after the words "take out or renew
insurance" in the second line. I think that is in
line with what has been agreed so far, but the ter-
minology is important and I would like to firm
that up. The other point I would like to change
and on which I think I have the Opposition's
agreement is that the term "competitive public
tender" should read -competitive bid".

Hon. G. E. Masters: I would accept that.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John

Williams): I suggest that if I leave the Chair for
10 minutes the Attorney and Mr Masters may be
able to make a proper draft and proceed with the
rest of the Bill.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I would be happy to
do that except I expect that we will probably en-
gage in a fairly lengthy debate if Mr Masters
intends to pursue the question of solvency.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I believe there will not
be any great difficulty in amending some of the
words in this provision, but as far as solvency is
concerned, I will pursue that point vigorously, and
there will be a lengthy debate. I suggest the Min-
ister report progress and that we deal with both
these matters on another day.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am prepared to ac-
cept that.

Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again,
on motion by the Hon. J. M. Berinson (Attorney
General).

AGRICULTURE AND RELATED RESOURCES
PROTECTION AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by the Hon. Peter Dowding (Minister for
Mines), read a first time.

Second Reading

HON. PETER DOWDING (North-Minister
for Mines) [ 12.48 a.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of this legislation is to amend those
provisions of the Act relating to the following-

the issue of direction notices by the
Agriculture Protection Board and the system
of levying rates on pastoral properties;
the tightening of procedures to be followed in
the import of seeds into the State;
making vendors liable to ensure prohibited
plant material is not spread within the State
in fodder or other goods offered for sale;
empowering the making of regulations for
the issue of permits for the movement of such
fodder and other goods; and
to regulate the keeping of certain animals
and birds.

For many years it has been the practice of the
APR to publish "blanket" notices to require all
landholders in an area to carry out control of a
declared plant or animal known to be widespread
in that area, and to stipulate the period within
which the control work must be done.

It has now been ruled that such notices are not
legal unless an inspector of the APB has inspected
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each property in the area defined in the notice
and satisfied himself that the declared plant or
animal was present on each. This would not be
practicable.

Therefore, the object of the amendment is to
empower the APB to issue blanket notices for the
purpose of co-ordinating control drives in an area
and still permit inspectors employed by the board
to issue personal notices on individual land-
holders when an inspection has shown this to be
necessary.

Provision is also made for an owner who con-
siders a direction notice to be unnecessary or
inappropriate to use this as a defence.

The rate imposed on pastoral lands since 1976
has been based in most instances on the rents set
in 1976 by the Pastoral Board. A number of vari-
ations which have occurred since that time have
resulted in some lessees paying higher rates than
their neighbours and some paying less. A group
particularly disadvantaged has been the pastoral-
ists in the Kimberley, where the rents are gener-
ally higher than in other parts of the State.

After discussions with the Pastoralists and
Graziers Association, it has been agreed that,.
from 1 July 1984, the rate should be based on the
rent charged for the year concerned.

To overcome the disadvantage of the Kimberley
lessees, a separate rate is to be imposed on the
stations in that region, and on six or so other
stations bordering that region the rents of which
are calculated according to the same formula.

The overall area is defined in the schedule to
this Bill, and by agreement with the Pastoralists
and Graziers Association the amount of the rate
to be collected from these leases is not to exceed
one-third of the State total. Money collected from
the rate is matched by the Government on a dol-
lar-for-dollar basis and the fund is used wholly for
the control of declared plants and animals on pas-
toral leases.

To allow for increases in future control costs,
the maximum which may be rated has been in-
creased from 4.5c to 8c in the dollar on the unim-
proved values of properties. It is stressed this is
purely a maximum level and the actual rate is set
each year by the Agriculture Protection Board
after consultation with the zone control
authorities, which are bodies made up of rep-
resentatives of local authorities and the pastoral
industry in the areas concerned.

As the result of the amendment of other legis-
lation, at present there is no requirement that
seeds being brought into Western Australia must
be submitted for inspection to ascertain whether
they may be carrying seeds of plants which may

endanger agriculture in this State. This legislation
requires that, in common with other items such as
sacks and animal skins which may carry undesir-
able seeds, prior notice must be given of this
import and they shall be submitted for inspection.

The present Act requires that the purchaser of
fodder, woolpacks and other items which may
carry prohibited plant material shall examine
these things and, if found to be undesirable ma-
terial, report the matter to the APB. This legis-
lation will place the onus on vendors to ensure
that items being moved from one part of the State
to another shall be clean of such material, unless
it has been inspected by the APR and a permit
obtained to move it to that part of the State. Such
permission would be given, for example, if fodder
contained seeds of a weed which already occurred
commonly in the district to which it was being re-
moved.

Section 94A of the Act contains an incorrect
reference to the "chief protection officer". Pro-
vision has been made for the correction of the title
by removing the word "protection".

As mentioned, the inspection of fodder and
other goods which may contain undesirable plant
material, and the issue of permits to allow their
removal to other parts of the State, is necessary to
empower the making of regulations for the issue
of such permits, for the charging of fees for them,
and the inspections required, before they can be
granted.

Powers are included to cover the charging of
fees for the issue of permits for the introduction
and keeping of certain declared animals and birds
and for making a charge to cover the costs of in-
spections associated with the issue of such per-
mits.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by the Hon. N. F.

Moore.

TOWN PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
AMENDMENT BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by the Hon. Peter Dowding (Minister for
Mines), read a first time.

Second Reading

HON. PETER DOWDING (North-Minister
for Mines) [ 12.53 am.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The amendments proposed in this Bill predomi-
nantly relate to administrative matters and are
intended to introduce improvements to the
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planning system and to rectify some deficiencies
in the present legislation.

In general terms, the new provisions concern
the introduction of statements of planning policy,
the procedures in the making of interim develop-
ment orders, increased penalties for contravention
of interim development orders, and clarification
and confirmation of appeal rights. The amend-
ments have arisen through the continual examin-
ation and administration of the Act.

The modifications proposed are designed to
clarify and improve existing provisions. The first
change refers to the occasion when a town
planning scheme is presented to the Minister for
final approval. Rather than continue to use the
words "refuse to approve a scheme except with
such modifications, and/or such conditions, etc",
the new phraseology introduced by the amnend-
ment wording is to reflect more clearly the intent
of such a decision; namely, that the scheme will
be approved once the specified modifications have
been carried out by the local authority.

The second amendment concerns the incorpor-
ation of statements of planning policy, prepared
under section 5AA of the Act in town planning
scheme texts. The amendment proposes that such
policies will be able to be introduced into town
planning schemes by reference rather than repeat-
ing their entire contents in every scheme. It is also
intended that schemes will not need to be
amended whenever policies are amended, unless
the local authorities concerned particularly desire
to do so. It is especially appropriate to introduce
this amendment now, as the first statement of
planning policy concerning the residential
planning codes is due for ratification in the near
Cut ure.

Changes to scction 78 concern interim develop-
ment orders, which nowadays are used only out-
side the metropolitan region. The present require-
ment is that the Governor makes the order at the
request of the Minister. This is unnecessarily
cumbersome and the amendment removes the
need for the Governor's approval, giving the Min-
ister the responsibility for making interim devel-
opment orders.

At present, interim development orders remain
valid for only one year and are designed to pro-
vide interim planning powers during the prep-
aration of a town planning scheme. However,
schemes often take several years to prepare be-
cause of the necessary investigations, consul-
tations, and public examination. Consequently, a
life of three years for an interim development
order with the opportunity to renew annually
thereafter, will reduce the need for repeated re-

newals and, of course, reduce associated adminis-
trative matters which are generally unproductive.

It is intended that the maximum penalty for
contravention of an interim development order be
increased from $100 to $1 000 with $100 as the
maximum for a continuing daily ofrence. The
present figure provides little deterrent. Experience
has shown that it is rarely invoked, but the pro-
posed penalty is near the maximum penalties for a
town planning scheme, which are $2 000 and
$200 respectively.

The need for the right of appeal against a dis-
cretionary decision has been shown by recent de-
cisions of the town planning appeal tribunal.
Under part V of the Act, there is reference to the
kind of appeal which is an appeal against the use
of a discretionary power by a local authority
under its town planning scheme. It was previously
believed that the reference under part V was suf-
ficient to create a right of appeal whenever a local
authority exercises a discretionary power under its
town planning scheme.

Recently, the tribunal has determined that the
reference in part V does not automatically convey
a right of appeal and it is also necessary for the
town planning scheme to contain suitable appeal
provisions. Unfortunately, a number of schemes
are deficient in this regard and the best and
quickest way to overcome the problem is to insert
suitable provisions in the Act.

The new provisions ensure that a right of ap-
peal against a discretionary decision of a local
authority will exist even though its town planning
scheme is silent in this regard. Where a scheme
contains appeal provisions, these remain effective
providing that they are consistent with or only
supplement the provisions of the Act.

A validation clause is also provided, since ap-
peals have been entertained in the past by the
Minister or the tribunal where there may not
always have been specific provision in the relevant
town planning scheme. Finally, it is necessary to
include in section 37 a definition relating to the
new category of appeal.

The change to section 20 is only to make it
clear that the approval of the Town Planning
Board is not required for the granting of an ease-
ment. The board has always held that its approval
is not required under the Act for an easement to
be granted by one owner to another, but it is ap-
parent that the wording is not sufficiently specific.

Whereas section 32 of the Act presently states
that nothing shall interfere with the right of the
Crown to undertake, construct or provide any
public work or to take land for the purpose of
such works, provided that, so far as is possible,
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such work is in keeping with the design and inient
or every town planning scheme, there is no
specific direction to ensure that prior consultation
takes place between the public authority propos-
ing to carry out the public work and the local
authority administering the scheme.

A number of local authorities have become con-
cerned over an apparent tack of consultation by
Government instrumentalities. Consequently, de-
velopments have occurred which contravene local
schemes. The amendment will ensure that consul-
tation must occur prior to any development taking
place. Such consultation is to be undertaken at
the time when proposals for such public works or
for the taking of land are in the formative stage.
This is, of course, because it is not appropriate for
such consultations to take place after it is too late
to take account of town planning considerations.

Finally, a minor amendment to section 6B of
Act No. 120 of 1982, yet to be proclaimed, is
necessary. The intention is to replace a reference
to "'preliminary approval" in respect of town
planning schemes and to insert in place thereof
the words "consent to public submissions being
sought".

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by the Hon.
Margaret McAleer.

PAINTERS' REGISTRATION AMENDMENT
DILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on mo-
tion by the Hon. Peter Dowding (Minister for
Mines), read a first time.

Second Reading

HON. PETER DOWDING (North-Minister
for Mines) [1.00 a.m.): I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The amendments contained in this Bill will render
far more effective the operations of the Painters'
Registration Board.

These provisions have taken place following
consultation with the industry and will ensure
greater protection for consumers in their dealings
with registered painters and in the resolution of
disputes relating to poor workmanship-

Although the previous Government had taken
steps to review the Painters' Registration Act, it
had not introduced legislation to amend it.

This Government has now had the opportunity
to examine that review and has considered further

matters requiring attention in relation to the
administration of the Act.

Provision is made in this Bill for the jurisdiction
of the painters covered by the Painters' Regis-
tration Board to be extended and this will extend
the area of the board's jurisdiction to the whole of
the metropolitan region under the Metropolitan
Region Planning Authority Act, together with the
whole of the Shire of Mandurah.

This is commensurate with the Builders' Regis-
tration Board area as defined by the Builders'
Registration Amendment Bill 1983.

The present Act applied to the metropolitan
area as defined in the Metropolitan Water
Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage Act 1909-1960.
This Act has been repealed and provisions have
been inserted in the Bill to validate the acts of the
board since the repeal of that Act in 1967.

By extending the jurisdiction of the board,
greater protection will be given to persons dealing
with painters and will provide for and require
registration of painters where their activities are
carried on in the expanded geographical limits.

The jurisdiction of the board has been amended
to provide and require registration as a painter
where the maximum amount of the work to be
carried out is $200 instead of $ 100, with provision
to vary this amount by way of regulation.

The Bill also provides for an alteration to the
composition of the Painters' Registration Board.
Section 7 of the Act presently constitutes the
board as a board of three members.

The chairman is the Chairman of the Builders'
Registration Board, together with a nominee of
the Master Painters, Decorators and Signwriters'
Association and a nominee of the Confederation
of Western Australian Industry who represents
the Australian Paint Manufacturers Federation.

Provision in this Bill is also made for a wider
representation and for an appointment from a
nomination from the painters and decorators'
union. The provision is consistent with the type of
representation which is already found on the
Builders' Registration Board. Also there is to be a
consumer representative, nominated by the Minis-
ter, included in the composition of the board.

Where-members of the board are representative
of particular associations or unions, this Bill pro-
vides for a panel of no fewer than three names to
be submitted for appointment to the Minister, in
contrast to the present requirement to nominate
only one person.

As no provision is made in the present Act for
registration where the work experience has been
in Western Australia, but outside the area Of the
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board's jurisdiction, a further amendment is to
provide for the registration of persons who have
had five years' experience in the painting trade
within Western Australia, but outside the areas or
the operation of the Act.

New inquiry provisions are contained in this
Bill, They repeal existing provisions in the Act
and provide that where disciplinary action is to be
taken by the Painters' Registration Board, there is
an obligation to hold an inquiry prior to suspen-
sion or cancellation of a painter's registration.

A further provision is made in relation to the
issuing of work orders or for the payment of
money in relation to defective work.

These provisions are consistent with the pro-
visions which are presently contained in the
Builders' Registration Amendment Bill and in-
clude a power for the board to withdraw or vary
those or ders.

Also, new appeal provisions, similar to those
contained under the Builders' Registration Act,
have been inserted and will provide for appeals to
be made against decisions of the Painters' Regis-
tration Board by way of rehearing in the Local
Court.

These provisions will make clear the method by
which appeals against decisions of the board are
undertaken and will permit a magistrate to con-
firm, reverse, or modify the decision appealed
against and to make orders in respect of costs as
the magistrate thinks fit.

While the Bill makes provision for a number of
more minor matters, attention is drawn to the in-
creases in penalties generally, providing a maxi-
mum penalty of $2 000 in respect of unregistered
activity.

The present general penaly has not altered
since 1965 and is $60. and provision is made to in-
crease the general penalty provision under section
26 to $500.

1 commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by the H-on. P. H.

Wells.

TRADE ASSOCIATIONS REGISTRATION
REPEAL BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on
motion by the Hon. Peter Dowding (Minister for
Mines), read a first time.

Second Reading

HON. PETER DOWDING (North-Minister
for Mines) [ 1.05 a.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill provides for the repeal of the Trade As-
sociations Registration Act which was passed in
1959 for the purpose of registering trade associ-
ations. It is now considered out of date having
been overtaken with respect to corporations by the
provisions of the Commonwealth Trade Practices
Act.

The only reason for leaving the Act on the Stat-
ute book for this period was the possible problem
of collusive tendering by non-corpora tions or
natural persons engaged in intrastate trade. There
is no evidence that this activity takes place.

The circumstances relating to collusive ten-
dering is dealt with adequately by the current pro-
visions of the Trade Practices Act, in the absence
of any evidence that such activity is being under-
taken by natural persons.

Therefore, the Act serves no useful purpose and
for this reason and because there is a current cost
involved in the maintenance of a register of trade
assocations, it is the Government's intention to
provide for the repeal of the Act.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by the Hon. P. H.
Wells.

LIQUOR AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly, and, on
motion by the Hon. Peter Dowding (Minister for
Mines), read a first time.

Second Reading

HON. PETER DOWDING (North-Minister
for Mines) [1.06 a.m.]: 1 move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill will repeal section 127(l)(d) of the
Liquor Act which prohibits the exhibition of in-
formation relating to betting or horseracing by a
licensee on licensed premises.

A race book or newspaper open at the racing
pages and in a position to be read within licensed
premises could constitute an offence.

Furthermore, there is doubt as to whether radio
and television broadcasts of race meetings and
TAB dividends in licensed premises would consti-
tute an offence.

The repeal of section 127(1 '(d) of the Liquor
Act will permit the sale of newspapers and race
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books by licensees or their agents and remove
doubts concerning the broadcasting of racing in-
formation on radio and television in licensed
premises.

Adequate provisions to prohibit illegal
bookmaking and betting are contained in section
45 of the Totalisator Agency Board Betting Act

which specifies substantial penalties to be imposed
on offenders.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by the Hon. G. E.

Masters.

House adjourned at 1.09 aim. (Wednesday).
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

ANIMALS
Dogs: Baiting

641. H-on. P. H-. LOCKYER, to the Leader of
the House representing the Minister for
Agriculture:

(4)
(5)

Unknown.
Tropic Air Services were forwarded the
original tender documents.
Insufficient time remained before the
optimum baiting period to allow re-
calling of tenders, therefore contracts
were negotiated with the two tenderers.
Paggi's Aviation was given the contract
for the Pilbara area.

(6) Two tenders were received. Both were
declined as too expcnsive.

(7) Yes.
(8) The Tender Board was responsible for

the calling of tenders and the nego-

(1) What sort of aircraft were used in
reference to an aerial dog baiting con-
tract awarded to Paggi's Aviation to
cover the Pilbara area?

(2) Who were the persons or firms that ap-
plied for the original contract that speci-
fied the use of Britten-Norman
Islanders?

(3) Is it correct that Tropic Air Services of
Carnarvon already carries out extensive
aerial dog baiting programmes for the
Agriculture Protection Board?

(4) Is it correct that the above firm also has
a similar aircraft to Paggi's Aviation?

(5) Was Tropic Air Services given the op-
portunity to submit a price to the Ten-
der Board for the contract to bait Crown
land and national parks in the Pilbara?

(6) If not, why was only Paggi's Aviation
given the opportunity to tender?

(7) Will the Minister confirm that services
for dog baiting by Tropic Air has been
satisfactory in the past?

(8) Is the Minister satisfied that Tropic Air
Services has not been discriminated
against by the letting of contracts to
Paggi's Aviation?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) Partenavia.
(2) Perth Air Charters Pty. Ltd. and Paggi's

Aviation.
(3) Yes.
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tiation of contracts in accordance with
n ormal procedure.

ROAD: FREEWAY

Mitchell: Stages 4, 5 and 6
642. Hon. P. H-. WELLS, to the Minister for

Mines representing the Minister for
Transport:
(1) What is the programme for stages 4, 5

and 6 of the northern extension to the
Mitchell Freeway, including-
(a) expected completion date;
(b) starting dates for new works;
(c) present allocation of State and Fed-

eral funding;
(d) delays, if any;
(e) objections from local group;-

(f) problems associated with land ac-
quisition for the freeway; and

(g) any other special problems?
(2) What approaches have been made to the

Commonwealth Government for stages
requiring Commonwealth funding?

(3) What answers has the Government re-
ceived from the Commonwealth Govern-
ment concerning its request for funds?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) (a) It is expected that stage 4 of the

northern extensions to the Mitchell
Freeway will be completed in
August 1984 and stage 5 early in
1986, the timing of stage 6 is uncer-
tain at the present.

(b) With the exception of a footbridge
between Cedric Street and
Karrinyup Road, there are no new
works to be started for stage 4. The
Erindale Bridge, which is part of
stage 5, was started in October this
year and tenders are being called at
the present time for earthworks at
the southern end of stage 5. Ten-
ders close on I5 November 1983. It
is anticipated that the main con-
tract for stage 5 will commence in
the latter half of 1984. The starting
date for works in stage 6 is un-
known.

(c) The present allocation of State and
Commonwealth funding for stage 4
is $7850000. Stage 5 has
$3 086 000 of ABRD funds and
$350 000 of other Commonwealth



[Tuesdlay. 8 November 1983]108

and State funds. At present funding
has not been allocated for stage 6.

(d) There are no delays apparent for
any of the stages of the northern ex-
tension to the Mitchell Freeway at
the present time.

(e) To date there are no unresolved ob-
jections from any local groups in re-
lation to stage 4 of the northern ex-
tension of the Mitchell Freeway.
Objections raised to stage 5 seem to
have been resolved through meet-
ings arranged by the Stirling City
Council. Present indications are
that local residents are in favour of
the concept of the stage 6 extension.

(f) and (g) There have been no major
problems associated with land ac-
quisition or any other special prob-
lems in relation to stages 4, 5, and 6
of the northern extension of the
Mitchell Freeway.

(2) and (3) Stage 5 of the Mitchell Freeway
northern extension has been submitted
to the Commonwealth Government for
funding under the ABRD Programme
and this has been approved. No substan-
tive funding proposals have been pre-
pared for stage 6 at this time.

EDUCATION
Western Australian School of Mines and Further

Education

643. Hon. MARK NEVILL, to the Attorney
General representing the Minister for Edu-
cat ion:
(1) What is the current academic staff level

at the Western Australian School of
Mines?

(2) How many positions are vacant, and for
how long have they been vacant in the
mining engineering section?

(3) Are graduates of WASM recognised as
being eligible for full membership of the
Institution of Engineers?

Hon. Peter Dowding (for Hon. J1. M.
BERINSON) replied:
(1) Twenty-two full time at Kalgoorlie and

one full-time at Collie.
(2) One vacant at Collie since I February

1983. One vacant at Kalgoorlie since 1
May 1983. One vacant at Kalgoorlie
since I October 1983.

(3) Yes. for those completing the Bachelor
of Engineering degree.

POLICE

Stress

644. Hon. P. H. WELLS, to the Minister for
Mintes representing the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:
(1) Did the Minister notice the article in

The West Australian of Tuesday, 25
October 1983. titled "Stress Beating
some NZ Police"?

(2) Are there any signs of WA police being
affected by stress?

(3) Is there any stress management or simi-
lar in-service training to assist police to
cope with the Stress created in law en-
forcement?

(4) If so, what are they?
(5) Is the Minister planning to get a report

on the New Zealand situation to see if it
has any application to the WA police
force?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) and (2) Yes.
(3) and (4) Yes. The District Medic al

Officer lectures recruits, in-service
courses and senior officers on the man-
agement of stress, in addition to diet and
exercise.
A highly qualified member of the Edu-
cation Department lectures all police in-
service courses on the management of
stress. The subject is titled "Stress-Its
Organisational Base, Psychosomatic
Problems and Management Tech-
niques". It discusses stress in the family
and employment, social structures, their
interaction and how to overcome and
manage stress and potential stress situ-
ations.

(5) Yes.

STATE EMERGENCY SERVICE

Protective Clothing

645. Hon. P. H. WELLS, to the Minister for
Mines representing the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:
(I) Is there an allowance in the Budget to

provide for basic protective clothing of
overalls, belt, and protective head gear,
for all volunteers currently members of
local State emergency groups?
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(2) If so. what is the allowance for this
equipment, and under what Budget item
is it covered?

(3) What allowance is there in the Budget
to provide for basic protective clothing
of overalls, belt, and protective head
gear, for all volunteers expected to join
local State emergency groups during the
1983-84 financial year?

(4) If any, what is the amount available,
and how many new volunteers does the
Budget allow to be supplied with basic
protective clothing?

(5) What other Budget allowance is there to
upgrade the availability of equipment
and protective clothing for local State
emergency groups?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) An amount has been allocated within

the contingencies vote to provide protec-
tive clothing and other operational
equipment required by local State
Emergency Service units.

(2) Part 7-Division 40-Contingencies-
$80 000.

(3) to (5) Answered by (1) and (2) above.

646. This question was postponed.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

PARLIAMENTARY PRIVILEGE

Hansard Extracts

153. Hot). N. F. MOORE, to the Attorney Gen-
eral:

(1) Is the Attorney General aware that if a
member of Parliament has a speech re-
printed from Hansard, the reprinted
speech is not covered by parliamentary
privilege?

(2) Is he aware also that Hansard and the
Government Printer are also not covered
by parliamentary privilege if the speech
is reprinted?

(3) If the Attorney General agrees this is so,
will he advise if any steps are being
taken to overcome this problem, and if
so, what those steps are?

H-on. i. M. BERINSON replied:
(1) to (3) 1 doubt whether this is a proper

question to deal with at this time as it
involves a legal opinion. Nonetheless I
will take it under consideration.

H EA LTH

Head Lice

154. Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Attorney
General representing the Minister for
Health:

Will the Minister provide information
on what steps are being taken to eradi-
cate head lice-pediculosis-in primary
schools and high schools?

The PRESIDENT: Order! There is far too
much audible conversation and noise in
the Chamber, to the extent that it is be-
coming completely impossible to hear
what members are saying. I have
pleaded with members over the last
couple of weeks and it seems to me that
some members desire that I take more
drastic action before they will accept the
fact that members have to keep quiet. If
they want to carry on other conver-
sations they are perfectly free to do so
outside the Chamber. Now an honour-
able member is asking a question with-
out notice. I failed to grasp which Min-
ister he was directing his question to and
I ask him to repeat that.

Hon. TOM McNEIL: Thank you, Sir. I ask
a question without notice of the At-
torney General representing the Minis-
ter for Health.

The PRESIDENT: That question cannot be
asked without notice. Are there any
further questions without notice?

H-on. i. M. BERINSON: Mr President-

The PRESIDENT: You see again, honour-
able members forget to take notice of
the rules of this House. In accordance
with the ruling that I have given pre-
viously, if a member has notified a Min-
ister representing a Minister in another
place of a question, he has to indicate
that when he is asking the question with-
out notice. I call on the Hon. Tom
McNeil.

Hon. TOM McNEIL: My question is as fol-
lows-
(1) Will the Minister provide infor-

mation on what steps are being
taken to eradicate head
lice-pediculosis-in primary
schools and high schools?
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(2) Is the inspection of school children's
hair the prerogative of school
teachers or school and community
health authorities?

(3) Can the Minister provide details of
thc analysis contained in shampoos
provided to schools by-
(a) shire councils-,

(b) Government Stores?
(4) What are the properties contained

in-
(a) melathione 0.5 per cent;
(b) quellada shampoo;
(c) cleensheen?

(5) Is the Minister aware that Quellada
Shampoo has an active ingredient
lindane (gamma isomnere of benzene
hexachloride usp I per cent), which
is a banned substance from use by a
number of Commonwealth depart-
men ts?

(6) Will the Minister confirm that
there is no danger to children
through constant and repeated
treatment using any of these sham-
poos, nor is there danger to the per-
son administering treatment, bear-
ing in mind that lindane can consti-
tute a very definite danger through
build-up?

(7) Will the Minister advise whether
head lice is showing up to a greater
extent than previously?

Hon. J. NI. BERINSON replied:
(1) Health education is provided to

students, teachers, and parents by both
Education Department and Public
Health Department staff.
Students identified to have head lice
may be excluded from school until
treatment has been given and all
nits-eggs-have been removed from
the hair.

(2) Inspection of school children's hair is
undertaken by both teachers and Public
Health Department's community and
child health services staff, but primary
responsibility is, and must always be
with the parents.

(3) (a) and (b) I understand local
authorities only supply shampoo
provided by the' Public Health De-
partment and this contains
malathion 0.5 per cent. No sham-

poo is provided by Government
Stores.

(4) (a) Malathion 0.5 per centl is an
organophosphorus compound active
in the treatment of pediculosis and
is of particular value where there is
resistance to lindane;

(b) the Prescription Proprietaries Guide
1983 indicates Quellada shampoo
contains lindane I per cent for the
treatment of pediculosis.

(c) cleensheen is a 0.5 per cent lotion of
malathion used for the treatment of
pediculosis as in (a).

(5) The Public Health Department does not
recommend quellada shampoo but it is
difficult to believe it is a banned sub-
stance by Commonwealth departments
since it is still listed in the Common-
wealth pharmaceutical benefit list.

(6) There is certainly no danger from the re-
peated use of shampoos containing
malathion and the risk to health of using
lindane containing shampoos must be
very small. However, the use of
organochlorines for such a purpose
should be discouraged. Persons adminis-
tering treatment, particularly on a reg-
ular basis, should avoid skin contact by
wearing protective gloves.

(7) No, there has been a decline in the inci-
dence of head lice in 1981 and 1982 as
compared with previous years.

MINING: GOLD
Price Stabilisalion Scheme

155. lHon. N. F. MOORE, to the Minister for
Mines:

In answer to a question in another place,
the Minister advised that the Govern-
ment would not introduce its pre-elec-
tion policy for a gold stabilisation
scheme because, as he said, it is con-
sidered that the price of gold is at a sat-
isfactory level. Will the Minister advise
whether he believes the price of the gold
at the present time to be at a satisfac-
tory level?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
It is lower than it was earlier this year,
and much higher than it was a couple of
years ago. In regard to saying whether
or not the price is satisfactory I can give
a personal opinion; I would like the price
to be higher. I really do not think that I
can take it any further than that.
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MINING: GOLD

Price Stabijisat(ion Scheme

156. Hon. N. F. MOORE, to the Minister for
Mines:

In view of the fact that the Govern-
menit's pre-election promise for a gold
stabilisation scheme will be implemented
if the price of gold becomes unsatisfac-
tory, could the Minister advise what
price would be regarded as unsatisfac-
tory before this promise is put into prac-
tice?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
The member will know that the Govern-
ment has been at pains to ensure that
the decisions it makes in relation to,
mining are taken after consultation with
the industry. Consultation has been held
with the industry in relation to all as-
pects of the Government's pre-election
promises. Where the industry has been
receptive to new ideas or has wished to
see initiatives implemented, and it has
been consistent with the interests of the
State, those initiatives have been im-
plemented. That is not an idea which at
this time has found universal favour, and
obviously one of the reasons has been
the hitherto satisfactory price of gold. It
is my view that the price is still such
that most of the mining capital going
into the production of goldmines can
continue to go in. It is not likely that the
gold stabilisation scheme would be re-
garded as appropriate at this stage by
the industry.

MINING: GOLD

Price Stabilisation Scheme

157. Hon. N. F. MOORE, to the Minister for
Mines:

In the event that the industry is opposed
to the introduction of the gold stabilis-
ation scheme, and bearing in mind the
Minister's answer to my previ ous
question, does it mean that the Govern-
ment will not introduce the scheme?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
The scheme has many virtues, and quite
clearly the peaks and troughs of the gold
price have impacted very seriously on
areas of the State in which goldmining
has been prevalent. There is a great deal
of merit in a scheme which irons out the

peaks and troughs. The difficulty is that
the people selling the gold in the peak
period do not want to see the price at
which they sell reduced while the people
who are selling in the trough period
would be delighted to see the price in-
creased. It is a bold concept. It was a
very appropriate step to raise it with the
industry and to indicate that we would
consult with industry about it. We have
honoured that undertaking and we con-
tinue to believe that it will be appropri-
ate at some stage to have such a scheme
introduced on a co-operative basis with
industry.

MINING: STATE BATTERIES

Kalgoorlie: Manager's Accommodation

158. Hon. N. F. MOORE, to the Minister for
Mines:

The Minister is reported in the
Kalgoorlie Miner of 4 November as
having said that the Mines Department
will spend S169 million on a variety of
measures with respect to State Batteries,
and included in the list of items on
which the $169 million is to be spent is a
house for the Manager of the Kalgoorlie
State Battery. However, on reading the
General Loan Funds Estimates of Ex-
penditure, I find there is no reference to
a house for the K~algoorlie manager. Can
the Minister reconcile his statement in
the Kalgoorlie Miner with the details in
the Estimates of Expenditure?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
The difficulty is that neither the person
who claims to be the Opposition spokes-
man on mining, nor the Hon. Norman
Moore, bothered to check their facts be-
fore they rushed into print to criticise
the Government for not allocating suf-
ficient funds-

Hon. N. F. Moore: Will you answer the
question?

Hon. PETER DOWDING: Perhaps the
member should listen to me. The Oppo-
sition members failed to check the accu-
racy of the statement before they rushed
into print, criticising the Government.
When the matter was clarified, they
looked embarrassed and we heard
nothing further from them. Before these
members rush in on a fool's errand, it
might be wise to check with my office or
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the department. We are quite happy to
give them the information.

If the Hon. Norman Moore looked at
the statement I made, which I assume
was reprinted in the Kalgoorlie Miner-

Hon. N. F. Moore: I don't get a copy of your
Press statements.

Hon. PETER DOWDING: The member is
welcome to raise the issue. However, I
cannot vouch for what is actually re-
printed in a newspaper. I made it clear
in the statement I issued that the sum of
money referred to was being spent on a
number of projects and I indicated also
that a house would be provided for the
Manager of the State Battery at
Kalgoorlie. Nothing in my statement in-
dicated that that was being paid for out
of the amount referred to by the mem-
ber, and there is no discrepancy.

The PRESIDENT: Order! One hour having
elapsed since the time of the sitting of
the House, the Council shall now pro-
ceed with Orders of the Day. Order of
the Day No. 1: State Government
Insurance Office Amendment Bill.

Points of Order

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Is it possible to
take Notices of Motion?

The PRESIDENT: Well, the time has been
used-

Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: In order to test
the situation further, I request leave of
the House to deal with Notices of
Motion.

The PRESIDENT: Order! Notices of Motion
were called twice earlier and no honour-
able member rose. Leave of the House
would be necessary for any action to be
taken other than that set down under
Standing Orders.

Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Forget it, Sir. I shall
do it tomorrow.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Just to sort out the
problem, is it possible at this stage to
seek leave of the House to continue with
questions without notice-in other
words, the business in hand?

The PRESIDENT: It is possible to seek
leave of the House to do whatever t he
honourable member wants to do.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I seek leave of the
House to continue with questions with-

out notice and those matters which fol-
low.

Leave granted.
Questions without Notice Resumed

MINING: STATE BATTERIES

Kalgoorlie: Manager's Accommodation

159. Hon. N. F. MOORE, to the Minister for
Mines:

This question relates to my previous
question. In view of the fact that the
Minister in his long-winded answers has
suggested that the money for the
Kalgoorlie State Battery Manager's
house is not included in the State
Budget, will he now tell the House from
where the money will come and why he
did not say this in his statement in the
Kalgoorlie Miner, because he gave the
impression that it would come out of the
State Budget?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
I did not give any impression. I merely
stated the facts. If the member wants to
draw a conclusion based on a careless
reading of the statement, that is his
business. The funding arrangements for
the manager's house are not quite com-
plete and I do not propose to make a
statement about them. If the honourable
member wishes, as soon as the arrange-
ments are complete, I shall let him
know.

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE

Electrical Trades Union: Grain Shipments

160. Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:
(1) Is the Minister aware that the Electrical

Trades Union strike is having an adverse
effect on CBH's installations and that it
could prevent the shipment of grain?

(2) As the ETU has defied a court ruling, is
the Minister prepared to move or to en-
courage action for the deregistration of
the union?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
(1) and (2) I am painfully aware of the re-

stilts of the actions of the Electrical
Contractors' Association and the Elec-
trical Trades Union, but one must re-
member-I want to make this point
quite clear-the dispute is between two
parties; it is not with the Government.
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The matter is before the court. The
order was issued and it was defied. If I
am any judge of the situation, I know
what is taking place now. I have told
people to whom I have spoken on the
telephone today that if either of the par-
ties, separately or together, wants to
have informal discussions with me, the
Premier, or anyone else, we are quite
prepared to co-operate.
What I am really saying is that the mat-
ter has gone so far now that the law
must take its course.

WATER RESOURCES

Aga ion: Goldfields Region

161. Hon. W. G. ATKINSON, to the Minister
for Mines:
(1) Is the Minister aware of

the weekend Press of the
shortage of water poses to
of the goldmining
Kalgoorlie?

the report in
threat that a
the expansion
industry at

(2) If so, does the Minister acknowledge
that a possible solution to this problem is
the development of the Agaton water
basin, connecting this basin to the area
serviced by the comprehensive water
scheme, thus relieving some of the draw
on Mundaring Weir and allowing more
water for the goldfields region?

(3) Recognising that the implementation of
the Agaton scheme was an election
promise made by the Government, will
he undertake to press Cabinet to make
further submissions to the Federal
Government to have this scheme im-
plemented with a view to supplying the
needs of rural and goldmining areas, and
at the same time generating consider-
able employment and business
opportunities?

Hon. PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) to (3) The question is directed at the

issue of water resources and although it
includes a reference to the source de-
mand for the water-to wit, the gold-
fields-I do not have ministerial re-
sponsibility in that area. I am aware of
matters having been raised and of the
Minister for Water Resources at some
stage having the issues examined and
negotiations taking place. I am not
aware of the current state of those nego-
tiations and if the member likes to put

the question on notice directed to the
Minister for Water Resources. I shall
undertake to ensure an answer is sup-
plied.

WATER RESOURCES

Aga ton: Gold fields Region

162. Hon. W. G. ATKINSON, to the Minister
for Mines:

I prefaced my previous question with a
reference to the goldmining industry and
the genuine concern felt for that indus-
try. I also referred to the fact that prior
to the last election the Government gave
an undertaking that the Agaton water
scheme would be implemented. I have
directed numerous questions on this
issue to the Minister for Water Re-
sources and none of them has been
answered satisfactorily. I thus directed
the question to the Minister for Mines.

The PRESIDENT: Order! We are dealing
with questions without notice. We are
not dealing with statements without
notice.

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE

Electrical Trades Union: Extended Stoppage

163. Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Minister for
Industrial Relations:

Is the Government concerned about the
fact that electrical contractors have indi-
cated they might as well close down
until Christmas, the consequences of
which are quite clear?

Hon. D. K. DANS replied:
In a number of Press statements the
Government has expressed its concern
and if one reads the newspapers, one will
be aware of the concern I have ex-
pressed. which resulted in some rather
nasty reactions against me.
The Government is concerned about the
state of the economy, the situation at
Worsley and CBH, and that the dispute
is continuing. However, its concern goes
beyond that. The Government is con-
cerned that this dispute threatens the ac-
cord that was reached and such a situ-
ation is of very major concern not only
to the Government of this State, but also
to the Commonwealth Government and,
indeed, the people of Australia gener-
ally.
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Reports of the damage being caused by
this dispute are made to my office every
day. I can well understand the anger and
frustration of the union and I can
certainly understand the frustration or
the contractors, However, as I said
earlier, the conciliation processes have
been undertaken. Members know what
happened when the matter went before
the Industrial Commission and it is now
in the commission's hands. I do not
intend to offer to mediate again.

HeIn. G. E. Masters: Your fingers were burnt
previously.

IHIn. D. K. DANS: My fingers were not
burnt previously.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Well, something was
burnt.

Hon. D. K. DANS: On that occasion I tried
to expedite action on the part of the
Commonwealth commission. However,
the matter is before the commission, and
I have no doubt that in the next couple
of days we will be hearing from it.
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