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Thursday, 28 July 1983

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

BILLS (4): INTRODUCTON AND
FIRST READING

I . General Insurance Brokers and Agents
Amendment Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Tonkin
(Minister for Consumer Affairs), and
read a first time.

2. Parliamentary Superannuation Amend-
rent Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Tonkin
(Minister for Parliamentary and Elec-
toral Reform), and read a first time.

3. Parks and Reserves Amendment Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Mclver

(Minister for Lands and Surveys), and
read a first time.

4, Exotic Stock Diseases (Eradication Fund)
Amendment Bill

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Tonkin
(Leader of the House), and read a first
time.

BUSINESS FRANCHISE (TOBACCO)
AMENDMENT DILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 27 July.
MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [10.51 a.m.J: I

oppose this Bill. It is very clear that we have been
given the reason for the Bill's being before the
House and for its being dealt with expeditiously:
The Government wants to be able to increase the
tax for tobacco products beore a given date only
a few days away.

The Government's bringing the Bill forward in
this way and having to suspend Standing Orders
in order to deal with it expeditiously highlights
the fact that this Government has its priorities all
wrong. After five months we expected that Stand-
ing Orders would be suspended in order to deal
with urgent matters. We thought Standing Orders
might be suspended to deal with the sorts of
things that were of the greatest concern to this
State, things like employment and job creation. It
was to deal with such matters that we thought
Standing Orders would be suspended, to enable
the Government to being forward measures for a

system to create further jobs and not to bring
measures here that will cost jobs.

This measure will cost jobs and it is only one of
a number of measures in this field of antismoking
that will cost further jobs in the community. It is
a worthwhile and commendable attitude to try to
prevent people from smoking. 1 am not a smoker
myself, but surely we should get our priorities
right. Why cut jobs in this area before we have
created jobs in other areas? The creation of jobs
was the clear task given to this Government when
it was elected five months ago.

It is an ominous sign for the people of this State
that the Government has given this measure this
sort of priority. As I pointed out to the House
yesterday, this Government is wearing ideological
blinkers. It can see only a small area of philos-
ophy in which it wants to get involved and it is
missing the major tasks. It will put aside major
issues such as employment,

Mr Hodge: What about all the deaths each
year?

Mr LAURANCE: We can come to that in a
moment. We do not need to lose jobs. The
Government can create jobs and still achieve its
aim.

Mr Tonkin: People would keep smoking and we
would have more undertakers.

Mr LAURANCE: The Government is hell-
bent on pursuing this antismoking campaign to
satisfy an ideological gimmick.

Mr MacKinnon: An ego trip.
Mr LAUIRANCE: It is an ego trip for one

member in particular who has been pushing this
barrow very hard.

Mr Bertram: Fifteen years.
Mr LAURANCE: Why should it get a first run

ahead of much more serious problems in this
State? The answer is that it is to satisfy one par-
ticular member who cannot see the wood for the
trees, who cannot see whether they are on fire.
The Government's electoral changes represent a
philosophical bent, while putting aside the major
concerns confronting this State at the moment.

This is all a warning for this State to show what
sort of Government we have. The Government
will not go ahead and deal with major issues
which need to be tackled. The Government is
going ahead with these philosophical things it is
hell-bent on changing.

Mr Hodge: Rubbish! What could be more
major than the protection of the health of our
people?
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Mr LAURANCE: Let us talk about the man-
date claimed by the Premier very clearly in his
opening address in this House on Tuesday and
also claimed by other speakers from the Govern-
ment side. The Government certainly cannot
claim a mandate to put a further prohibitive tax
on cigarettes, which will penalise many people in
this community, particularly pensioners. Consider
the plight of a pensioner under this Government.
All charges have been put up, and that will affect
pensioners. If they try to go out for a bit of relief
on an Metropolitan Transport Trust bus, they will
find they will be slugged by an increased MTT
fare. If they stay home to have a cigarette, they
will find the Government will still take its pound
of flesh.

As I indicated, this measure will cost jobs, and
the associated measures foreshadowed, such as
the ban on cigarette advertising, will cost even
more jobs.

I agree the Government has a mandate, but
that is to create jobs, not to lose them. In five
months, 5 900 jobs have been lost; we are that
much worse off since this Government took
office-a disgraceful record.

The Premier in his address earlier said his
Government would give an immediate boost to the
economy, and especially to the creation of em-
ployment. His words ring hollow now. In fact, this
Government has been spinning its wheels in re-
lation to the employment situation. It stopped the
initiatives put in place by the previous State and
Federal Governments, and now it cannot get new
initiatives started. We have had a couple of fancy
talk fests, but nothing constructive has been seen
in terms of creating employment.

The housing situation has been a disaster. The
Federal Government has put back until October
any action to boost housing, and the State
Government has been trying to get some action
taken before October. One certainly cannot call
these endeavours an immediate boost to housing.

I ask members to consider the area with which
I am most concerned-the area of transport-and
in which we have seen another disaster caused by
both the Federal Government and the State
Government. I will give another example of this
Government's not creating jobs in a way similar
to the way it will not create jobs under this legis-
lation.

The SPEAKER: I hope it is a very small
example.

Mr LAURANCE: It is a small one. I refer to
jobs to be created on the construction of local
roads. In May of this year a request went to local
authorities for submissions on how jobs can be

created, but none of the authorities has yet re-
ceived a guideline as to how jobs will be created.

Mr Grill: As a result of' its efficiency, this State
was the first State in the Commonwealth to ob-
tain funding for local authorities. It was the first
to obtain approval for Australian bicentennial
road development funds.

Mr Rushton: Who did the work?
Mr Grill: I did.
Mr LAURANCE: The work had been done

already. Mr Speaker, I am not digressing, I am
merely answering the interjection of the Minister.

The SPEAKER: If you stuck to the subject
matter of the Bill, it would be of great help.

Mr LAURANCE: I intend to do that, but I
want to answer the Minister's interjection.
Yesterday, in answer to question 228, the Minis-
ter indicated that in regard to the ABRD funds
local authorities were requested on 5 January
1983 to put in their requests for funds. In answer
to a further question, he said 60 councils received
advice on 23 June as to whether their requests
had been approved, but they have not yet received
any funds. He said further that, on 21 July. 46
councils received the advice, and that 33 more re-
quests are still being processed by the Federal
Government. None of them has received any
money as yet, but they were asked in January to
put in their requests. I cannot let this Minister off
the hook.

Mr Grill: We got them through more quickly
than any other State. We are the only State as yet
to get approvals. You can't have it both ways.
Our friend over there, the previous Minister for
Transport, has tried to claim credit for what we
have done.

Mr LAURANCE: The requests went out under
the previous Government, but this Government
has not been able to have the councils provided
with the promised funds. The councils were re-
quested in January to put in their submissions,
but five months later they have not received any
money, let alone advice on how to create jobs with
that money. This intended boost to employment is
another hoax on the part of this Government.

It has not proceeded with any of the pro-
grammes it promised to follow in order to create
More jobs. In fact, this Government has allowed
5 900 jobs to be lost and has brought to this
House a measure that will cost more jobs. I can-
not believe that it has given this sort of legislation
a priority.

The Leader of the Opposition pointed out
yesterday what punitive taxes we have on tobacco
products. We have very heavy Commonwealth
taxes on these products; in fact, they are taxed
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substantially by both the Federal Government
and the State Government, and for that reason
alone I oppose any further tax on cigarette prod-
ucts. We have before us a purely revenue-raising
exercise. We have had a bit of a smokescreen
about the amount that will be spent on health
education. All health education is desirable, and
certainly health education related to cigarette
smoking is most desirable. Health education is
like motherhood; not one member of this House
would oppose additional revenue being spent on
health education to prevent cigarette smoking.

Mr Davies: Don't you remember that your
Government disbanded the Health Education
Council?

Mr LAURANCE: We don't need to have a
body like that to do the job. Goodness, we already
have 560 such bodies.

Mr Davies: It was a most important organis-
ation and your Government wiped it out because
it was doing a good job. Then you got rid of Jim
Carr.

Mr LAURANCE: We already have too many
of those bodies we have 560 of them.

Mr Davies: You need a better memory than
that.

Mr LAURANCE: These interjections do not
nullify my point. Every member of this House
would be very happy to have additional revenue
spent on health education regardless of the agency
used. It is very desirable that we spend more
money in this area, and I know every member of
this House would agree with me. They would
agree vigorously when it came to spending more
money on a campaign to discourage children from
smoking. There would not be one member who
who would like children encouraged to smoke;
they would want the reverse.

Mr Davies: All we have is crocodile tears from
your party.

Mr LAURANCE: The Government does not
need to impose a punitive tax on cigarette prod-
ucts and certainly we do not need to lose jobs as a
result of such a tax. The Government said it
would spend at least $2 million on its health edu-
cation programme directed towards cigarette
smoking. I grant that this will be a significant and
welcomed increase, but does the Government need
to get the necessary funds by way of this legis-
lation?

It has been highlighted over many weeks, and
was highlighted in the Parliament yesterday, that
the Government does not know how much it will
get from this revenue-raising exercise-it doesn't
have a clue. We still have not been told what the

amount will be. We have heard varying estimates
of what this exercise will bring to the State in
order that at least $2 million can be spent on this
health education programme. If the Government
wants to give this programme a high priority, why
does it not use the funds it is already receiving
from the existing tax on cigarette products?
Money is already going into the Consolidated
Revenue Fund from cigarette taxes. I am sure
there would be positive accord on this side of the
House with the Government if it said, "We will
put the revenue we are already raising from ciga-
rette taxes into this health education programme
to try to prevent the number of deaths that are oc-
curring, and so that we can try to prevent children
from smoking". The Minister for Health men-
tioned the number of deaths already occurring,
and a programme to decrease this number is laud-
able, as would be the decision to use the taxes
already received. I am sure such a decision would
receive universal support in this Parliament and in
the community generally.

If the Government says that it cannot use the
existing funds because they are already commit-
ted, other ways are available to it to raise $2
million. The 3 000 people who protested yesterday
outside this House are contributing along with
members of this House something like an ad-
ditional $11 million as a result of pay cuts. Why
does the Government not use $2 million of that
$11I million to increase spending in this health
education area? I am sure that members, who are
to give up 10 per cent of their salaries to this
Premier so that he can spend it wherever he wants
to spend it, would be happy-indeed, I would be
very happy-for part of that money to go into this
health education programme.

Mr MacKinnon: Yes, instead of spending it or,
the State Secretary of the ALP.

Mr LAURANCE: Yes, that is where the 10
per cent of my salary will go. Good luck to Tom
Butler! The point is that I would agree to these
funds being spent on this programme, and I am
sure every senior public servant in this State who
will have his pay cut would be happy about the
revenue saved going into this programme-if that
money has to be taken from them at all.

The figure for earnings on the short-term
money market, according to the Premier, is ap-
proximately $37 million. It would be very easy to
use $2 million of that sum. The Premier has
already indicated to the House that the funds
have not been committed in the 1982-83 financial
year, so those funds are available. He does not
even intend to take $14.2 million out of the
available funds to balance the Budget. He said
yesterday-and it is his right to do so-that he
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did not believe he should balance the Budget, be-
cause he was responsible for only four months of
the year and he was going to attribute the $14.2
million deficit to the administration of the pre-
vious eight months; he was going to blame us for
that and leave us carrying the can, even though
the funds are available to square up that area.
Even if he has decided to carry it forward to the
1983-84 financial year, why does he not commit
at least $2 million of those funds to this very de-
sirable area of expenditure? These funds could be
taken out of plenty of areas rather than a prohibi-
tive tax being placed on tobacco products.

As I indicated earlier, very clearly the Govern-
ment has its priorities back to front on this issue
and I believe it is because it is wearing ideological
blinkers and it is getting into the areas of philos-
ophy and ego trips for some of its members before
getting on with the real priorities and the real
things which it was elected to do in this State. It
should admit that this is purely another revenue-
raising exercise, and this amount represents a very
small portion of the funds when one thinks of the
additional revenue that will be raised. It is laugh-
able that the Premier should try to get some
credit or praise for the $2 million that he is spend-
ing out of the additional revenue being raised.

Mr Hodge: One per cent.
Mr LAURANCE: The Parliament should sus-

pend Standing Orders and should deal with mat-
ters that will create jobs. We should be bringing
forward positive measures which will create jobs
and not lose them. That is what the Premier
promised to do and what he was elected to do. He
should get on with the job. I oppose the Bill.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch) 111.07 a-in.]:
Before speaking on this motion, I must declare an
interest. That interest is that my wire smokes and
consequently I am in favour of doing all that I
can to stop people, including my wife, smoking. In
fact, I thought that my wife's becoming pregnant
would do that. I tried three times and that failed.
I advise the Premier and the new Minister for
Health that this step the Government is taking
will have about the same amount of success as I
have had with my wife in that regard.

Mr Grill: You tried it three times, did you?
Mr MacKINNON: I do not support sudden

and dramatic changes such as those proposed by
the Government. I also do not support proposals
by the Government which are clearly a subterfuge
or a smoke screen for the real intent of the Bill. I
do not support the selective approach which the
Government is taking on this issue. However, I
obviously support, as I am sure all members do,
the Government's taking active steps designed to

decrease consumption of tobacco; hopefully, my
wife will soon be amongst the ranks of the result-
ant non-smokers.

To comment on the situation of dramatic
change, I think all members of this House will re-
call the impact on industry in Australia caused by
the dramatic decreases in tariffs imposed upon in-
dustry by the Whitlam Government. With one
swift stroke of a pen, tariffs were decreased by 25
per cent. I am certainly a person who has pro-
posed lower tariffs, but I am certainly not one
who proposes a sudden change in tariffs because
of the sudden and dramatic impact this would
have on industry. I hasten to advise the Minister
for Health and the Government that dramatic
changes such as those proposed here may well
have a similar disruptive impact.

For the benefit of members, I will give the his-
tory of the Bill to illustrate how dramatic that
change will be. The Bill was introduced into Par-
liament in February 1976. The amount of tax ap-
plied at that time was l0oper cent and it remained
unchanged until October 1981 when the tax was
increased to 12.5 per cent. It is now July 1983,
not even two years later, and the tax is to be in-
creased to 35 per cent, which by any measure is
certainly a dramatic and sudden change. Of
course, the Government will find it an impossible
task to change the habits of people so quickly. Be-
cause it is an impossibility, my question is: Why
try? Why make such a sudden increase to 35 per
cent?

As the Leader of the Opposition and my col-
league. the member for Gascoyne, have pointed
out, the reasons are patently obvious. They have
little to do with the health aspects which are so
commonly espoused by the Government. The pen-
alties flowing from such a dramatic change will
have the greatest impact on those who can least
afford it,' those people whom one would think a
socialist Government, by nature, would support.
One would think a socialist Government would be
not in favour of such regressive taxation laws.
However, the sudden impact, of course, will hit
mostly those people who can least afford it. Since
the imposition of this tax, neither the Premier nor
the Minister for Health have said one word about
those people who will be bearing the greatest bur-
den and the greatest cost of this imposition.

Secondly. I do not support changes which are
merely a subterfuge; -the Government has at-
tempted to bury the real purpose of the Bill be-
neath a camouflage of publicity. I refer to the
Premier's introduction or speech on this issue
wherein he pointed out that the Govennient has a
five-point programme in this area. I will go over
those five points. They are: an increase in prices,
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legislation to restrict or to make more effective
the restriction of the sale of cigarette and tobacco
products to juveniles, the establishment of "quit
centres", health education, and a possible ban on
cigarette advertising.

As my colleague, the member for Gascoyne,
has indicated, why would a Government blatantly
bring in a Bill, one of the first for the session, to
increase prices when it could have done any one of
those five things? Is it really looking to control
the consumption of tobacco? I would imagine the
first point, and the most obvious, to consider
would be the restriction of the sale of tobacco
products to juveniles. The Government should
have the guts to face the issue and should not con-
sistently run away from it; it should make its an-
nouncement on the control of tobacco advertising.
I am not saying I support that, but the Govern-
ment should put its money where its mouth is and
take quick action.

Of course, the real reason behind this Bill is to
provide funds for the Government to finance its
election and non-election commitments, some of
which are folly, such as the reopening of the Perth
to Fremantle rail link Some were not announced
prior to the election, for obvious reasons, and they
include the lavish offices that Ministers seem to
need and the fringe benefits of the friends of our
ministerial colleagues on the side opposite.

If the real interest in this Bill is to control ciga-
rette or tobacco consumption, why is the first
measure to increase prices? Clearly, it has
nothing to do with the control of the consumption
of tobacco, but it has everything to do with the
raising of money-I repeat-from those people
who can least afford it.

If the Government were sincere in its desire,
firstly, to raise funds, for health education, and,
secondly, to limit the consumption of tobacco
products, why is such a small percentage of the
funds being committed to health education? Why
such a small percentage of the funds? Let us con-
sider the amount of money the Government is
likely to raise from this increase in taxation. From
the Government's best estimates, and according to
a Press report which was repeated again this
week, $15 million will be received by this Govern-
ment as a result of the tax. I challenge the
Treasurer and the Minister for Health to say they
expect to receive $15 million this year, because I
believe that statement to be untrue.

The estimates of the Opposition are as follows:
The revenue estimated for the current year 1982-
83 on a 12 6 per cent licence fee is $17.5 million
and the estimated revenue for a 35 per cent li-

cence fee is $49 million, or an increase of 180 per
cent in revenue.

I believe a slight reduction in tobacco consump-
tion will occur, but the demand curve for tobacco
is very inelastic. That drop in consumption will be
minimal and at best I estimate it will be 10 per
cent; meaning that the figure will come down to
$44 million. In other words, $44 million will be
received, so something like an extra $26 million in
revenue will be received by this Government.

Government members say the figure will be
$15 million and they will fob off the comments we
make today by saying, "What is the best esti-
mate? How can you say it is going to be 10 per
cent or less or more?" We cannot of course, but I
can guarantee that the amount received by the
Government will be far in excess of the estimated
$15 million. The Treasurer and the Minister for
Health should come clean on this matter.

If the revenue to be raised is so great, why is
such a small percentage of the money to go to
health education? If we consider those figures we
realise that the hypocrisy of this Government is
apparent.

If we assume that a five per cent drop in con-
sumption will occur over the next 12 months Or
so,' and we take into account the Government's
spending of $6 million over the next three years.
then comparing that figure with the revenue col-
lected, the total amount to be spent-in percent-
age terms-is six per cent of the extra revenue
generated by this Government. That is all that
will be spent on health education from this extra
revenue.

Mr Williams: It is nothing more than a tax rip-
off.

Mr MacKINNON: That is right. A figure of
94 per cent will go to the general revenue of the
Government and that is exactly what this measure
was designed to do. No More will be spent on
health education. The figure of $6 million over
three years is a four per cent commitment to
health education, but this Government is trying to
tell the public the reason for the increase in tax is
to reduce the consumption of tobacco and the
money raised will be put towards health edu-
cation. What a lot of rubbish!

I support my leader's statement and commit-
ment. I support his proposed amendment to the
legislation so that one-third of the revenue col-
lected by this increase will be spent on health edu-
cation. I support that commitment in an effort to
keep this Government honest and to ensure the
intent for which the revenue being raised is
honoured.
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1 will not support this legislation because of its
dollars approach which is not the mast effective
means of reducing the consumption of tobacco.
The Government seems to be forgetting the chil-
dren, the advertisements, etc. and is placing the
matter in the too-hard basket. The Government is
taking the easy and gutless way out.

My other concerns about this legislation rails
into five areas. The first is that I doubt the effec-
tivenecss of this programme. I am not convinced
that television advertising or any form of advertis-
ing greatly influences the decision of young adults
to smoke.

In my early days when I was attending school
in Bridgetown, we did not have television. A
couple of my friends and I used to put in I Oc each
to buy cigarettes and we smoked them on the way
home from school. My parents did not smoke and
I was not subjected to television or magazine ad-
vertising. I read comics. We smoked because we
thought it was big time.

Most young people will go through the same
experience and a health education programme is
necessary. Of course it is a worthwhile approach,
but 1 doubt it will be effective.

My second area of concern relates to the hard
approach of the Government on the matter of
tobacco smoking when it has a soft approach to
the smoking of marihuana. The representatives of
the Government have Clearly stated their position
on marihuana. I ask: Why attack tobacco smnok-
ing and not marihuana smoking? If this Govern-
ment were sincere, it would introduce legislation
to deal with drug abuse, such as marihuana smok-
ing, which is potentially more dangerous than
tobacco consumption.

The third area I wish to raise relates to black
marketeering. The Bill will have the effect of en-
couraging small business people to participate in
illegal activities in order to obtain a better price
for cigarettes. They may import tobacco products
from the Eastern States. This is a draconian
measure which will encourage normally law-abid-
ing citizens to flout the law.

My fourth area of concern is: What next?
What will the Government decide is not good for
us next? Will we see legislation imposed on the
community which relates to the consumption of
alcohol? The consumption of alcohol is as bad a
practice as smoking. Why is this Government not
taking action in the area of alcohol consumption?
Perhaps it is because the Government feels it is
far easier to obtain tax from cigarette smokers
than from the consumers of liquor. Liquor is
heavily taxed already and cannot be taxed much
more.

Finally, I note that the amending Bill provides
for a substantial increase in penalties and I hope
the Premier will give this point some consider-
ation. I highlight my statement by referring to
three clauses of the Bill and comparing them with
other legislation on the Statute book in Western
Australia.

An amendment to section 4, which is designed
to penalise those who provide wrongful infor-
mation to the commissioner, or fail to comply
with the request of the commissioner, has now in-
creased the penalty from $200 to $5 000. The in-
dividual concerned may provide wrong infor-
mation, but it may be done inadvertently. For
that crime, he will face a penalty of $5 000. A
2'500 per cent increase in the penalty! Why is
that? Why does the Government want to impose
such a severe penalty? I compare this penalty
with that imposed under section 1 32A of the
Liquor Act. Liquor and tobacco are often grouped
together for the purpose of comparison by the
community.

I point out that, under section 132A of the
Liquor Act, a person who makes a false or mis-
leading statement similar to that under clause 2 of
this Bill is liable to a penalty of $500. Compare
this penalty with the penalty of $5 000 proposed
in clause 2 of the Bill.

For what reason is the Government being so
draconian in its approach? Surely there are many
people in the community who will look closely at
that penalty and will wonder why the Government
is taking this approach. Is the Government to use
a "sledge hammer to crack a nut" approach every
time legislation of this kind comes before the
House?

Clause 4(b) refers to a licensee who carries out
the business of retailing or wholesaling on prem-
ises which are not specified in his licence. A per-
son who moves into a new shop may forget to
amend his licence and accordingly is liable to a
penalty today of $250. The proposal under this
Bill is to increase that penalty to $1 000 which is
a 400 per vent increase. Why is the Government
imposing such severe penalties for minor of-
fences?

The penalty for approximately eight or nine of-
fences will be increased if this Bill is passed. I
refer now to clause 4(a) which deals with the pen-
alty for offences in relation to people who should
not be trading interstate without a licence. The
penalty has been increased from $1 000 to
$20000.

1 ask the Minister whether he has seen any
legislation on the Statute book which imposes
such a large penalty as $20 000. Of course he has
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not. I doubt whether he has looked at the pro-
posed penalty. Someone has dreamt up the fig-
ures-either he or the Premier-and has said, "It
looks to me to be a reasonable figure". Why are
the increases so great?

I refer the Minister to section 134(2) of the
Liquor Act as follows-

A person who unlawfully deals in liquor
commits an offence.

That is what we are referring to in clause 4(a) of
the proposed legislation. However, the penalty for
a first offence under section 134(2) of the Liquor
Act is $500, but the penalty for a similar offence
in this Bill is $20 000. The question we should ask
is whether the Liquor Act will be amended to pro-
vide the same penalty. I am sure the people in the
liquor industry-my brother-in-law, for one-will
wonder whether the Government will introduce
amendments to the Liquor Act to provide for the
same penalty.

Mr Williams: Another attack on small business.

Mr MacKI NNON: It sure is.

Mr Hodge: Does your brother-in-law smoke?

Mr MacKINNON: No, he does not. Now that
he has wolken up, I draw the Minister's attention
to what I think is a serious crime. Under the
Human Tissue and Transplant Bill which was
passed in this House last year and which he would
have debated, a person conducting a post-mortemt
examination of the body of a deceased person and
who removes tissue from the body of the person,
unless the removal is necessary as part of the
post-mortem examination, is subject to a penalty
of $500. This is a serious offence and it brings a
penalty of $500 only; but if I fail to provide infor-
mation to the Minister because I might have for-
gotten to obtain a licence to participate in
interstate trade, the penalty, under this legis-
lation, will be $20 000.

Where is the relativity? What is really the
intent and purpose behind a dramatic increase in
penalties as proposed in this Bill? An explanation
is required, but I do not think we will get it. The
Premier is not known for answering questions cor-
rectly in this Parliament. In my view this is
clearly an attempt at subterfuge by the Govern-
ment. The real intent of this Bill is to raise rev-
enue which will be more than the $15 million that
the Government says it will receive. The truth in
that will come home next year when we will be in
a position to know the actual amount received by
the Government. It will be proved to be greater
than $15 million.

I support the move by my leader to keep the
Government honest by reducing the commission
from 35 per cent to 25 per cent.

I agree with the proposition that has been put
forward for health education, but not the miserly
amount of four per cent that the Government is
planning to use for the purpose of health edu-
cation. I urge the Government, as a matter of
urgency, to bring legislation to this Parliament to
increase penalties for the sale of tobacco to
juveniles. If the Government is sincere, this will
be one of the first things it will debate in this
House rather than a Bill of this kind which penal-
ises those who can least afford it.

MR HJASSELL (Cottesloe-Deputy Leader of
the Opposition) [ 11.33 a.m.J: The measure before
the House is fundamental and has been essentially
identified as a taxing measure. It is a taxing
measure which attempts to raise significant rev-
enue towards the Budget in the current financial
year and is a retrospective taxing measure. We
have facilitated the Government's request to have
this measure debated early in the session because
of our dislike for retrospectivity in relation to
taxation and because we believe that the Govern-
ment, having gone into the area of retrospectivity,
contrary to past practice, should try to put its
house in order as soon as possible.

The truth is that the Labor Party has no objec-
tion to retrospectivity and finds itself in no con-
flict with retrospective measures; but we do, and
one of our objections to this measure is that it is
retrospective.

The Government could have organised the
business of the Parliament. at the cost of some
revenue, of course, so that the measure would not
be retrospective, but in fact it has treated the Par-
liament with complete contempt in this case, not
onily because it has taken a retrospective measure,
but also because it has assumed in advance that it
will be accepted by the Parliament and, indeed, in
the face of considerable opposition indicated out-
side Parliament. It has put a number of
companies, organisations, and people in the com-
munity in a position that they have been required
to collect a tax even though it has no legal foun-
dation.

Mr Laurance: It caused a great deal of con-
fusion about when it should apply.

Mr HASSELL: As of today, consumers in this
community who purchase this product are paying
a tax-a very substantial tax-for which there is
no statutory approval or authority whatever. In
opening my remarks, I want to put on record our
opposition to retrospective legislation except in
the most special, particular, and exceptional cir-
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cumstances, and our particular opposition to
retrospective taxation legislation such as that be-
fore us, and in other forms.

A Government should have regard to a balance
of reasonableness in bringing forward any tax
measure. That balance should take into account a
.number of factors. People are prepared to accept,
albeit unwillingly, taxation increases, except
where a measure goes too far in terms of its
harshness. Clearly, that will depend in each case
on the particular imposition and the circum-
stances. It is not necessarily the level or the tax
which makes it unacceptable, but the size and the
suddenness of the change.

That is the case here. This tax is causing a
great deal of public reaction because of the enor-
mity of the change. It is interesting to note that a
petition of 32 000 signatures relating to this
taxation measure has been delivered to the Leader
of the Opposition. In addition, he has received
about 1 500 letters expressing opposition to the
measure. A petition of that size relating to a
taxation measure is indeed unusual because
people generally accept that our Governments
cannot operate without taxation, and that from
time to time there will be increases of reasonable
Proportions in the level of that taxation.' The in-
crease before the House is not reasonable because
it is so large. For that reason this taxation
measure fails the test of the balance of reason-
ableness.

The second factor in the test of the balance of
reasonableness is that a taxation measure must
take into account the practicality of collection. If
a taxation mcasure is too unreasonable people will
Find ways to avoid paying it, and they will find
ways to circumvent it. It will become a case of
diminishing returns. The Government has given
no accurate figures of its estimates as to how
much the returns will diminish because or this tax
measure.

Two factors come into play. The first is that the
Government itself expects a reduction in the con-
sumption of tobacco and tobacco products be-
cause of the enormity of the proposed increase.
We do not know precisely how much it will be,
and in my understanding we have niot had any
clear indication from the Government. The second
factor is, of course, the matter of avoidance. It
may be direct avoidance through non-payment of
the tax, but in the Australian Federal syste a
larger issue of avoidance arises through the oper-
ation of interstate trade. No doubt exists that the
Government, in increasing this tax to this extent,'
has created a powerful incentive for people to ac-
quire cigarettes and tobacco products from other
States. That incentive undoubtedly will lead to a

reduction in local Purchases, and with it a
reduction in revenue and in business activity for
local business houses.

It will not be long before we see advertisements
in our local papers inviting people to write away
to retailers and wholesalers in the Eastern States
and send a money order or pay by Bankeard or
some other credit card, and in return receive their
tobacco products through the mail in small and
large orders. Every time that occurs there is a dis-
advantage to Western Australia-in the revenue
collection the Government wants to make and to
the businesses of this State which will rnissout. So
again this tax measure and the enormity of its in-
crease fail the test of the balance of reasonable-
ness.

The measure fails also when one considers that
this is a doubling-up tax. The State tax is imposed
on the Federal tax. That occurs already in this
and I think other areas, and, while it is undesir-
able, it has not caused a great deal of comment
and opposition. That has been the case while the
State taxes were at a reasonable level: but when
the State tax jumps to such an alarming extent
without regard to the impact it will have, people
begin to look at these figures and realise how
great they are.

We see a situation in which the Federal and
State tax component on a packet of cigarettes
costing $1.50 is $1.01, or 66.! per cent. In other
words, more than two-thirds of the cost of a
packet of cigarettes comprises Federal and State
taxes. The State tax is a compound on the Federal
tax-it comes in on top of the Federal tax. So
here again the taxation measure before the House
rails the test of the balance of reasonableness
which ought to be applied to all taxation measures
both in the interest of the community and in the
interest of the Government making the collection.

I want to deal also with the issue of how much
revenue is to be collected or is estimated to be col-
lected from what is proposed, and I believe the
Treasurer has an obligation to set this matter out
clearly when he responds to the debate because
there have been a number of conflicting state-
ments and a considerable body of conflicting evi-
dence. It is on that basis that we have proposed
amendments which I will move during the Coin-
mitte stage to reduce the rate of tax proposed.
However, before doing so, it would be only proper
for the Treasurer to tell us the very best of the ad-
vice he has received as to what will be raised,
taking into account the disincentives caused by
the level of the increase.

There cannot be any argument but that the
public statements in this area are conflicting and
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do not inform either the Parliament or the people
of what the Government really intends or really
has in mind.

In an article in The Western Mail of 14 June,
the Premier is quoted as saying that an extra $I5
million is 10 be raised. The West Australian of I
July, contains a report that the Government says
it will raise an extra $16 million. In a report in
the Daily News, the State Treasury is said to have
told the Daily News that its estimate was that
that tax would raise about $19 million for the
Government. it is not specified whether that is
$19 million extra or $19 million altogether, but
one assumes from the context of the other state-
ments that it is $19 million.

This article goes on to quote the Under
Treasurer (Mr McCarrey) who conceded that the
tax measure could return up to $40 million to the
Government compared with the $15.5 million ex-
pected this financial year; that is, referring to the
last financial year. Then again, after other in-
creases in charges had been announced, a report
in The Western Australian newspaper quoted the
Deputy Premier (Mr Bryce) when there was a
sort of inal shake out and disclosure of what
would be raised by the various increases i n
charges, and this statement read, "in addition, the
tax on cigarettes will raise $21 million".

And then to cap it off, The West Australian of
27 July stated, "The Government expects to raise
$32 million a year from the new tobacco licence
fee; an increase in revenue of about $15 000". So
really it is a very unsatisfactory position for the
public and the Parliament when all these different
figures, varying enormously, are quoted and re-
ported without the Government's undertaking its
obligation to say clearly what the tax raising will
be. It leads us to question, on the one hand,
whether the Government can sort it out, whether
it can obtain an accurate estimate, or whether it
knows what it is doing in that area, or. on the
other hand, does not know what it is doing and is,
in fact, deliberately creating a secret fund or a
secret reserve-

Mr Tonkin: A smokescreen!
Mr H-IASSELL: -that it would have available

to it in the next financial year or at the end of the
next financial year. Is the Government quite de-
liberately misleading the public and the Parlia-
ment as to what will be raised from this taxation
measure in the expectation that it will raise a lot
more than the figures which have been officially
announced by the Premier and his Ministers, and
will it result in a significant surplus in an area of
revenue for a purpose as yet undisclosed? What
will the Government collect?

I have some estimates here from the results of
our advice and research as to what could be raised
by making certain assumptions. These estimates
are that in the event there is no decrease in the
market, the present level of tax-12.5 per
cent-would raise $16.5 million; an increase to 15
per cent would raise $20.5 million; an increase to
20 per cent would raise $27.2 million; and an in-
crease to 25 per cent would raise $34 million. The
estimate is that if there were a 10 per cent de-
crease in the market, an increase to 20 per cent
would produce $24.5 million, and an increase to
25 per cent would produce $30.6 million. Our be-
lief is that the Government, in fairness, ought not
to go beyond the 25 per cent increase because that
increase-even taking into account a decrease in
the market-will prove a substantial increase in
revenue, roughly equivalent to the increase of
which the Premier spoke when he first announced
the tax increase and it will be on that basis that
the Opposition will propose amendments to sub-
stitute a tax rate of 25 per cent instead of the
Government's proposed 35 per cent. In doing so,
the Opposition is seeking to take a responsible
course. It is seeking to recognise that the Govern-
ment must take the full responsiblity for its
budgetary measure, that the Government must
answer to the public for its budgetary measures,
and that it is not appropriate or proper for the
Opposition to reject a Budget in the present cir-
cumstances.

The Opposition therefore proposes that even
this amended reduced fee or rate represents a very
substantial increase on the present rate and that
we should, within those balances of responsiblity,
move to amend accordingly; and that will be done
in the Committee stage. I hope that the Treasurer
will consider it carefully, and in the light of the
very clear evidence that has been presented to this
House and acknowledged by his adviser-the
Under Treasurer-that the level of tax that he
proposes in this legislation will raise substantially
more money than the Treasurer himself indicated
would be raised and was required. The only vari-
ation to that would be if, as I suggested might be
the case, the Government is deliberately seeking
to create an undisclosed windfall revenue fund for
some undisclosed purpose of its own.

I conclude my remarks, which have been di-
rected to the nature of this taxing measure and
the amount of revenue it will raise, by referring to
the other side of the coin-the subject of expendi-
ture on health education. The Opposition believes
that the.Government's proposal to seek to discour-
age young people from smoking through an active
campaign should be supported, subject to its
being evaluated properly and monitored to esti-
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mate its effects and its benefits so that the money
is not wasted. We believe that the Government
should show its good faith in this matter by mak-
ing a firm commitment in the legislation to a
health education programme which uses one-third
of the additional revenue raised from this tax.

That is not a matter which we can appropri-
ately move by way of amendment because, Sir,
you would rule it out of order as lacking a
Governor's Message, and I cannot believe that the
Government would recommend a Governor's
Message unless it agreed with the proposition.
Therefore, we propose that commitment and ask
the Government to agree to it, and to propose its
own amendment.

The Opposition opposes the Bill in its present
form, and it opposes the level of increase. At the
same time, it will not seek to reject the legislation,
because it is a Government budgetary measure for
which the Government must take the full re-
sponsibility. The Opposition proposes to amend
the Bill to reduce the rate of increased tax to a
level which will yield to the Government the rev-
enue which the Government has indicated it
wants and hopes to raise.

MR COURT (Nedlands) 111.59 a.m.]: The
Treasurer seems to have developed a dislike for
the cigarette industry. In recent months, he seems
to have treated the industry with contempt. This
is dangerous, because it tends to cloud the issue
and rational thought processes.

If the Government decided to spend part of the
revenue that it raised from such a tax on a well
thought out health education programme, it
would certainly have my support and, I believe,
the support of virtually all the people in this
State. However, the Government's move to in-
crease thc rate of the tax from 12.5 per cent to 35
per cent is ludicrous; and it involves the retail
price of this product going up by some 20 per
cent.

I would like to know the reaction of the Labor
Party officials when they were told that this tax
would be increased from 12.5 per cent to 35 per
cent. I am sure they would have been concerned
that the Treasurer was prepared to shoot from the
hip with such a massive increase, without doing
his homework.

The Government has outlined two reasons for
the massive increase in the tax: First, to enable
the Government to spend more money on a health
education programme; and, second to act as a
disincentive to people to smoke.

The imposition of an increase in the tax to
finance a well thought out health education pro-
gramme is reasonable, provided the money is put

to good use. Organisations such as the Western
Australian Branch of the National Heart Foun-
dation do a great job of pushing the health edu-
cation message in the community. The work of
the foundation is exemplified by the recent
.'smoke free day" which was a great success. I be-
lieve that concept is now being used in the other
States. I support fully that type of programme.

If the Government all of a sudden has millions
of dollars to spend in a specific area, and if it does
not have effective programmes planned for the ex-
penditure of that money, we face a danger. In
other 'words, the Government must be careful
there is no wastage of the money to be spent on
health education programmes. A problem is not
solved by simply throwing money at it. That
sounds good in the media, but in practice it does
not work often.

The money must be spent in an effective way.
Members of the Government obviously want to
make big fellows of themselves by spending
millions of dollars on this programme. However,
we should realise that the most effective form of
education in connection with cigarette smoking is
in the home. It comes from within the family, and
that costs very little, if anything. Parents have the
opportunity to explain to their children at an early
age the ill-effects of smoking, and its social disad-
vantages. Most importantly, parents can set an
example to their children.

Children are far more aware, thank goodness,
of issues such as drugs, alcohol, and smoking.
This is due largely to parents being more open
when discussing these subjects. A large proportion
of children have the growing attitude that they
feel sorry for the people who smoke. No longer is
it the he-man image to which the member for
Murdoch referred which attracts the children. It
is to the contrary. The children see smoking as a
danger to health.

Many young children are becoming fitness
fanatics-perhaps not fanatics, but certainly they
are well aware of their health. They have many
opportunities in their education process to develop
attitudes of this type.

Provided the money is spent wisely and not
wasted, I would have to support the education
proposals. However, a massive increase being
whopped on to the price of cigarettes is the most
discriminatory way the Government could
introduce a disincentive to smoke. The Govern-
ment proposes a flat tax which will fall heavily on
the people who can least afford to pay it-the
low-income groups, the pensioners, and the poor.

Cigarette smoking is one of the few luxuries
that these people have in life; it is one of their few
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treats. It could well be denied them now, because
of the price increase.

Middle to high income earners will not have
any problems meeting the higher price for ciga-
rettes. It will create a bit of a hiccup for them,
but they will continue to buy cigarettes and smoke
them. However, many of the other groups I have
mentioned will now have that privilege denied
them.

Mr Bertram: Do you have any evidence of
that?

Mr COURT: I do not have any specific evi-
dence of that.

M r Bertram: I have evidence to the contrary.
Mr COURT: In my electorate, a number of

elderly people have taken the time to contact me
to indicate they enjoy smoking and are opposed to
the increased tax sought by the Government. I do
not have statistical information on that subject,
but am basing my comments on what those people
have told me.

The Government will not change people's
habits dramatically by introducing fiscal
measures such as this. On the contrary, people's
smoking habits will be changed by the establish-
ment of long-term programmes designed with that
end in mind. The Labor Party is hypocritical in its
stance on this issue. A single-issue lobby group
within the Labor Party is determined to Fight the
cigarette companies; they want to ban tobacco ad-
vertising, to increase taxes on cigarettes, etc. It
appears that they see the cigarette industry as the
enemy and they are going all out to get it. As
mentioned by the member for Murdoch, another
single-issue group in the Labor Party wants to
decriminalise the use of marihuana and make it
more accessible to the public.

I ask members: What does the Labor Party
want to do? Surely one must be consistent in one's
attitude on those two issues.

Mr JIamieson. Does one do as much damage as
the other?

Mr MacKinnon: Potentially one does more
damage.

Mr Jamieson: We don't know, do we?
M r Mac Ki nnon: You bet we do.
Mr Gordon Hill: How come you know so much

about the Labor Party and lobby groups?
Mr MacKinnon: Because they publish so much

rubbish.
Mr Gordon Hill: I think it is a figment of your

imagination.
Mr COURT: It is either a figment of my im-

agination or that of members opposite.

Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: I turn now to the possibility of

people purchasing cigarettes outside Western
Australia. By the Government's instituting such a
large increase in the price of cigarettes in this
State relative to the price charged in other States,
it will be attractive for people to legally purchase
cigarettes in other States where they are consider-
ably cheaper. This will have a detrimental effect
on the economy of our State, as the member for
Cot tesloe said.

People are already buying goods by mail order
from other States. If the proposed price differen-
tial occurs, it will become the norm for people to
buy their cigarettes by mail order from other
States.

People are already conditioned to purchase
products by mail order and the advent of credit
cards, particularly Bankeard, has made it easier
for them to do so. It is certainly a practice fol-
lowed by country people. They obtain a catalogue
from Boans; or Parrys which indicates people may
buy their goods by mail order. They fill in the
necessary form, include their Rankcard number,
send it off to the shop, and their goods are mailed
to them.

The same situation applies when people buy
goods from the Eastern States. For example, a
few weeks ago American Express International
Inc. circulated one of its usual flashy promotions
selling wine. Members who use an American Ex-
press card probably received a brochure in the
mail which said, "buy your wines by mail order".
I took particular notice of that brochure and
looked closely at the wines for sale. Approxi-
mately 40 different brands were available and I
could find only two which were produced in West-
ern Australia.

Here we have a major international group- -in
this case, a national selling agency-promoting
the sale of wines by mail order throughout all the
States of Australia.

I wrote to the people involved in the wine indus-
try here indicating my concern that Western Aus-
tralian wines were not being given adequate ex-
posure in that promotion. It is possible that even
the credit companies, such as American Express,
could become involved in selling cigarettes by
mail order.

Does the Premier see that as a problem caused
by the differential which wilt exist between the
price of cigarettes in this State and in the rest of
Australia? Obviously the Premier does not want
to Comment On that matter: however, I believe it
is a very real problem.
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As members know, like most Commodities, the
market for cigarettes is very price sensitive and
when such a broad discrepancy in price exists the
sorts of situations to which I have referred occur.

What will happen when people start buying
cigarettes outside the State? Initially two groups
will surfer; they are the tobacconists and the re-
tailers, some of wham specialise in the sale of
tobacco products. Their businesses will surfer in
the same way as those of tobacco wholesalers.

Regardless of whether the Premier and the
Government condone smoking, approximately 30
to 40 per cent of the adult population smokes.
They enjoy smoking and their habit has to be ser-
viced.

An infrastructure of wholesalers who distribute
tobacco products has been set up to Cater for
smokers. This legislation poses a real threat to the
jobs of many people. I am sure members receive
letters from such people who are anxious about
their jobs and feel that they will be threatened if
the distribution of cigarettes moves out of this
State to the Eastern States as a result of legal
mail order promotions.

Mr Williams: What about trailer-loads of ciga-
rettes coming in from Queensland?

Mr COURT: I shall turn to that matter in a
moment. It is important that the Premier be re-
alistic about the effects of the proposed tax to the
extent that the detrimental effects of the price
discrepancy created between cigarettes sold in dif-
ferent States will be greater than the benefits he
hopes to derive from it.

Certainly the tax will be a good revenue raiser.
We have heard that the Premier is not sure
exactly how much revenue will be raised by the
tax. It would be useful for the Premier to indicate
the loss of revenue which will occur if cigarette
consumption is lowered, as a result of the impo-
sition of the proposed tax. For example, if 10 per
cent of the smoking population gives up the habit,
approximately how much less revenue will be col-
lected by the Govenment? Insead of making stabs
in the dark as to how much the proposed tax will
increase revenue, the Government should set out
clearly the total anticipated gain.

In my initial comments, I indicated my support
for the expenditure of a portion of the funds
raised by the proposed tax on a sound health edu-
cation programme. However, I do not support the
ludicrous size of the proposed increase. The legis-
lation is a discriminatory measure which will dis-
advantage low income earners. It is a measure de-
signed to enhance the Government's coffers and
the money will be used for various purposes other
than those set out by it.

It is legal for people to purchase cigarettes from
other States and a saving of 30c to 35c a packet is
significant.

The question of bootlegging has been men-
tioned and, unfortunately, this measure will at-
tract that type of operation, We saw it happen be-
tween Victoria, New South Wales, and
Queensland when those States had different rates
of tax on petrol. We saw tankers moving between
those States supplying petrol at different prices.
Petrol is more bulky and more difficult to move
than are cigarettes, so bootlegging will be a prob-
lem.

This proposed increase in tax is creating un-
necessary concern in the community and, because
it is a large increase, it is now starting to take
away the attention which should be given to the
health education programme, a programme which
should be the Government's main concern.

This tax probably started out as a political
stunt, but it will backfire. It may prove to be a
disincentive and turn those people who will not be
able to afford to buy cigarettes to other habits,
such as drinking more alcohol I do not know
whether the increase in the price of cigarettes will
stop people smoking; neither do I know how many
people will turn to other products.

This is a straight taxing measure to enable this
Government to build up its coffers, hut it will
backfire on the Government. However, in the pro-
cess, it will hurt rather than help a large section
of our community. If this increase in tax is
passed, the public reaction will be bitter. I oppose
the measures the Government intends to
introduce.

DR DADOUR (Subiaco) [12.17 p.m.1: Firstly,
Mr Speaker, I congratulate you on being elected
to your new position. All I ask is that you extend
to me the same courtesies you have always done
previously.

I support the measure before us to increase the
price of cigarettes; I think every member in this
House supports it. The problem is just a matter of
degree as to how much tax should be charged
rather than whether members are actually against
the principle of the measure.

In my second reading speech for the Bill I
introduced last year to ban cigarette advertising, I
stated that the elements of a total programme are
variously proposed to be, first, a price increase.
Well, this Bill is doing just that; it is a step
towards the total argument against and demotion
of cigarette smoking.

We should all know that the tobacco lobby will
never admit to the real cost of cigarette smoking.
The conditions caused by cigarette smoking are,
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First, coronary heart disease, second, lung cancer,
third, emphysema and, fourth, chronic bronchitis.
The tobacco lobby will never admit this.

1 tell new members in this House that they will
be subjected to intense lobbying; if they have not
been subjected to it yet, they will be, both by per-
sonal approaches and by mail. I ask them to stick
to the principle involved, which is the harm done
by cigarette smoking. Once members come back
to that principle, no matter on what tangents the
lobbyists might want to take them, members will
not be shaken. This is very important.

When we were in Government and I introduced
my private member's Bill to ban cigarette adver-
tising, I found that a number of members who
were intending to lend support suddenly ducked
for cover and went the other way. I question why
they did this. It was not by dint of argument or
anything rational. Again I remind members to re-
member the harm done by cigarette smoking and
not be swayed as some people were last year. I
wonder how they came to be swayed.

If we compare cigarette smokers with non-
smokers we find, firstly, that the life expectation
of smokers is five years shorter. Secondly, a
smoker faces twice the risk of heart disease.
Thirdly, smokers face a 10 times greater risk of
suffering lung cancer. Fourthly, smokers face an
increased risk of suffering other diseases such as
chronic bronchitis, emphysema, diseases of the
arteries, cancer of the bladder, and cancer of the
mouth and throat. We find a greater incidence of
these diseases among smokers. None of us should
be shaken from this argument; if we come back to
it all the time and refuse to be taken off on other
tangents of the type we have been subjected to, we
should niot be swayed.

The total antismoking programme consists of
seven points: One, price increases; two, the re-
moval of cigarettes from the Consumer Price
Index; three, the reduction of outlets such as
vending machines-this Government will have to
see that these machines are removed from places
where children may have access to them; four,
bans on the sale of cigarettes to people under a
certain age-and the Premier has said that he
intends to do this; five, stronger and more atten-
tion-catching warnings on cigarette packets; six,
antismoking advertisements should have twice the
effect of cigarette advertisements; and seven, the
complete ban on all forms of advertising and pro-
motion. When the Premier introduced this
measure he said his Government would be doing
certain things in this area.

The only area where there was any question
involved the complete ban on all forms of adver-

tising of cigarettes, and I feel it would be wrong
for the Government not to introduce a Bill to
bring this about. I hope the Government does
introduce a Bill to do this in the very near future.
1 am sure it will. If it does not it will not be true
to itself, because this is a part of the total pro-
gramme.

Most of the arguments we have heard from
members on this side of the House have been spu-
rious except for one. The only argument I can ac-
commodate and entertain concerns an appeal for
a slight reduction in the amount of tax being pro-
posed in this Bill. Many old people in the com-
munity have been smoking for 50 years or more
and they really enjoy their cigarettes. To prevent
their smoking by increasing the price of a packet
of cigarettes would be to discriminate against
them, which would be a pity. I would like to see
the proposed tax decreased a little, although the
principle is right; on that there can be no argu-
ment. The argument is just a matter of how much
tax should be imposed.

I understand that there is a shortfall between
the amount we receive in excise from the sale of
cigarettes and the cost to the Government of ciga-
rette-induced diseases. This increase will help to
make up that difference, although the amount
proposed is a bit much. I would prefer an increase
of perhaps 25 per cent.

The argument about the increase in prices of
cigarettes resulting in the blackmarketing of ciga-
rettes will not last for long, because if we in this
State successfully introduce a tax at this level, it
will mean that it will not be long before our sister
States catch on to the idea. They will realise it is
a good revenue-raising measure. Members should
not be taken off on tangents by the tobacco lobby.

The implications of tobacco sponsorship of
sport are immense. We all associate sport with
clean living and dedication. They are things we
like to see in our youngsters as they grow up.
When young people see advertisements such as
those with the Benson & Hedges sponsorship of
sport, they associate cigarette smoking with the
Sport. It is important that all new members realise
the subtle way tobacco advertisers get around the
existing prohibitions on tobacco advertising. The
advertising gets into the electronic media by
means of television programmes showing the
sports sponsored.

We must remember that in excess of 1 200
Western Australians-a conservative esti-
mate-die each year from cigarette smoking. We
know that right now 42 000 school children smoke
cigarettes and each year 10 000 more willI take up
the habit.

466



[Thursday, 28 July 1983]16

A vital part of any health education pro-
gramme directed towards cigarette smoking is the
demotion of smoking to the position of not being
the norm in our society. In my second reading
speech to the Bill I introduced last year. I referred
to the three areas that should be included in a
comprehensive campaign against smoking, and
they were the banning of cigarette advertising and
promotions, health warnings on cigarette packets,
and a vigorous policy of cigarette taxation. At
that time, I was rather naive because 1 said that
the first two areas were State responsibilities, but
that the third was a Federal responsibility. How
wrong could I have been? This State has taken up
the hatchet and let it drop in the right direction.

As I have said, the only argument I can have
against this legislation is related to the percentage
the Government proposes to obtain from this in-
crease in the State tax on cigarettes, but in prin-
ciple I support this measure and compliment the
Government on adopting the principle of in-
creased taxation on cigarettes, and on its intention
to introduce the five-pronged attack the Premier
outlined.

The first prong will be an increase in prices.
The second will be a tightening of the law
governing the sale of tobacco products to
juveniles-an excellent move. The third will be to
provide assistance to smokers who wish to give up
the habit, and this will be done by the establish-
ment of so-called "quit centres". I wish the
Government luck with that intention; I hope it
works in some cases. The fourth will be to im-
plement a public education programme, which is
the most important of all its intentions. Possibly
of equal importance is the fifth prong, which will
be the introduction of legislation to elimninate the
advertising and promotion of tobacco products. I
hope the Fifth prong is not just a possibility; I
hope it will be a goer. If the Government does not
introduce such a measure, I shall reintroduce the
Bill I put forward last year. I am certaiti that, if I
reintroduce it, there is a very good chance of its
passing both Houses.

In principle I support the Bill.
MR RUSHTON (Dale) [12.30 p.m.]: Much

has been) said about this issue. I will not address
the questions raised by the member for Subiaco
about the disabilities of smoking. I acknowledge
the remarks he made. However, as Liberals we
have difficulty with this sort of issue because we
believe that in the main the responsibility of the
individual to make up his own mind about such
things should be maintained. We fully endorse the
proposition that young people should be warned
of the dangers of cigarette smoking, and the
intention of the Government to give special atten-

tion to the health education aspect of this social
problem. This measure does give us an oppor-
tunity to consider the Government's basic
intentions at this early stage of its term in office.
Already it is showing its intention to be a big
spending and big taxing Government, which is
consistent with the Labor socialist philosophy. It
is difficult to understand how this intention can be
made compatible with the Government's stated
intention to support small business, because the
Government is diametrically opposed to the
interests of small business if it continues to op-
erate as a big taxing Government.

This Government believes it knows best how to
spend the pay packets of our workers, and this
legislation is a measure of that attitude. If the
Premier or another Minister replies today, it
would be good to hear an indication that the
Government is prepared to reduce medical
charges by an amount equivalent to the antici-
pated savings in health costs as a result of this
measure. The Government claims considerable
savings will be gained by the public and. in par-
ticular, the Government, by the introduction of
this measure. The integrity of the Government is
at test, and it has the opportunity to say it will
reduce by a certain sum the charges for health
services provided in this State. If it is not pre-
pared to reduce health charges as a result of this
measure, it will not be difficult to accept that the
measure is basically a discriminatory tax.

One of the unsatisfactory parts of this measure
is that it wilt impose a burden on pensioners and
other low income groups. They will be the hardest
hit by this measure; the rich will be able to man-
age for themselves. The very people who may ob-
tain some comfort from cigarette smoking, as the
member for Subiaco remarked, will be the hardest
hit by this measure.

The Government intends to bring before this
House another discriminatory measure, and that
is the legislation to cut the salaries of senior pub-
lic servants;, no measure could be more identified
as a discriminatory tax and totally unfair. In due
course we will have an opportunity to debate it.

We understand it was initiated because the
Government thought it would be popular among
the general public. Many aspects are involved in
that pay cut, and they will be deliberated in this
place in due course.

I was somewhat disappointed in the attitude
portrayed by the cartoon in this morning's edition
of The West Australian. Members of a small
group, our senior public servants, have been at-
tacked, and if this Government intends to encour-
age those sorts of attacks, some quite unfortunate
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reactions will occur in the community. I am not
one who believes we should have a large Public
Service; we should have a minimum-sized service
to carry out the functions we require. I have had
the good fortune to work with many public ser-
vants, and every respect should be paid to that
dedicated service. We receive tremendous loyalty
and dedicated work from such a group and these
people who are mainly apolitical, would give the
same service to the present Government, but, un-
fortunately, with the infiltration of party political
supporters, that attitude will be destroyed and we
can foresee all sorts of reactions flowing
therefrom.

Mr D. L. Smith: If you are in favour of
reducing the number of public servants, how
many of those currently employed would you
sack?

Mr RUSHTON: I have runs on the board and
can indicate that when I held the Transport port-
folio for four and a half years the number of pub-
lic servants was reduced by about 2 500.

Mr Tonkin; Because you stopped running the
service!

Mr Hodge: There was a big reduction in trains,
too.

Mr Pearce: A 100 per cent cutback.
Mr Tonkin: Rubbish!
Mr RUSHTQN: I say to the member for

Mitchell that he cannot have it both ways. That
was a demonstration of what we did while in
Government, but more needs to be done. Obvi-
ously, the Government will not be able to do it be-
cause the unions will not let it do so. We had to
hold the position some months back during the
election on the basis that unemployment was
reaching a very unacceptable figure and we obvi-
ously could not proceed with reductions then. The
Premier has outlined his intentions, but he is not
taking effective action. I ask the question: How
effective is he?

Mr Barnett: When are you going to talk on the
Bill? You have been up for 10 minutes.

Mr RUSHTON: I have been speaking on areas
that were my responsibility.

Mr D. L. Smith: What about the Bowelling to
Bokalling line?

Mr RUSHTON: That is all part of it. As I
understand it, $100000 or $200000 will be the
cost or replacement. The farmers themselves do
not particularly want the line replaced, but the
people at Wagin and Bunbury do. I understand
the then member for Warren, who is now the
Minister for Agriculture, said that the line would
be reopened. I believe a decision is being made to

reopen it on a seasonal basis. What is very
interesting about it-

Mr Barnett: Stop wasting the time of the
House.

Mr RUSHTON: -is that, if the line had been
rebuilt, it would have been washed out again in
the last season and another couple of hundred
thousand dollars would have been wasted. I have
more to say on that issue, but will speak on it
later as that is not the subject of our discussions.

Mr Tonkin: We no longer have smoking trains.

Mr RUSHTON: Another question raised by
this Government in such a short time relates to
medium and long-distance public transport
travellers. The fares have been raised and dis-
criminate against this section of people who need
public transport more than others and who are
least able to pay the fares. These fares have been
raised to cover the cost of the increases which the
Government directed the Metropolitan Transport
Trust to make to MTT drivers' salaries which
amounted to $1.4 million. The commissioner had
refused to accept this; it was rejected, but the
MTT administration denied any nexus with the
Victorian scene. During the wages pause, the
Government directed the MTT to make this pay-
ment of $I .4 million. In addition to that, we know
of a commitment to open the Perth-Fremantle
railway line. We also know that the Government
claims it is doing so for social reasons. That is
totally false and studies have been carried out in
this regard.

The SPEA KE R: Order! I hope the member can
relate these remarks about transport to the Bill.

Mr RUSHTON. Yes, I am just relating them
to the tax measure.

Mr Tonkin: You are going to talk about smok-
ing steam engines!

Mr RUSHTON: It is all relevant.
Mr Pearce: It is not relevant at all.
Mr Tonkin: Absolute rubbish!
Mr RUSHTON: It is relevant to the way the

Government is going. It is a big taxing Govern-
ment and one which believes it can use the
people's pay packets better than they themselves
can.

Mr Pearce: Fares on public transport are not
taxing measures.

Mr RUSHTON: I just want to relate this to
the House.

Mr Grill: If they are, you should not be talking
about them because your record is not very good.

Mr RUSH-TON: In view of the cost of the
wage increase and the cost of opening up and
running the railway, and the total capital
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investment, all the fares that will be increased this
year will go towards paying for it. It puts us on
another "high" in regard to public transport costs.
We will take up this matter further.

Mr Pearce: I hope we are not going to spend
the next three years with you justifying the last
four and a half years in the transport arena.

Mr RUSHTON: The member need not worry
about their being justified; they are there for all
to see. The people will make it clear at the next
election. This adjustment is basically taking away
from the individual the responsibility for making
sound decisions. We Liberals believe that, in the
main. this responsibility should remain with the
individual; it should not be taken away from him.
Of course, the socialist knows better; he knows
that the Government can make a judgment better
than an individual, and this is what we are about
to have a taste of now. The people wilt see it
eventually and will decide upon it in due course.

My intention is to support the amendment pro-
posed. The emphasis should be on health edu-
cation. The Opposition is giving the Government
the opportunity to show its integrity in this re-
gard. On this occasion, I thought it wise to give to
the Minister for Health the opportunity to con-
sider some factors that a thoughtful person put to
me. I will quote extracts from a letter relating to
points this man feels should be made and upon
which he wants me to answer. It places the Minis-
ter for Health in a position of helping me answer
his questions.

Mr Hodge: You know how helpful I am.
Mr RUSHTON: The letter reads as follows-

It is with great concern about my future
livelihood and consequently the welfare of
my wife and three children, whom I solely
support, that brings me to Correspond with
you.

This man comes from my electorate. The letter
continues-

As a display representative with Rothmans
of Pall Mall (Aust.) Ltd, with nine years'
service in Western Australia, I am concerned
at what outcome will prevail with the con-
tinued harassment of our legal industry by
anti-smoking lobbyists and more importantly
the Premier, Mr Burke, the Health Minister,
Mr Hodge and Mr Dadour.

One hundred per cent of my working time
is spent on merchandising, promoting and ad-
vertising tobacco products.
A. I personally believe that a ban on tobacco

advertising will achieve nothing because
advertising does not influence people to

take up smoking-it only encourages
brand swapping. I read that in
Singapore since 1970 when a total ban
on tobacco advertising was legislated,
the per capita consumption has in-
creased by more than 20 per cent.

That is one point my constituent has put to me
and I am now putting it to the Parliament.

Mr Tonkin: Twenty per cent?
Mr Hodge: I have heard that tired old argu-

ment before; it is not true.
Mr RUSHTON: We can read the statistics.

Later, the letter continues in paragraph B-
I am sick of hearing about supposed stat-

istical information associating smoking with
diseases.

We have just heard from Dr Dadour who has
worked in this field. He has disclaimed this. The
letter continues-

It is all so vague with no names and no
statistical base mentioned. I believe there are
no scientifically based facts that associate
smoking with disease.

Many people would disagree with that statement.
The letter continues-

C. I am led to believe that one third of the
adult population of Australia are
smokers. I am one of this minority group
and feel it would be an infringement on
my democratic freedom of choice to
legislate restrictions against the normal
avenues of marketing a legal product. I
also believe sport and culture would suf-
fer dramatically.

These points have been often stated in the com-
munity and the reaction from the people regard-
ing this issue has been that they object to adults
being exempted from doing certain things and to
the removal of their choice, whatever the
disabilities or effects may be. This is the difficulty
the Minister would have in bringing this forward,
but he has been in a difficult area for a long time
and, Or course, amongst his own supporters are
some people with very strong views who do not
have much regard for the other side of the issue;
that is, what responsibilities should belong to the
individual.

The Government has demonstrated it is on the
path toward becoming a big taxer. The Govern-
ment is raising large sums of money and is shat-
tering the enthusiasm of the individual. The
Government is destroying the opportunity for
more employment and this fact must be kept in
mind.
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If an individual cannot attain the wage or earn-
ing he wishes he loses interest in work and in gen-
erating work.

I support my leader's request to the Govern-
ment that it reduce the tax. The Government
should put more money into health education be-
cause that action would be for the public good
and would be a fairer approach than that which
is being inflicted upon the public.

MR WILLIAMS (Clontarf) [ 12.46 p.mn.]: I do
not agree with this proposition to increase taxes
on the people of this State. It is a rip-off. if we
have to have a tax then it should be less because
the tax instigated by the Government is far too
severe. For that reason I support a less punitive
tax.

I object to the way in which the Government
has approached this matter: Its members say one
thing but the facts indicate otherwise. I object
strongly to the tax grab.

The Premier announced to the media-in his
glib and archbishop style-that this was a
measure to help people stop smoking. He meant
that he believed-or one of his Ministers, because
of a hang-up-that everyone should comply with
his wishes and should not be allowed to smoke.
The tax has been increased by 180 per cent and
this is a great impost on the people of this State.

The Government has created a dangerous
precedent: The Premier and the Minister for
Health are trying to impose a lifestyle upon the
people of this State. It is one thing for a Govern-
ment to embark upon an education programme
but it is another for a Government to impose such
a tax because it feels a certain action is injurious
to health.

It is wrong to say "We don't agree with smok-
ing, so we are going to make sure that you do not
smoke and the only way we can do it is to impose
a penalty on smoking". The penalty is a 180 per
cent increase in tax.

Goverments are entitled to impose taxes, if that
tax will help the community, but I believe that
this particular tax is a rip-off. The tax will affect
one-third of our population because one-third of
our population indulges in smoking. That section
of our population will have to carry the heaviest
taxation burden.

Thousands of millions of dollars a year are col-
lected in customs and excise duty by the Federal
Government; but people accept that because the
payment of that revenue is a fact of life. However,
when a State imposes such a tax, the matter can
get out of hand. Where will this cease? We have
an impost on cigarette smokers today; will it be an
impost on beer drinkers tomorrow? Will the

owners of video machines be taxed because the
Government does not agree with what is shown on
those machines? Will we tax them to the hilt in
order to discourage their use? I do not believe it is
fair-it is a strange affair.

Surely a person who wishes to drink or smoke
should be allowed to make his own decisions. It is
not the prerogative of the Government to tell
people what they should do in that regard. The
Government is setting a dangerous precedent.

In the 1945 to 1949 period after the war, food
clothing and petrol were rationed. One could not
buy tyres or batteries. Those goods were rationed
for a special reason by the then Prime Minister of
Australia, a Labor Prime Minister, to make sure
that people were kept under the thumb. People
were told what they could and could not do. This
cigarette taxation is reminiscent of those days.

It is interesting to note that the tax to be gath-
ered from this licence fee is a flat tax. Who will it
affect? It will affect the aged, invalid-

Mr Hodge: The sick.
Mr WILLIAMS: Yes, the sick. It will affect

pensioners and veterans and those people who are
finding conditions a little tough. Those people will
be belted to leg by the Labor Party and many of
them voted for the Labor Party at the last elec-
tion. They are now reaping their just reward.

The Labor Party has poured the contents of a
bucket on them from a great height. The first tax
increase in revenue in this State will be levelled at
those people I have mentioned. It is an absolute
disgrace.

It is interesting that not one member of the
Government has uttered a word on this matter,
maybe because some are at variance with their
leader. Perhaps they are disgusted at what he has
said. Or course, the Minister for Health is not be-
cause he is one with a hang-up about smoking.
Members can laugh about this but it is a fact of
life that many of the back-benchers on the
Government side do not agree with their Premier.

Mr Hodge: You wait and see how they vote.
Mr WILLIAMS: They would not dare vote any

other way.
Mr Pearce Is it a fact your leader called the

member for Gascoyne to his office after he made
his thinly-disguised bid for leadership and car-
peted him and told him to toe the line?

Mr Laurance: Wouldn't you like to know?
Mr WILLIAMS: The member knows some-

thing I do not know.
Mr Pearce: That could extend to hundreds of

things.
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Mr WILLIAMS: I cannot answer that
question.

To whack another 20 per cent price rise on the
poor old consumer is pretty hard, but the Govern-
ment does not care about that. The Government
has increased cigarette tax by 180 per cent. Mem-
bers of the Government would not understand
what impact this has on business because none of
them has been in business. They do not realise
that the cost of cigarettes has increased by 30c a
packet. Government back-benchers should be con-
sidering this, particularly those in marginal seats.
What will happen is that when the retailer-who
is being belted to leg-rings the till he will be say-
ing to himself, '$l.50 a packet for cigarettes and
30c for Mr Burke". That is the greatest type of
advertising that we on this side of the House can
receive and it is the quickest way to get the
Government back on this side. The retailer is get-
ting hit to leg and he will not tolerate it.

The overall increase in cigarette tax will be 180
per cent. What would the Government, when in
Opposition, have done if we, in Government, had
increased a charge by 180 per cent? Would not
we have copped it in the neck? However, the
Government can do it with impunity. The
Government said that the increase of 180 per cent
will result in revenue of $16.5 million, but this fig-
ure was incorrect because it has now become $46
million a year. Even if the number of consumers
dropped by five per cent the total increase would
amount to I50 per cent. I do not know how the
Government can justify that because the 150 per
cent impost will be borne by one-third of the com-
munity only.

There is a way out, and that is to revert to the
amount first mentioned by the Premier. Our
deputy leader mentioned an alternative method
that could be adopted, and I refer to it also. If the
increased tax was reduced to 25 per cent and
there was no decline in the market the Govern-
ment would receive revenue of $34 million. If the
decline were 10 per cent in 1983-84 the amount of
revenue received would be $30.6 million, and that
is not a bad grab from the public. In the 1982-8
financial year the amount received would be
$14.1 million. Frankly, I consider by far the
fairest method is to reduce the increase to 25 per
cent. The increased amount of revenue received
would be sufficient for the Government's need. I
do not agree with the 25 per cent increase, and re-
gardless of what the Government says it is the
greatest con that has ever happened.

An article that appeared in yesterday's paper
said that the Government would spend $6 million
on an education programme over the next three
years. I ask the Government what it will do with

the remaining moneys. Will it go into Consoli-
dated Revenue?

Mr Pearce: A lot of it will go into a health fund
to assist the people with lung cancer.

Mr WILLIAMS: Already the Government has
committed itself to $2 million for educational pur-
poses. I query this because the educational pro-
gramme over the last few years has been good. I
came into this Chamber 61h years ago and at that
time 90 per cent of the members smoked. Today
one could count on one hand the number of mem-
bers who smoke. Therefore, education has been
pretty successful, and I do not see any reason for
this tax at all.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: What about the growing
number of children who are smoking?

Mr WILLIAMS: Children are far more aware
of the dangers, and increasing taxes will not stop
them from smoking. The Government can tax to
the hilt but surely it knows that the More expens-
ive an article is the more a person wants to buy it
and where there is a shortage of an article it is
sought after more than ever.

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.15 p.m.
Mr WILLIAMS:, Prior to the luncheon suspen-

sion I said that the 35 per cent increase in licens-
ing tax is an impost on the people of this State. I
suggested that it would be far better if this tax
were reduced to 25 per cent because that, in turn,
would represent a 100 per cent increase overall
and would be more realistic than the figure the
Government quoted; that is, it desired to raise $15
million.

The suggestion of the Opposition to reduce the
State licensing fee to 25 per cent, instead of 35
per cent, would result in revenue of $34 million
subject to there being no decline in the market.
The increase in revenue for 1982-83 would be
$17.5 million. A reduction in sales of seven per
cent would result in revenue of $31.62 million for
the 1983-84 financial year. A reduction of 10 per
cent in the State licensing fee would still result in
an increase in revenue of $30.6 million for the
1983-84 financial year.

As the Government has stated it requires rev-
enue of $15 million from taxes, and it is reason-
able to assume that the reduction from a 35 per
cent increase to a 25 per cent increase would be
acceptable.

The proposed reduction in the State licence fee
suggested by the Opposition would reduce the
cost to pensioners; small retailers would be as-
sisted, and they would overcome the burden with
which they are currently confronted. It is worth
considering that a small retailer has a problem
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when competing with large chains because it is
reasonable to assume that large chains will wake
up to the fact that it is cheaper to buy cigarettes
in Queensland and rail them to Western Aus-
tralia. This will give them an unfair advantage.

This tax will, of course, increase the incentive
to the criminal element. With the price of ciga-
rettes at $1.85 a packet this will be an incentive
for some people to steal and to engage in bootleg-
ging. It will, as my learned friend the member for
Nedlands said, result in a mail order supply from
the Eastern States.

I have put forward what I believe to be a fair
case; that is, the 35 per cent licensing tax will re-
sult in an overall I80 per cent increase which is
unrealistic, unfair and unwarranted. It is nothing
more than a tax-raising exercise.

I believe the Government should balance its
books in a more efficient manner and should not
put this impost onto the people concerned. The
Government has stated its attitude towards health
improvements and towards educating young
people not to smoke. Although it goes against my
grain, perhaps 25 per cent would be a fairer fig-
ure for the licence fee. I do not go along with any
increase, but if I have to do so it would be better
if it were 25 per cent. It certainly should not be 35
per cent which is a 180 per cent increase. Shop-
keepers already are saying. "$1.50 for the packet
and 30c for Mr Burke". I hope the Premier can
live with that for the next 1 8 months to two years.
The unfortunate part about this measure i s that it
has come about because of the hang-up of one or
two Ministers. It will backfire on them and it will
be a major reason for the Government's losing the
election in 1986.

MR COWAN (Merredin) (2.22 p.m.]: I sup-
port the proposal before the House but I would
like to make some comments. It has been the
Government's practice since it came to office to
Aind some sugar coating to put around the pill
when it has to introduce an unpopular measure.
The Government did two things in relation to in-
creased charges for essential services. It promised
salary cuts for people in the Public Service and
politicians, and also promised a welfare package
for people at the other end of the salary scale and
those without salaries. Both decisions were very
popular which helped to avoid some of the un-
popularity which comes with higher charges for
essential services.

If one regards this Bill as a taxing measure, it
represents quite a serious impost in the amount
cigarettes smokers will be charged. The Govern-
ment in its usual fashion has said this is really a
health measure. However, the Bill really gives it

the opportunity only to be able to raise the levy it
will get from th6 Business Franchise (Tobacco)
Act. In his second reading speech the Premier
said the Bill is the first of four or perhaps Aive
measures the Government plans to introduce and
he then pushed very strongly the concept of a
health education programme. I have no argument
with that, but we should be addressing ourselves
to the Bill which is only a taxing measure, rather
than the Premier's second reading speech.

Nothing is contained in the Bill which would
indicate how much money is to be contributed to
a health education programme. The second read-
ing speech certainly mentioned a figure of $2
million a year. While I would be quite prepared to
say that the word of the Government is reason-
ably good at this stage, there is no guarantee that
that sort of funding will be allocated to the health
education programme. I accept that it is far su-
perior to the amount of money made available by
the previous Government.

One of the proposals in the Premier's second
reading speech dealt with the possibility of ban-
ning cigarette advertising and sport promotion.
This is a money measure and the Premier has
raised that possibility. Just as I would like to have
seen something more concrete in the Bill about
the amount of funds to be provided for health
education, so would I like to see some concrete
guarantee that in the event of a bar on advertis-
ing, sporting bodies, which depend so heavily on
tobacco company promotion, will receive a par-
ticular amount of tax money. I understand that at
present tobacco companies contribute $10 million
nationally for sport promotion. That represents
about 20 per cent of the total private sports spon-
sorship in Australia. I do not know the Figure for
Western Australia, but I would have been more
reassured if this Bill contained provisions to indi-
cate clearly that if a ban on tobacco advertising
came about, the revenue lost to sports promotion
would be given to sporting bodies from this
source. That has not happened. All we have is a
Bill to raise the percentage of the tax from 12.5
per cent to 35 per cent.

The Liberal Party recently held its annual con-
ferenice and I understand a motion was passed at
that conference calling for greater indirect
taxation and less personal taxation. Yet every
member of the Liberal Party who has spoken in
this debate has opposed this particular measure. I
confess I am wrong on that point. The member
for Subiaco said he would be supporting the
measure, but the majority of Liberal Party mem-
bers have said they intend to oppose it. That con-
tradicts completely the motion passed at the Lib-
eral Party conference only a short time ago.
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I support the measure; for me, tobacco taxation
is an area in which the Government can impose
whatever tax it likes. I am a non-smoker and it
does not affect me. But there can be no question
that indirect taxes do affect people without any
consideration at all for their capacity to pay the
tax. The only choice people have in this instance
is to give up smoking.

I hope that is the effect of the Bill. I think the
measure should get popular support, despite the
fact that it increases substantially the cost of a
packet of cigarettes. I am very surprised the Op-
position has opposed the measure. I would have
thought that if this Bill was going to have such
dastardly consequences, as most have predicted,
the Opposition would be supporting it in its drive
to return to the Government benches. I under-
stand the Opposition will put forward an amend-
ment to reduce the level of taxation from 35 per
cent to 25 percent. I will not be supporting that
amendment. As far as I am concerned this
Government was elected and is now governing. If
it wants to introduce this measure and it proves
unpopular, it can take the consequences.

I would have liked to see in the Bill rather than
in the Premier's speech some guarantee that an
amount of money would be paid to the various
areas in which the Premier said the Government
intended to take action. The Premier said the
Government planned to operate a health pro-
motion campaign and to contribute $2 million
towards that. I would like that written into the
Bill.

Similarly, if the Government is to ban tobacco
companies from promoting sport, provision should
be made to use some money raised by this
measure to recoup losses to the sporting bodies
concerned. I support the Bill.

MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) [2.30 p.m.]: I
believe smoking to be a filthy stinking habit; it is
a habit which I absolutely abhor. I grew up in a
household where both my mother and father
smoked quite heavily; in fact they still smoke
heavily and they are in their seventies.

Mr Barnett: Have you told them?
Mr THOMPSON: I have told them repeatedly

how I feel for as long as I can remember.
Although I abhor smoking, the fact is it is a
socially-accepted activity.

Mr Davies: It is becoming less so though, isn't
it, especially if you go home smelling as though
you were downwind from a barbecue.

Mr THOMPSON: I am prepared to concede
that social attitudes in regard to smoking are
changing quite dramatically and that fact alone
has resulted in many people in the community not

smoking. Indeed, we need look only at the mem-
bers who sit in this Chamber at this time. It was
not many years ago that the greater percentage of
members of this Chamber were heavy smokers. In
fact, behind your Chair, Mr Speaker, three or
four chairs were set aside specifically to enable
member to smoke in that area because of the
tradition that member do not smoke in this place.
Those seats were placed there to enable members
to indulge in the habit. However, in recent years,
those chairs have been little used for that purpose.
The members of this House reflect so many com-
munity attitudes and in regard to smoking they
reflect the dramatic change in the community's
attitude.

Not withstanding that fact, it is still socially ac-
ceptable to smoke. It is quite legal to smoke
tobacco and there is nothing to prevent people
from indulging in the habit. However, the step the
Government has taken discriminates quite mark-
edly against the poorer people in our community
and especially the aged people, many of whom
still smoke. Indeed, the older people grew up in an
era when smoking was more prevalent than it is
today.

I do not know the statistics, but I would im-
agine that the percentage of people in the above-
50-year-old group who smoke would be higher
than in the age group, say 20 years junior to
them. So it would appear to me that this measure
will be a burden on the older people in our com-
munity. These people are not likely to change
their habits-and many of them cannot change
their habits-because the Government has de-
cided to impose this burden upon them.

It is clearly evident that this measure will dis-
criminate against the older people in our com-
munity, many of whom are age pensioners. I just
wonder whether this fact was taken into account
by the Government when it decided to impose this
measure on the community.

Mr Pearce: What is your estimate of the cost to
the community of providing health care to all
those people who suffer from diseases which
smoking causes?

Mr THOMPSON: I do not know. I know it is
exceptionally high, but there are so many other
activities that are reflected in high costs to the
community to provide care in one form or
another. Does the Minister for Education suggest
to me that there will be, say, a 35 per cent in-
crease in the registration fees for motor vehicles
because motor vehicles contribute to very high
health costs?

Mr Brian Burke: That is not exactly the
same-the misuse of motor vehicles. There is no

473



474 [ASSEMBLY]

safe method of smoking surely. You can drive a
car safely.

Mr THOMPSON: Some people might say
there is a safe level of smoking.

Mr Brian Burke: I have never heard anyone say
that.

Mr THOMPSON: Some say that smokers can
take certain precautions, usC filters and things
like that-

Mr Davies: Don't breathe it in!
Mr THOMPSON: -to minimise the impact.

Just living in the community is a risk to one's
health, so I suggest that because there is some
cost to the community in caring for people who
have become ill as a result of smoki ng is not a
reason for the Government to take this step.

I wish the Government well in everything it can
do to reduce the level of the consumption of
tobacco in our community. I do not like the habit,
as I said earlier; I do not like it at all. However,
there are people in the community who do, and I
do not believe we have the right to impose our will
on them, to decide arbitrarily that we are to in-
crease this taxation to 35 per cent and to try, by
that method, to force people to stop smoking.

The principle of civil liberties is quite para-
mount to this issue. If the Government believes
that smoking is so deleterious to the health of the
community, it should legislate to prohibit smoking
completely. But no, the Government is not pre-
pared to do that. It is prepared to increase the
cost of cigarettes to the extent that it hopes will
prevent some people from smoking. The problem
with this reasoning is apparent to all of us. Every
time there is an increase in excise on liquor or on
tobacco, we hear people in the community say,
"Well, that is it; I am not drinking any more, or
smoking any more". That effect lasts for a few
days only; it is not very long before people return
to their previous levels of consumption of liquor
and tobacco.

Mr Brian Burke: On what do you base that
claim?

Mr THOMPSON: I base it on my own obser-
vations.

Mr Brian Burke: Generatisations. from observa-
tions in the community are fairly suspect.

Mr THOMPSON: Not when I make them!
Mr Brian Burke: What is your

name-Morgan?
Mr THOMPSON: The clear evidence is that

although consumption may fall for a while follow-
ing a price increase, it will soon return to its for-
mer level.

I wonder what will happen in low-income famil-
ies where pleasures are few-those families where
luxuries are infrequent. What will need to go to
enable mum and dad to continue to smoke? What
will be struck off the list so that the parents can
spend their money on a carton of cigarettes? I be-
lieve the legislation will have an impact on the
health of another section of the community-the
children of low-income families. Unfortunately,
many families in our community are in dire
straights, and are battling to make ends meet.
Many of these people will say, "I do not have
many luxuries, but I am going to smoke." They
will continue to smoke. I imagine that the mem-
ber for Kimberley represents many people in this
community who, by virtue of their birth, live a
humble existence, but who smoke and smoke
quite heavily, and who will continue to smoke
after this increase. I wonder about the families of
the people that the member for Kimberley rep-
resents. What will be their fate when the bread-
winner is required to pay more to buy the tobacco
that is the one luxury he has in his life? Of course
there will be an impact on families like that, just
as there will be an impact on old people in the
community.

My Mum and Dad will not stop smoking. It
took me a long time to convert my father to sup-
porting the Liberal Party. I have had him on the
right road for a while, but he will never move off
it, now that the Government has decided to in-
crease the cost of one of the luxuries that he en-
joys. Of course, it is pretty hard to convince Dad.
I have been trying to say to him for years that
smoking is injurious to his health. He is well into
his seventies; and I do not know how many ciga-
rettes he smokes. It seems to me he never has a
cigarette out of his finger or out of his mouth. It
has been pretty hard to convince him that smok-
ing is injurious to his health, as it would be to
many people. His grandmother died at the age of
99, and she had smoked all her lire. She actually
died of poison. They had a problem with some
rodents, and her son, who was in his seventies,
mixed up a brew to eradicate the rodents. The
brew was put on the same shelf as some kerosene
that my great grandmother used for medicinal
purposes. Unfortunately she grabbed the wrong
bottle. It was not smoking that took my grand-
mother off at 99; it was a bit of rat poison.

Mr Brian Burke: You see, the young bloke ob-
viously had not been schooled properly. He got to
his seventies without knowing the difference be-
tween Ratsak and kerosene.

Mr THOMPSON: He knew the difference, but
Great-grandmammy did not.

Mr Brian Burke: This is murder!
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Mr THOMPSON: With respect to the educ-
tional aspect, as I said earlier, I hope the Govern-
ment is able to conduct a successful education
programme. However, I wonder how effective it
can be when opposed to the peer group pressure in
our society. As the parent of four children ranging
in age from 12 to 20 years, I am deeply conscious
of the pressures on the young people in our society.
I am not sure that the cost of cigarettes in the
first place will be a factor in deterring young
people from indulging in smoking. If they think it
is a bit smart and a good thing to smoke, it will
not matter to them if the price of the product is
doubled because, when they start, they are not
involved in smoking very many cigarettes. It is not
until after they have become hooked that the
price of smoking starts to become a burden.

The educators will be opposed by the peer
group pressure which exists in our society. It is a
potent force, as I am sure members of the
Government and other members in the House will
know. We need to do a lot of hard thinking and
research to establish the best method of communi-
cating with young people, and pointing out to
them the problems of using tobacco.

It is only in the last few years that the Com-
monwealth decided to incorporate a warning
printed on cigarette and tobacco packets-

Mr Davies: That was done when I was the Min-
ister for Health back in 1972.

Mr THOMPSON: It is still only a few years in
terms of the total context of things. It has not
been going on for very long.

It is interesting to note that during the period
since the warning was printed on packets, we have
seen a drop in the number of people in the
middle-age group who have given away smoking,
but there has been a dramatic increase in the
number of young people in society who have been
smoking. The printing of a warning on packets of
cigarettes with respect to the dangers of smoking
has not had any impact on preventing those
people from smoking.

Mr Davies: That was a Liberal Federal Govern-
ment initiative.

Mr THOMPSON: Whoever took the initiative,
it was-

Mr Davies: Sometimes they make a mistake.

Mr THOMPSON: It is a fact that the warning
has been printed on packets of tobacco and ciga-
rettes for a number of years, during which time
we have seen a dramatic increase in the number
of young people in the community who have
smoked. Society is confronted with the problem of
getting across the message to the community. I

hope the Government will be able to put the mess-
age across.

The Government is being unnecessarily dis-
criminatory against a group of people in our so-
ciety who cannot afford to accept the impost
being thrust upon them. The Government has
taken several measures recently; it has decided to
legislate to cut the salaries of public servants at
the upper level. Some people in the community
will say, "Well, that is fair enough; they can
afford it." The Government has done other things
to correct the economy, which are directed to
gathering money from the people who are in the
best position to meet the increased burden. How-
ever, by increasing the tax on tobacco, the
Government is imposing a slug, not on the
wealthier people in the community, because they
can afford the few extra bob and will continue to
use tobacco--they will grumble about it, but they
will continue to use it-but on the people in the
lower income bracket in our society who will
really be hit by this measure.

I believe the Government will suffer the elec-
toral consequences of this matter. I would be sur-
prised, knowing so many people who sit behind
the Government, that they could be happy with
what the Government has done in relation to this
measure because it strikes at the people that they
set out to represent. I suppose we should applaud
the Government's actions, because they will be
eleetorally damaging to the Labor Party, not so
much for the motives but for the methods they
have adopted.

Mr Davies: Is not any kind of sales tax a bit
discriminatory? I mean, a boozer is discriminated
against, and the people who do certain things fol-
lowing certain hobbies are discriminated against.

Mr THOMPSON: I agree with the Minister.
Those taxes are discriminatory; that is why, gen-
erally, they are kept to the absolute minimum. In
this case, the Government has made a calculating
and deliberate decision to increase the tax, to try
to bring about a change in social attitudes. I
suggest that charging the community unfairly will
not change the community attitudes.

The other things the Government intends doing
may change community attitudes, but I believe
the Government must confront some of the prob-
lems. Simply charging the community in this un-
fair way is quite wrong.

As I said at the outset, although I do not ap-
prove in any way, shape, or form of the habit of
smoking, it is socially acceptable and I believe
that the community should not be treated by the
Government in the way it has in relation to this
measure.
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MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Treasurer) [2.51
p.m.]: I thank members for their contributions. It
has been difficult to discern the Opposition's pos-
ition in respect of this matter. While generally ap-
pearing to agree with what the Government is
seeking to do, it disagreed, at the margin, with the
practical application of that philosophy or thrust.
That attitude was taken by members opposite.
with the exception of the member for Subiaco
whose position is particularly difficult, of course,
because of a prior commitment and it seems that
he may support the legislation.

Mr Hassell: The Opposition's position is clear.
The Opposition will let your legislation go
through, because it is a Budget measure, but that
does not mean it supports it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Nevertheless, I make it
clear at the outset that we do not intend to accept
the amendment foreshadowed by the Opposition
in this debate-

I guess it is a nicety of judgment to explain
away an increase of 12.5 per cent-taking the tax
from 12.5 per cent to 25 per cent-by using argu-
ments that differ from, when one talks about that
sort of an increase, those one would use when
talking about an increase of 35 per cent. How-
ever, it seems that the arguments directed to the
harshness and massive size of the increase, while
to some degree relieved by the increase to 25 per
cent, are not in principle attacked by an Oppo-
sition that seeks to impose such an increase itself,
on the basis that it discerns or perceives some
variation in the amount of revenue that the
Government has said from time to time will be
raised by the measure.

If one wants to argue against a proposition on
the basis that the rise is harsh or unconscionable,
that is one thing: but if one then seeks to impose
an increase that is almost as harsh or unconscion-
able, I suppose that has to be explained.

Mr Hassell: You can't understand the subtlety
of our position. We are giving recognition to your
Budget responsibilities, while at the same time
considering the matter on its merits.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Government does
not accept that the Opposition is dinkum in this
matter. Who can accept that an Opposition can
suddenly become genuine in its protestations of
the evil of smoking after it has languished in
Government for nine years, spending 0.13 per
cent of the revenue raised from the tobacco prod-
ucts licence fee to finance efforts to counter smok-
ing?

Today we have the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition saying, "We believe that part of this in-
crease should be built into this legislation so that

we can see that you are going to fund an anti-
smoking campaign and part of this money will go
to that purpose." However, for nine years the pre-
vious Government desisted from building any
such clause into the legislation it administered.
For nine years the previous Government decided
that spending at the level of 0.13 per cent of rev-
enue derived from this licence was appropriate.

Mr Davies: They thought it was extravagant!
Mr Hassell: We did not say we introduced the

tax as a means of discouraging smoking. We said
it was brought in to get revenue. We were honest
about it!

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition does not even understand that we
have consistently said we will fund a campaign,
which we believe to be appropriate, from the pro-
ceeds of this licence fee.

How can we believe an Opposition when, as it
did today, it stands up to a man to say how much
it thinks smoking is a bad and dangerous habit, a
habit which members opposite have tried to dis-
suade relatives from continuing? We have to
measure that stance by the Opposition against its
lack of commitment to any sort of campaign
which sought to discourage smoking, particularly
among young people.

Mir Thompson: What happens when your ad-
vertising campaign proves to be fruitless? Will
you continue to pour public money into it?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for
Kalamunda has hit the nail on the head in
describing the stupidity of the amendment mooted
by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who
wants to write into the legislation a commitment
to spend a certain amount of money, while, at the
same time, in his own words, causing the success
of the campaign to be monitored. As the member
for Kalamunda asked, what will happen if it is
necessary to adjust the campaign when, as desired
by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, a pro-
vision has been written into the legislation that a
certain amount of money should be devoted to the
financing of the campaign?

Mr Hassell: You adjust it. In your own words,
it is clear that you must adjust it and direct the
funds to a more beneficial source.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is an example of
the sorts of problems into which an Opposition
gets itself. The Opposition is caught on the horns
of a political dilemma, because it mouths off con-
sistently about taking action in respect of certain
social ilk,. but that is all that it does-it only
mouths off about doing something.
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We may be wrong; we may be making a mis-
take by seeking too large an increase in this tax,
but at least we are trying to do something. When
the Opposition was in government, it had nine
years to do something about the problem to which
we are now attending and, after nine years, the
member for Kalamunda blithely explains to the
House that the number of young people smoking
is increasing dramatically. That is hardly the re-
cord of an Opposition which is to be believed and
which is convincing in the propositions it puts for-
ward.

If the Government is making a mistake, it will
be judged at election time. For that reason, we do
not seek to build into the legislation a clause that
imposes a compulsion upon the Government to
spend a certain amount of money, collected by
means of this tax, on the campaign to discourage
people from smoking. If we are not telling the
truth about channelling a minimum of $2 million
from this licence fee towards the campaign we
have outlined, the public, being aware of that
fact, will pass judgment on us at the appropriate
time.

We will monitor the campaign and, if we de-
cline to spend further money on a campaign
which monitoring has proved to be unsuccessful,
we will explain why we are desisting; but at least
we will be making an effort.

Little of substance was raised by members op-
posite during the second reading debate. I shall
touch on a couple of the specific points mentioned
by the Leader of the Opposition and some of the
other members who spoke. However, I do not
intend to deal with the points made by members
who, like the member for Nedlands, said that the
Premier was showing some dislike or contempt for
the tobacco companies. Such statements are really
not worth dealing with.

Mr Court: What about people buying from the
other States by mail order? Will that be a prob-
lem, as you see it?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We do not anticipate a
problem in that area, but I shall touch on the
matters which were raised under the general
heading of avoidance, if one likes, in due course.

If members think I will bother to answer those
who, like the member for Nedlands, said I was
showing contempt for the tobacco industry, they
will be waiting a long time, because members who
said those sorts of things passed judgement on
themselves.

Under the general heading of community reac-
tion or opposition, the most presuasive point I per-
ceived to be put forward was that by the Leader
of the Opposition. By that I mean the point was

persuasive at least in the Opposition's mind. The
Leader of the Opposition pointed out that a pet-
ition containing aproximately 32 000 names and
letters from about 1 500 correspondents had been
received.

I emphasise this proposal by the Government
has been subject to a well-organised and well-
financed campaign of opposition mounted by the
tobacco companies in this country. There is no
doubt about that and if you, Sir, had seen the
tobacco companies' lobbyists in action, you would
understand exactly what I mean. They are flush
with funds and they are professional in their tech-
niques.

Mr Court: How can you say they are flush with
funds?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The tobacco companies'
lobbyists are unstinting in their efforts to per-
suade people to take a stand against any move by
any Government of any country to discourage
smoking or to affect their markets.

That is the truth, and the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition should know that. If he has been sub-
ject to the same sort of approaches as have
Government members, he should know that what
I am saying is the truth.

Mr Hassell: This move is not to discourage
smoking. You said yourself it was a revenue, a
finance, a Budget measure.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Apparently the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition was not present during
my second reading speech, yet he seeks to com-
ment on those things he has not heard; I will deal
with them in a moment. Let us stay with the pres-
ent point for the moment, which is that the Oppo-
sition's attempt to claim strength from a petition
of 32 000 signatures and the receipt of 1 500 let-
ters in the Leader of the Opposition's office really
does not mean much when we think about the
well-oiled, well-financed and professional ap-
proach of tobacco companies intent upon protect-
ing their market regardless of how it affects the
health of the community generally. That is the
truth.

It is absolutely idle to say that the sort of pro-
test the Leader of the Opposition refers to is a
significant and substantial protest that should
deter the Government. The Government will not
be deterred from the path it has chosen to follow
by that sort of protest.

I remind the Opposition that when it was in
Government and was presented with a petition
signed by 100 000 signatories seeking the re-
opening of the Perth-Frernantle railway line, it
proceeded to ignore that petition.
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Mr MacKinnon: Including Mickey Mouse.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Suddenly, a petition just

one third as large as the petition rejected by the
previous Government becomes a compelling argu-
ment.

Mr Hassell: We didn't say you had to follow
the petition;, we said we had received a petition
from people affected by your measure.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not want to daily
with the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, be-
cause he does not appear to listen. The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition should not attempt to
draw strength from that sort of protest for his ar-
gument which says there is community opposition
to this measure. As I have simply explained to
him-a person who prides himself on the balance
of reasonableness, whatever that means-when
this measure is reviewed objectively by him, he
will admit that the truth is the Government has
been faced by a professional and well-financed
campaign by the tobacco companies to protect
their market.

If the Opposition is fooled by that I tell mem-
bers opposite that the Government will not be
fooled. If the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition-who by now is starting to become a little
upset-wants to check with the member for
Subiaco, he will find out all about the actions of
tobacco companies when they want to defeat a
particular measure that might impinge on their
market.

Considerable play has been made by members
of the Opposition referring to my
"misstatements" about the amount of money this

measure will raise. When Opposition members
went to the trouble of explaining what they meant
they quoted me as saying the measure would raise
$15 or $16 million, the Deputy Premier as saying
it would raise $21 milion, and Mr McCarrey as
saying it would raise $19 million.

Mr H-assell: Or up to $40 million.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know how that

means I have misstated the amount of money the
tax might raise, but just so that the darkness
around the Opposition is lifted for a fraction of a
sunny second, I explain that it is just not possible
to determine the decline in consumption that will
result from the imposition of this and other
measures that are part of this Government's com-
prehensive antismoking campaign.

Mr MacKinnon: What do you expect it to
be-the estimates of the decline?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: As I have said pre-
viously, any decrease in consumption that will re-
sult from this aspect of the campaign is roughly

put at between one per cent and 1.5 per cent for
every one per cent above I5 per cent that the tax
will rise. According to the best possible estimates
we can get, that is what this aspect of the cam-
paign is likely to cause consumption to decline by.

Mr MacKinnon: Who did the estimates?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The estimates were cal-

culated and advised to me by Treasury, and they
were based on the different results of increases
not like but similar in nature in other parts of the
world.

Mr MacKinnon: It will prove to be very bad
advice.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This surface skater, who
wants to chip in nastily when it suits him, does
not realise that the same man whose advice he
now calls bad was Under Treasurer to successful
Liberal Premiers, all of whom expressed great sat-
isfaction with his advice.

Let me deal with the point raised by the Depu-
ty Leader of the Opposition when he said that this
was a taxing measure and that no effort was being
made in this measure to discourage smoking. I
will tell him the situation in which was born this
particular proposal.

When talking to lobbyists representing advertis-
ing industry people and tobacco industry people, I
was informed that the proposal to ban the adver-
tising and promotion of tobacco products would
not work, that it had not worked in other
countries and that the only way to decrease con-
sumption of tobacco products was to increase the
price. I listened carefully and as a result I dis-
cussed the proposition now before the House and
decided upon it.

As soon as that was decided, one might have
thought that the previous logic had never been
stated, because the same people who had told me
that the one way to discourage consumption of
cigarettes was to increase the price of the product
now maintain that nothing much would happen
except that old people and poor people would be
penalised.

The Government is not persuaded by that sud-
den change of face by those people into whose
market this measure will intrude. And for the
same reason, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
is absolutely wrong to say that this measure will
not discourage smoking or that it is a simple tax-
ing measure.

We have never pretended that the revenue
raised from this measure will be expended to fund
a campaign aimed at discouraging people from
smoking. No Government member has ever said
that to my knowledge. What we have said is this:
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The increasing of the price of a packet of ciga-
rettes in this manner will certainly discourage
smoking. For the member for Kalamunda to say,
"That might happen for a little while and then
they will be back to their old habits" and then to
say when asked the basis for that proposition that
it was simply his own observation, and then when
reminded that individuals' observations are some-
times faulty to reply that his were not, is not good
enough.

The companies themselves say that in terms of
market penetration they have yet to recover from
the last increase in excise placed on their product.
The general executive of AMATIL visited me in
Sydney when I was there a few weeks ago a nd
made that very point to me. His argument was
that if we introduced this legislation in Western
Australia we would decrease employment in New
South Wales where people manufacture ci ga-
rettes. I am not persuaded by that argument at
all.

I accept the obligation the Government has to
create employment and to maintain the existing
employment of so many hundreds of thousands of
Western Austral ' ans, but if members opposite do
not understand that the cost of the treatment in
this State of tobacco-related illness is about $65
million every year-about twice what ibis tax will
raise-and that this cost is borne not only by
those people who choose to smoke but also by
every citizen of the State, it is something they
should turn their attention to fairly shortly.

As I explained to the member for Kalamunda,
we cannot compare a situation in which people
abuse alcohol or misuse vehicles with a situation
in which people smoke. There is no safe level of
tobacco consumption. The Government has not
set about to try to prevent people from smoking
by making a law that says, "You shall not
smoke." What we are saying is that smoking
involves the community generally in expenditure
that, in the medical treatment and hospital care of
tobacco-related illnesses, apart from the expendi-
ture in other areas related to tobacco consump-
tion, costs the community $65 million a year. If
these fancy people on the other side with their ar-
guments about using their money to do this or to
do that, or about writing into the legislation what
we are to use that money on, want to continue
with those arguments, I must inform them that
already more than that amount of money is spent
on the medical treatment and hospital care of
people suffering from tobacco-related diseases,
and that amount is $65 million a year. The money
already received from the tax on cigarettes is
already well and truly used.

It is an incredible situation to see this Oppo-
sition, which when in Government languished in
inaction for so long, now ignoring the need for a
comprehensive and sensible campaign to combat
tobacco consumption, and maintaining that we
should start to write into our legislation that
certain amounts of money should be spent in
certain areas. Well, we will not do that. We will
Fund a campaign to a minimum of $2 million and
monitor that campaign carefully. We will increase
the amount as it is warranted, and funds can be
found, and will decrease it only if the monitoring
illustrates the campaign is not an efficient means
to decrease consumption. That is what we will do;
we will not accept an amendment that says some-
how or other that 25 per cent, based on
discrepancies the Opposition perceives the
Government has been responsible for, is an appro-
priate level to which to increase the tax.

Why does the Opposition not look at itself and
wonder whether it is acting responsibly by basing
its amendments on some nicety about its percep-
tion of the Government's position? Why does it
not sit down to work out what it thinks is a fair or
justified increase, or what it thinks is an increase
in tune with the Government's legislation, instead
of acting in a typically member for Cottesloe
fashion in saying, "Because you said that, and you
did that, we are going to do this"? The situation
is unbearable.

Mr Hassell: You can't bear any criticism.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not object to criti-

cism from the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
Mr Hassell: You never answer it.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I don't mind criticism

from the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. I can
cope with his criticism quite easily.

Mr Hassell: You are so good!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am very proud it has

taken the election of a Labor Party to bring to the
public of this State and to this Parliament an
intelligent and comprehensive antismoking cam-
paign. In my second reading speech I outlined to
the Parliament the different parts of that cam-
paign.

Without exception, every member participating
in this debate has said that he does not support
smoking and that we should discourage children
from smoking. All right, if that is the truth, the
Opposition should at least give the Government
credit for what it is trying to do, and should not
attempt to denigrate the Government on the basis
of some perceived discrepancy in statements made
by either the Leader of the Government, the
Deputy Leader, or the Under Treasurer, knowing
as the Opposition does, that the ability to accu-
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rately forecast the income from this licence will
depend very much on the decrease in consump-
tion. The Government would be pleased to see no
licence fees collected because that would mean,
although we were deprived of revenue, we would
be-if one wants to be mercenary about
it-saving at least $65 million in hospital costs.
More importantly it would mean consumption of
tobacco products had been substantially de-
creased.

I will deal now with one or two aspects touched
upon by different members in talking about illegal
and other avoidance procedures. The first is boot-
legging. I do not know whether the member who
raised the prospects of road trains rolling across
the border, packed with Alpine, was serious when
he said this legislation would provoke endless
chains. If he were serious, it means that another
member on the same side of the House, who ar-
gued just prior to these statements about road
trains that the increase in the penalty was too
severe, was obviously at loggerheads with his fel-
lows. If we are to have a situation postulated by
one member of the Opposition of endless road
trains packed with cigarettes rolling across the
border, surely the Opposition should support the
increased penalties proposed, because that is
exactly why those penalties were suggested.

Mr Hassell: Why don't you hang them?
Mr Blaikie: You sound like you want to be

John Wayne.
Mr Hassell: You have made the stupidest argu-

ment I have ever heard.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: All I am tryi ng to point

out to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, the
liverish Deputy Leader of the Opposition-

Mr Hassell: You are.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not liverish at all. If

he wants to say that substantial new dangers are
posed by this new law he should not complain
about the proposed increase in penalties, because
that is exactly why the increase has been
suggested.

Mr Hassell: Should there be any limit to the
penalty?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Of course there should
be a limit, but I heard the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition say a moment ago that people should
be hanged.

Mr Hassell: No. You are twisting the truth
again.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In regard to bootlegging
the Parliament can be assured we will be assidu-
ous in our efforts to enforce the law. Unlike other
States we have certain geographical advantages

which make the breaking of this law far more dif-
ficult to achieve. If further amendments to the
law are required to prevent the breaking of this
particular part of it, appropriate amendments will
be suggested to the Parliament.

I suspect that the question of mail orders was
raised by the tobacco companies largely to defend
themselves against this measure. We are aware of
the ability people have to trade between the
States, but of course any mass importation by
mail of cigarettes to be distributed to other people
in any way at all will render the distributors liable
to be licensed. As far as individual importers are
concerned, I can only refer members back to the
prospect of droves of individuals importing
packets of cigarettes singly or in cartons, and I
suspect in any case that the argument is fairly
hollow.

Mr MacKinnon: I take it you don't think it's
going to happen?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I certainly do not think it
will happen on the scale postulated by the mem-
ber who raised the matter-[ think, the member
for Nedlands.

Mr Hassell: I'm glad you raised that because
that is what we wanted to hear. It will be very.
very handy.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: These are rather odd
threats.

Mr Hassell: How could you as centralists refer
to interstate trade as smuggling?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The only other matter I
wanted to touch upon was the remainder of the
campaign that refers to the health education pro-
gramme and the consideration of the banning of
the advertising and promotion of tobacco prod-
ucts. These things illustrate the innovations for
which the Government will be responsible as part
of its campaign. It may prove to be the case that
we cannot discourage young people from smoking
by using a comprehensive education programme
throughout the schools. It may be the case that
we cannot discourage people from smoking if we
establish "quit" centres around the city, or shop
fronts, or hot lines, or if we advertise to combat
the peer group pressure other people have spoken
of. As sure as eggs, and as sure as the member for
Kalamunda pointed out previously, we are not
doing much of a job in discouraging young people
from smoking, so why is it that the Opposition is
so niggardly in its attitude to a Government that
at least is trying to do something? I see the mem-
ber for Subiaco pointing to himself and shaking
his head. I know the member for Subiaco, who is
a trained medical practitioner, supports the point
of view that we should have an active and
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thorough programme to discourage people from
smoking; how about everyone else on that side of
the House who has stood and told us about civil
liberties, about people having only one luxury,
and about those people who are traditionally our
supporters and are being affected, appealing in
the crassest political sense to the rights and
wrongs of the situation?

Mr Court: I said parents are the best people to
educate their children.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We are not much
interested in what you said.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: A livery has to do with

horses.
Mr Hassell: That is appropriate.
Mr Williams: You realize that by increasing

the cost of cigarettes by 25 cents, you will in-
crease the CPI by half a per cent?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: l am aware of the impact
on the CPI brought about by this increase and of
the increased charges announced recently. I was
also very heartened to see that for the June quar-
ter Western Australia had the lowest CPI in-
crease of any State. I think the Government de-
serves some credit for that.

Several members interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It has really reached the

stage this afternoon where, far from being co-op-
erative, the Opposition cannot seem to see the
Government doing anything right. It really is puz-
zling.

Mr Court: You are not far wrong.
Mr Hassell: Would you just answer one

question?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The motion is on the

Table before the Parliament. We do not accept
the opposition to this motion.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Cornmrittee

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

Clause I put and passed.
Clause 2: Section 4 amended-
Mr MacKINNON: During my earlier remarks,

which obviously the Premier overlooked, I com-
mented on the penalties imposed by this Bill. I ask
him to make some response on that point now. To
refresh his memory, the points I made were as fol-
lows: Under Clause 2 the penalty is to be in.
(16)

creased from $200 to $5 000; in other words, a
2 500 per cent increase. It seems to me to be a
rather sudden increase, as is the increase in the
percentage taken by the Government on this mat-
ter; however, the taxing revenue is not increasing
at the rate of 2 500 per cent.

The penalty for which the fine is imposed is not
a very serious one. It is a penalty for failing to in-
form the commissioner, or to comply with the di-
rection he might make. It might warrant an in-
crease, but does it require an increase of the order
of $5 000? The penalty under the Liquor Act for
the same offence is $500. 1 ask why the increase is
so great and whether the Liquor Act in due
course will be amended accordingly so that the
penalties under that Act are also increased by
such a large amount.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: This increase is a penalty
for any person who prevents, hinders or obstructs
the commissioner or his officers from carrying out
investigative procedures, or who fails to comply
with a reasonable request, or who furnishes false
or misleading information.

It is true that the penalties have not been in-
creased since 1975. It is also true, as the member
indicated, that with the effluxion of time and with
inflation's ravages, we could expect some increase
in the penalty, but that is only one reason for the
increases.

The way in which this proposal to increase the
licence fee changes the aspect of this legislation is
that it really changes the character of the penal-
ties provided. We arc really talking about a very
large increase in the licence fee, and, as a result,
we have heard accusations from the Opposition
that it will engender bootlegging or other dubious
criminal practices-people will flout the law. If
that is the Opposition's view, it is hardly compat-
ible with that view that the Opposition should
maintain that the proposed increased penalty is
not appropriate.

Two things must be borne in mind: Firstly, the
fact that this penalty has not been adjusted for
seven or eight years, and, secondly, the character
of this legislation that results from the change in
the licence fee, which all warrant absolutely the
proposed increase.

The last point the member made was the same
point he made previously, and I am sorry if I
neglected to answer those points which he made
during his second reading contribution. I did try
to write out this one as being either logical or in
some way relevant and requiring answering. As
far as the liquor laws are concerned, I have absol-
utely no idea what the Minister or his department
have in mind, but if I were in Opposition, I would
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not be drawing any parallel between this licence
fee and amendments to the Liquor Act.

Mr COURT: I am concerned about the size of
the penalties involved. Has the Government set
these big penalties because it believes that indus-
try has the capacity to pay quite large fines for
penalties?

Mr Brian Burke: No.
Mr MacKINNON: Firstly, the Premier would

know that even if the legislation and the penalties
have not been amended since 1976, inflation has
been nowhere near 2 500 per cent in the last eight
years.

Mr Hassell: After all, they have not been in
government.

Mr MacKINNON: No. The other point is that
the Premier defeats himself by his own argument
when he says that if we believe that bootlegging
will occur, we should be in favour of such large
penalties. If he does not believe that it will be a
problem, why impose the large penalties? The
question remains. Any Government has a re-
sponsibility when examining this type of legis-
lation to look at the penalties and to determine
whether or not they are relevant and accurate. I
can recall that, when we were in government,
when we had to change penalties and amend legis-
lation, we did just that.

We examined similar legislation and noted the
relativities and decided whether the penalties
should be increased, and by how much. The in-
crease of 2 500 per cent in this legislation in re-
gard to penalties is above what would be con-
sidered to be normal. We know the Premier be-
lieves bootlegging will not occur, but the penalty
provided is unacceptable, especially when we con-
sider the penalties listed in similar legislation; for
example, the liquor industry legislation.

The maximum penalty in that area is usually
$500-not $20 000. The human tissue and
transplant legislation provides a penalty of $500 if
a person removes a human organ without per-
mission.

The Government is using a sledge hammer to
crack a nut. The Opposition has the right to criti-
cise such penalties which infringe the basic
human rights of citizens.

Mr HASSELL: One could only assume that
the Premier deliberately misrepresented the pos-
ition and the arguments put forward relating to
penalties. He says the Opposition has pointed to
the steepness of the increase in the tax, while en-
couraging people to avoid it, by deliberate
evasion-which he calls bootlegging-by the per-
fectly lawful process of acquiring goods through

the post by contracts interstate. He believes that
we should have no complaint about the size of the
penalty.

When his point of view is reduced to its bald
simplicity, we realise the Premier is saying that if
an offence is to be committed, one cannot com-
plain if that offence attracts a large penalty. On
the same basis, I put the argument to him that he
might just as well provide that people be hanged
for committing the offence. The Premier tried to
misrepresent my suggestion by saying that I
thought people should be hanged. I did not
suggest that at all.

The Opposition believes that the penalties are
out of kilter, out of proportion, and out of bal-
ance. They are too large and unfair and no
amount of misrepresentation by the Premier will
alter that fact.

By comparison with similar legislation related
to the collection of revenue, these penalties are
out of balance. By comparison with penalties in
the criminal law, these penalties are out of bal-
ance also. The Opliosition has adopted a consist-
ent position and no amount of misrepresentation
will alter that fact.

The penalties are heavy handed and unfair. If
we follow the Premier's argument to its logical
conclusion, we should increase the penalty for
speeding on the roads, because we know some
people will speed at some time. That is the stupid-
ity of the Premier's position.

Mr WILLIAMS: I would like to ask the Prem-
ier a question. The $20 000 penalty cannot stop
trade coming across the border of Western Aus-
tralia. How can a retailer or wholesaler be fined if
he receives a truckload of cigarettes from
Queensland. with the intention of reselling them?
He cannot be fined when he holds a licence.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Will the member in-
dicate whether he is speaking to clause 2 or 3?
Clause 2 has a penalty of $5 000 and clause 3 has
a penalty of $20 000.

Mr WILLIAMS: I meant clause 3.
Mr Brian Burke: It is a tax on his turnover.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 3 and 4 put and passed.
Clause 5: Section 10 amended-
Mr HASSELL: I listened carefully to the com-

ments of the Premier during the debate. I ask him
to say clearly and simply exactly what revenue the
Government expects to raise from the tax of 35
per cent additional to the revenue which it could
expect to raise if the tax were maintained at 121/
per cent?
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Mr Brian Burke: Enough to fund our campaign
on smoking.

Mr HASSELL: What a disgraceful answer.
We have heard conflicting statements from the
Premier and his Ministers on this issue as to how
much money will be raised by the tax.

I have asked the Premier a simple question
which relates to the core of the issue and his
answer is that the tax will raise enough to cover
the campaign.

Mr Brian Burke: As I have explained to you
previously, it is just not possible to calculate the
decrease in consumption. I have tried to explain
that fact to you three times. If you want me to
keep explaining, I do not mind because I am sure
I can be smarter and nastier than you can.

Mr HASSELL: I do not accept that the Prem-
ier's statement is true.

Mr Brian Burke: Well, vote against the clause.
Mr HASSELL: I will certainly amend the

clause-
Mr Brian Burke: You are going to amend it,

are you?
Mr HASSELL: If I can. The Premier should

stop being smart. I am trying to obtain from the
Premier a simple answer which relates to an im-
portant taxation measure which is part of his
Budget. Why does he not answer?

Several members interjected.
Mr Brian Burke: Do not get angry.
Mr HASSELL: Is the Premier trying to tell me

that there is no estimate in his department or in
his notes on the table in front of him?

Mr Brian Burke: I am telling you for the fourth
time, despite your anger, that it is just not capable
of resolution to obtain the exact figure that you
want. That presumes we are able to predict the
decline in consumption. It is not possible to
achieve. That is the fourth time. If you object in
principle to what has been done, vote against the
clause.

Mr Tonkin: It depends on the elasticity of de-
mand, surely.

Mr Rushton: You could with the bus fares.
Mr HASSELL: If what the Premier says is the

position-which I do not believe-why did he tell
the public, through The Western Mail on 14 June
1983 that the extra revenue to be raised would be
$15 million?

Mr Brian Burke: Because that was the estimate
I gave that paper. I have explained the basis of
the matter and you keep insisting we should be
capable of giving you a conclusive answer. That is

not capable or resolution: I do not mind telling
you five times.

Mr HASSELL: The Premier did not mind re-
peating misleading information-he is a master at
it. He is a master at repeating misleading infor-
mation in the Press. If he keeps repeating un-
truths often enough he thinks that it will become
the truth, but it does not, and he will learn that.

As is the normal practice the department, or
the Treasury, has made a realistic estimate of the
additional revenue that will be raised; and the
Premier is refusing to tell the House and,
furthermore, he is quite deliberately misleading
this House by saying there is no estimate. If that
is the basis on which this Premier will govern the
State in relation to a vital piece of legislation af-
fecting his own Budget, how can one expect us, or
the community, to accept the Government's
justification for an increase to 35 per cent in the
rate of tax? The justification for an increase to
that amount is entirely dependent on the fact that
the amount of revenue to be raised is required
either for the Government's Budget or for its edu-
cational campaign. If it is not required for the
Government's Budget, the increase should not be
as great; if it is not required for the Government's
educational campaign then the increase should
not be as great. The Premier is Simply saying to
the House that the Government will increase the
tax.

Mr Brian Burke: That is perfectly right. It is
the fourth time it has been explained and you
should be able to understand it.

Mr HASSELL: I wanted to get it on record.
Mr Brian Burke: It is not possible to give that

sort of figure in this place because it will permit
you, in 12 months' time, to come back and say.
"You are wrong".

Mr HASSELL: I am not interested in 12
months' time. I am interested in your justification
for the tax increase from 121/ per cent to 35 per
cent. It is a massive increase by any standard and
is unprecedented in terms of State Government
action in this area. Yet, the Government's
justification for that depended on establishing, to
the satisfaction of the House and the public, that
the revenue was needed. However, the Premier
now tells us he does not know how much it will
raise and, therefore, it follows that the Premier
cannot say that the revenue is needed. It is a shot
in the dark and the Premier is misleading the
House. In fact, the Premier has an estimate, but
will not release it. The fact is, as suggested in my
scond reading speech, the Government is seeking
to create some fund for purposes that have not
been disclosed.
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Mr Brian Burke: Trips to Russia, probably.
Mr HASSELL: Is the Premier going to joke

about trips to Russia? The Government treats
with contempt anything the Opposition raises. It
treats seriously only matters it raises.

Mr Gordon Hill: When it deserves contempt it
will get it.

Mr HASSELL: If the Premier wanted to deal
with trips to Russia he should have dealt with the
subject in answer to a simple question. No accu-
sations were made, no-one was named, and we
were not out to get anyone, but the Premier would
not give an answer because he is the eternal smart
aleck who believes he is beyond question.

The estimate that we have from our research of
this matter is that, allowing for a decline of(10 per
cent in the market for tobacco and tobacco prod-
ucts as a result of an increase to 25 per cent in the
State tobacco tax, the revenue would be $30.6
million. Such an amount of revenue would be very
close to the $15 million which the Premier orig-
inally announced as the amount that would be
raised from the increase in tobacco tax. One as-
sumes that because originally the Premier an-
nounced that was the amount of revenue he was
seeking to raise and it is, therefore, on that basis
that we have proposed amendments to clause 5 of
the Bill to reduce the amount of tax from 35 per
cent to 25 per cent. Our purpose in moving this
amendment is to put the Government in a position
where it receives the revenue which the Govern-
ment said it required for its Budget without pro-
posing or allowing the unnecessarily harsh and ex-
cessive increase in tax which will most likely pro-
duce much more revenue that the Government
said it required.

It is on that basis that we will move this amend-
ment and, as the Premier has misrepresented our
position on this matter, I must explain to him
again that the Opposition's position is clear. The
Opposition does not agree that this increase is
reasonable, whether the increase be 25 per cent or
35 per cent. Because it is part of the Premier's
Budget and it is a financial measure, as the Prem-
ier said when he introduced the Bill, the Oppo-
sition would not move to throw this Bill out of this
Chamber or the other place. Therefore, although
constrained in that way, we nevertheless believe
that the Government should be honest in its own
position and, as the Government announced its
revenue increase would be $15 million, our
amendments are intended to confine the revenue
raised to $15 million. This is approximately the
amount of the increase that would be obtained if
the tax were 25 per cent. As I mentioned before,
that figure was from the research which we have

undertaken. It is on that basis that I move an
amendment-

Page 3, lines 33 and 34-Delete the words
"thirty-five per centum" with a view to sub-
stituting the words "twenty-five per centum"-

Mr MacKINNON: It seems strange as the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has pointed out,
that the Premier is not prepared to come clean in
the Parliament and give us a figure that he esti-
mates his taxing legislation will raise.

I refer the Premier to an article which appeared
in either Tuesday or Wednesday's The West Aus-
tralian which referred to a figure of $15 million
that the Government is estimating this taxing
measure will raise.

In reality it probably does not matter that the
Premier is not prepared to come clean in the Par-
liament because the public of Western Australia
has seen from his public pronouncements exactly
what he believes the legislation will bring in rev-
enue.

As I indicated this morning in my contribution
to the debate, it is my personal view that the in-
come from the increase in the tax will be far
greater that the amount the Government has esti-
mated. I disagree slightly with my deputy leader
in respect of the estimate of income that will be
forthcoming. In my view, if we take the figure of
25 per cent, the estimate is likely to be in the
order of $21 million, but let us give the Premier
the benefit of the doubt. The point at issue is that
we are endeavouring to bring back-

Mr Brian Burke: lHe is disagreeing with you
now.

Mr MacKINNON: It is an estimate; I am
using the Premier's words.

Mr Hassell: We do not have available to us the
Treasury facilities that you have.

Mr Brian Burke: The truth is you are dis-
agreeing with each other.

Mr Blaikie: We would be delighted to know the
truth.

The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr MacKINNON: There is a significant dif-

ference between an increase of $15 million and
something like $27 million, if one estimates that
the income will decline. The Premier's arithmetic
is not so bad that he does not know that that is a
difference of $12 million, or 100 per cent.

Mr Brian Burke: What is the difference be-
tween your Figure and the Deputy Opposition
Leader's figure?

Mr MacKINNON: The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition has said we will reduce the figure
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from 35 per cent to 25 per cent which should raise
in the order of $ 15 million.

Mr Brian Burke: You are saying it will raise
$21 million.

Mr MacKINNON: I am saying that in my
view it will raise more than that-S21.7 million to
be exact.

Mr Brian Burke: The same difference between
the Deputy Premier and myself has occasioned
this russ. Now, the difference between you two
does not matter.

Mr MacKINNON: The dim-witted Premier
cannot understand that my estimate is far in ex-
cess of his. I believe the Deputy Leader of the Op-
position is erring too far on the side of conserva-
tism.

Our amendment is designed to attempt to bring
the Government back to reality and to its commit-
ment to bring in about $15 million. I believe the
Government's current proposal to increase the fee
to 35 per cent will result in an increase of $26
million, a far greater figure than the $15 million
the Premier stated. The Government no doubt
will oppose this legislation. The truth of the say-
ing that chickens come home to roost will be seen
12 months from today when we sit in this Parlia-
ment and the Opposition will point out to the
Government the truth of what we have said.

The Premier is being totally dishonest with the
people of this State. He believes he can get away
with total misrepresentation. One can do that for
only so long. His chickens will come home to roost
in 12 months. I hope he will sit there and take re-
sponsibility for his actions because he certainly
will need to do so.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will answer this argu-
ment once and point out the absurdity of the pos-
ition now occupied by the Opposition. In drawing
strength for this amendment from what it per-
ceived to be the Government's position, the Oppo-
sition outlined the difference between what the
Deputy Premier had said was the likely revenue
and what I said it might be. That difference was
$6 million. It provoked this amendment by the
Opposition, yet the first and second speakers for
the Opposition in estimating what will be
recovered from this increase gave amounts which
are $6 million different from each other.

I do not know how the Opposition can escape
the same challenge it throws to us when it says,
"Tell us what this measure will raise", because it
is telling us what it thinks the measure will raise
and is giving two different amounts. That shows
the absurdity of the Opposition's position. Differ-
ent calculations have been made and I am not
sure to what information the Deputy Premier had

recourse when he mentioned the figure of $21
million. He could be right, and the Under
Treasurer who said $19 million could be tight.

Mr Hassell: Or $40 million.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: When he said $40

million I think he was talking about the total
brought in, not the difference.

Mr MacKinnon: Why did you say $15 million?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I guess because the cal-

culation was made on a different basis.
Mr MacKinnon: You guess!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Why did the member for

Murdoch say $21 million when the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition said $15 million?

Mr MacKinnon: Clearly, my estimates differ
from his.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Mine clearly are differ-
ent from those of the Under Treasurer.

Mr Court: Tell us on what assumptions you
have made your estimate.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have tried to outline
the basis for the difficulty in estimating the de-
crease in consumption when one considers this is
one part of a ive-part campaign. I do not know
whether the education campaign Will result in a
decrease of three to four per cent, or whether the
Opposition thinks it will be a different increase. I
do not know whether the increased price will re-
sult in a decrease of 10 to 13 per cent, as it has in
the UK, and whether a ban on advertising pro-
motion, if undertaken, will cause a decrease in
consumption, as some claim, or will not affect
consumption as others claim.

Mr Blaikie: The facilities you have would en-
able you to provide a range of options.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition has provided a range of options.
As far as I can see they range from $15 million to
$21 million. Even if one gave him all the accumu-
lated wisdom in this place and accepted that that
is the range of options. I cannot see why we are
guilty of a grievous error and the Opposition is
not when it quotes Figures which vary by the same
number of millions of dollars. That is the truth of
the situation.

It may be the variation in the consumption will
be attributable to one part or another of the cam-
paign. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is
not interested, he says, but the member for
Murdoch is interested because he is looking for-
ward to it. I promise that in 12 months the
Government will report on the revenue raised and
the Opposition will be able to determine, to poke
sticks at, deride, and convict the Government of
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any sin of which it may be guilty. If the Oppo-
sition expects me to say this particular piece of
legislation Will raise X millions of dollars of rev-
enue and attempt on that basis to justify the
specifics of the legislation-the revenue-raised
basis-I say it would be unwise and I will not do
it.

Mr H-assell: You are twisting and mis-
representing the situation again.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know what is
wrong with the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.

Mr Hassell: I know what is wrong with you.
You are a congenital bloody liar!

Wit hdra wal of Remark
The CHAIRMAN: Order! The term used by

the Deputy Leader of the Opposition-
Mr Hassell: Mr Chairman, I withdraw.

Committee Resumed
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I always think people

who react in that way say more about themselves
than about the object of their insults.

Mr Clarko: Remember bow you carried on
about the Ugle case and the stolen files?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will answer the Oppo-
sition's argument once. The difficulty in estimat-
ing precisely the revenue to be gained from the
legislation was reflected perfectly in the Oppo-
sition's, difficulty in arriving at a projected rev-
enue itself. The difference in the amount put for-
ward by each of the speakers who preceded me
when predicting how much the changes to the
licensing fee would raise was exactly the same as
the difference we were guilty of in our public
statements, and it has occasioned this amend-
ment.

That shows the difficulty I have been trying to
detail throughout the debate on this legislation. I
presume that in 12 months' time for the Oppo-
sition's benefit we will table full details of how
much the measure has raised. The Opposition
then can say we have raised more than we
thought or that the campaign to discourage smok-
ing is not working, or for some other reason the
tax should be adjusted. It is not possible to predict
the decrease in consumption which may occur as
a result of the total campaign. For that reason the
precise amount of revenue that will be raised is
impossible to nominate.

It will be substantial; it will be a very substan-
tial increase in the licence fee. No-one is saying
that the revenue to be raised is not substantial. It
may be $15 million, $16 million, or $21 million,
but it will be substantial and the difference could

be $5 million or $6 million-and I suspect it may
be even greater than that one way or the other if
the campaign is successful. Whatever the differ-
ence is, in 12 months' time it will be reported to
Parliament in the normal processes of govern-
ment.

Mr MacKinnon: It has to be.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: We will not tolerate an

amendment based on what the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition perceives to be some difference in
arithmetical calculations of the Government. We
well may say that the same sort of difference was
expressed by Opposition speakers whose estimates
vary from that proposed by the Opposition. We
reject the amendment.

Mr COURT: I support the amendment because
I believe the question of the amount of revenue to
be raised by the increased tax is quite important.
The Opposition has made its point clear; at the
very worst, working on the assumption of a 10 per
cent decrease in consumption and a 25 per cent
tax, the measure will raise $15 million.

The other reason I support the amendment is
because the Bill will decrease the discrepancy in
the relative prices in the States. The Government
could well find that many cigarettes are now pur-
chased from the Eastern States. By taking such a
big step it could well be that the Government will
lose revenue.

If the Government had increased the fee from
12.5 per cent to 25 per cent, people would have
continued to buy their cigarettes in this State.
However, as a result of being greedy, it could well
be that revenue declines. For this reason the
Treasurer should give us estimates as to the level
of revenue that will be raised. He believes that
people will not buy their cigarettes by mail from
the east but the feedback we have received is that
such a trend is commencing already.

Mr MacKinnon: Sunrise Industries.
Mr COURT: It can be done quite legally. For

those reasons I support the amendment.
Mr HASSELL: I made my withdrawal, and I

meant it because I made my remark to the Prem-
ier in anger and one should not get angry in these
debates. The reason I became angry is simply that
the Premier persistently misrepresents the pos-
itions, and misrepresents our position in relation
to this matter. I did not say I was not interested in
next year, so it was not correct for the Premier to
say that I said that I was not interested in next
year but that the member for Murdoch said he
was. I said that the issue I was dealing with
currently was not related to next year but related
to the issue in this debate. The issue in this debate
is the amount of the increase in the rate of the li-
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cence fee-an increase from 12.5 to 35 per cent.
Surely that increase has to be justified on some
basis. The Premier and Treasurer has sought to
justify it in different ways but fundamentally he
did so honestly in his second reading speech when
he said it is a taxing measure which seeks to raise
revenue. However, he then effectively destroyed
the total of his justification because he said he did
not know, even by estimate, how much the taxing
measure will raise.

The Premier and Treasurer said that I said the
Opposition wanted to know what he would say the
tax would raise. Again that is not what I said. It
is not what we expect of the Premier and
Treasurer. What we expect of the Government,
what we are entitled to expect of the Government,
is that it should put before the Chamber, and
more importantly before the tax-paying public, a
reasonable estimate of the amount of revenue to
be raised as the very basis of justification for the
massive increase of several hundred percentumn of
the rate of tax to be applied.

The Premier persists in saying that he has no
idea how much tax revenue this tax measure will
raise and I ask the Premier again: Is it not true
that basic estimates have been made in the
Treasury Department? Is it not true that the
Under Treasurer has suggested that one of those
various estimates is the best estimate, the appro-
priate estimate to use, in calculating for the pur-
poses of the Budget, what can be expected to be
raised? Is it not true that for the very purpose of
budgeting the 1983-84 Budget, one of the esti-
mates must be chosen, or will the Premier come to
this place on a day in September and present his
Budget and say that he does not know how much
money will be raised by the State in that Budget?

Such a proposition would be ludicrous even for
the present Treasurer because no Government
anywhere at any time has ever presented a Budget
to the Parliament in which it declined to say how
much money was expected to be raised. It has on
occasion no doubt indicated that there were vari-
ables, as any intelligent person would know. If
there were no variables, there would be no need to
budget. However, somewhere along the line,
somewhere in the Treasury, somewhere in the ad-
vice to the Treasurer, in my belief-based on my
experience in Government-an estimate is being
used, or it will be used by the Government, of the
amount of revenue that this measure will raise.

That is the estimate we have asked the Premier
and Treasurer to use in this Parliament in a de-
bate relating to a budgetary measure and that is
an estimate that the Premier and Treasurer not
only refuses to give to us but claims does not
exist. What absolute nonsense. I believe the

Treasurer has misled the Chamber and in the
fullness of time he will be shown to have misled
the Chamber.

Mr WILLIAMS: I find the unfolding of this
story to be unreal. It staggers me that the
Treasurer cannot give us the exact figures to
make up the tax that he requires within a matter
of thousands of dollars. The Department of
Treasury is capable of providing the information.
but perhaps it finds distasteful what is happening.
We know that the Treasurer is not capable of
making such calculations. If the Treasurer is fair
dinkum and he wants actuality, the Bureau of
Statistics could show him exactly how many ciga-
rettes and how much tobacco were sold in the
State last year; and he could base his estimates
upon that. I cannot understand why he has not
gone to the tobacco industry, which has exact fig-
ures on sales.

He could have gone to the customs and excise
people to obtain exact figures for sales in the last
12 months. If he had pursued any of those lines,
he would have the exact figures.

It is staggering that the Treasurer should put
up a tax by 180 per cent in one hit and say that he
cannot estimate the value of the increase at $46
million. We had no trouble in making that assess-
ment of $46 million.

If this amendment is passed, in the 1983-84 Es-
timates, even with a decline of seven per cent in
smoking, we will have an increase in turnover of
$31.62 million. The Treasurer says all that he re-
quires is $15 million; but he has doubled his esti-
mate already. If there is a decline of 10 per cent
in smoking, the Treasurer will receive $30.6
million. These figures are easy to work out.

Either the Treasurer is not capable of working
out these figures, or he does not wish to disclose
the facts. I believe the latter is the case, because
the Treasurer is embarrassed. He has not done his
homework. He did not follow it through; now he
realises he will raise much money from many pen-
sioners and the like; and he cannot face up to re-
ality.

The Treasurer has no excuse. His object is to
mislead the Committee and mislead the public. It
is about time he resigned.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: During his second
speech, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
asked a different question from the one he posed
initially. The question he asked in his second con-
tribution went to an estimate that must exist. Of
course an estimate exists; it was made by the
Under Treasurer at $21 million. That is different
from the question, "What will this increase in li-
cence fees raise?"
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It remains to be seen whether the Under
Treasurer is right in that estimate, or whether the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition or the member
for Murdoch is right in his estimation. That was
not the point I was trying to make.

Mr Hassell: You are wriggling on the hook. Do
not worry about that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not mind giving to
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition an estimate
that will be included for budgeting purposes as
the revenue to be raised from this measure;, but at
the same time I repeat the Warning I issued pre-
viously, that the estimation, in the fullness of time
12 months from now, may well prove to be right
or wrong. If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
or anyone else in the Opposition wants to say that
because on this occasion I have given a figure,
and because in 12 months' time that figure is
right, then the case is as I have tried to outline it.

The estimate made by the Under Treasurer is
there. He believes that it will be $21 million. I am
not sure that I agree with him. I suspect that for
budgeting purposes we will include the figure he
suggests; but that is not certain because the pro-
css is not completed.

On the basis of what the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition has said, I believe that the Opposition
will withdraw the amendment.

Mr HASSELL: I thank the Treasurer for
giving us the figure; but unless he has special
powers, which I am sure he has not, the record of
the debate this afternoon will show that, when Fi-
nally confronted with the truth of his position, the
Treasurer has again misrepresented himself as a
means of getting off the hook. How could I poss-
ibly have asked the Treasurer for anything other
than an estimate? We are talking about a budget
which is totally an estimate. We are talking about
what will happen in the future, which is necess-
arily an estimate. It is simply not true for the
Treasurer to suggest that my first request for in-
formation was a request for a fact as distinct from
a subsequent request for an estimate.

l am interested to see the way in which the
Treasurer has carefully laid the ground for
justifying himself nexct year if the estimate should
vary by an enormous percentage. If it is $21
million instead of $1 5 million, the estimate of $15
million will be at least 50 per cent out. If it is $40
million, it will be 300 per cent out. That may be a
fair position.

I have not done the calculations personally. I
have not considered all the factors to be taken
into account; but I know that is a substantial dif-
ference on the part of the Treasurer. Since he be-
came the Treasurer, all he has talked about is the

potential Budget deficit of $15 million, or $21
million, or $31 million left by the former Govern-
ment. Any of those figures represents less than
one per cent of the total Budget which we framed
a year ago.

Amendment put and negatived.
Mr HASSELL: I do not intend to waste the

time of the Committee. The points have been
placed on the record. I will move, in a formal
way, the balance of the amendments.

I move an amendment-
Page 4, lines 16 and 17-Delete the words

"thirty-five per centum" with a view to sub-
stituting the words "twenty-five per centum".

Amendment put and negatived.
Mr HASSELL: I move the following further

amendments-
Page 4, line 33-Delete the words "thirty-

five per centum" and substitute the words
"twenty-ive per centum".

Page 5, lines 6 and 7-Delete the words
"thirty-five per centum" and substitute the
Words "twenty-five per centum".

Page 5, line 19-Delete the wards "thirty-
five per centum" and substitute the words
"twenty-five per centum".

Page 5, line 31-Delete the words "thirty-
Five per centum" and substitute the words
"twenty-five per centum".

Amendments put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 6 to 9 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

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

Third Reading

Bill read a third lime, on motion by Mr Brian
Burke (Treasurer), and transmitted to the Coun-
cil.

ADDRESS-IN-REPLY: THIRD DAY

Motion

Debate resumed from 27 July.
MR CLARKO (Karrinyup) t4.24 p.m.]: I con-

gratulate you. Sir, on your election to this, the
highest office in the House and, as my prede-
cessors in the debate have said, I have complete
confidence in your ability to do the job. However,
I must say that recently you had a bad week in
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your other interest of sport and I was delighted
when my football team, Claremont, really cut
your team to pieces!

Mr Blaikie: I think that you might lose some of
the support of your colleagues on this side for say-
ing that sort of thing!

Mr CLARKO: I take the opportunity also to
welcome the new members to this House and I
hope the time they spend here will be satisfying
for them. I pay tribute to the officers Of the
House for the inestimable work they continue to
perform on a day-to-day basis.

I shall speak in this debate on the policies and
actions of the Government in regard to industrial
relations. The most reprehensible element of the
Government's industrial relations policy is the
way in which it seeks to put unions above and out-
side the law.

I remember reading with interest some years
ago comments by an industrial relations expert
from, I think, the University of Sydney. He put
forward the view that some militant unions which
continued to defy the desires of the community
should be outlawed in the way that Robin Hood
was, so that they lose the protection which goes
with being part of a civilised society.

The reason I say that the policies of the Labor
Government in this State seek to put unions above
the law is that a section of its platform says,
"Union rights will be insulated from certain legis-
lative Acts". Those legislative Acts include the
Fuel, Energy and Power Resources Act, the Es-
senitial Foodstuffs and Commodities Act, and the
Police Act. I find it absolutely amazing that the
platform of the ALP of this State should seek to
place unions beyond the Police Act.

Mr Bertram: Which section of the Police Act?
Mr CLARKO: The platform does not indicate

which section; it simply refers to the Police Act.
Indeed, the platform reads as if the whole Police
Act is involved. I do not know whether to place
the blame for that on gross militancy or gross
inepititude; but members opposite can make that
judgment.

In addition, the platform of the ALP on indus-
trial relations covers itself, in most places, by pre-
tending that its proposals will relate both to em-
ployers and employees. However, it is interesting
to note that this particular section of the platform
does not do that. It seeks to support a position in
which the Trade Practices Act and actions for tort
do not apply to unionists, but do apply to em-
ployers. I suppose members of the ALP would re-
alise the difficulties one would have with a Trade
Practices Act which does not apply to employers.

The other crucial element of the platform of the
Western Australian ALP is the section that pro-
poses that an industrial matter means "any mat-
ter". I presume that provision exists to give
unions the opportunity to indulge in all matters of
partisan politics and, indeed, to do almost any-
thing. If an "industrial matter" covers everything,
it could be said that if one does not like the
weather, one could regard that as being a matter

ovrwich unions should have some gross powers.
The green paper which apparently was the

basis of the policy speech presented this year by
the Premier, sets out full employment as being the
Government's first objective. As has been indi-
cated already in the House, every Western Aus-
tralian should realise that if one compares the
number of people in employment in Western Aus-
tralia at the end of March, which was just after
the Liberal Government left office, with the pos-
ition three months later, at the end of June, one
sees employment in this State has fallen by 5 900.
That is a very significant number in a State with
our level of population.

Mr Jamieson: A degree of seasonal adjustment
should be carried out in relation to that figure.

Mr CLARKO: I am talking about employment
in this State and the fact that it has fallen by
5 900 in the three months to the end of June last.
The member is welcome to make some further
points on this matter later in the debate, because I
am interested in it. Bearing in mind the short time
the Government has been in office, I do not try to
suggest that I should attribute large and copious
amounts of blame to it.

The first point is that unemployment will be re-
solved. In fact employment has been significantly
reduced. In addition, as part of the policies and
actions of this Government, the decision to ap-
point Mr Butler, the President of the ALP in this
State, as the industrial relations adviser to the
Premier, is something else which is completely
intolerable and completely out of character with
all the decisions made politically in the State be-
fore.

Mr Laurance: Scandalous.
Mr CLARKO: It must be realised that the

people of Western Australia are now paying the
President of the ALP $34000 a year to do what
ALP presidents presumably have always done
whenever they.were lucky enough to find a Labor
Premier.

Mr Bertram: They are paying you that much.
Mr CLARKO: Presumably a Labor Premier

always gets a great deal of industrial advice from
the president of his party, but that person has
never before been paid by the taxpayers. I do not
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think I should say that this is the greatest
Tammiany Hall practice that has been practised
by the Australian Labor Party in this State, be-
cause I really believe the loan that went with the
purchase of Curtin House absolutely takes the
cake. That loan represents the biggest and best of
such actions and I do not think it will be bettered.
It was a smart trick that gave the Labor Party a
loan to build a huge city building and make a
tremendous profit. That would represent the
smarmiest trick of all. This one, in which the
President of the ALP is paid presumably $34 000-
plus a year for doing what previous men in that
position did for free, certainly takes some beating.

The central matter within the State ALP's pol-
icy on industrial relations is a matter which mem-
bers opposite call tripartite consultation; that is,
the bringing together of three parties, one rep-
resenting the Government, one the unions, and
one the employers. That is like supping with the
devil, because there will be one person on one side
and two on the other. A Labor Premier is, without
doubt, the tool of the union movement and, es-
pecially in this State, the extremist union move-
ment. So if we have a tripartite consultative pro-
cess we will always have the employer alone and
up against a Labor Government nominee and a
unionist.

Mr P. V. Jones: The President of the TLC was
here yesterday morning giving out a few orders.

Mr CLARKO: Does he have one of the jobs for
the boys, or has he missed out? I have been
talking about the President of the ALP, but I
think also that the junior vice-president, Mr Bill
Thomas, has been advising the Government and is
on the payroll of the Minister for Employment
and Administrative Services. What Mr Thomas
would know about planning-planning meani ng
the development of land-I would not know. I
have known the man for many years; he was once
a student of mine, although not one to be very
proud of. He was very good then at planning dem-
onstrations and the like. In fact at one stage
almost every photograph that appeared in the
newspapers in this State showing a demonstration
featured Bill Thomas in the front. Someone said
recently that for the first time he had seen the
photograph of someone other than Bill Thomas
leading a demonstration. Recently I wondered
who was on the bottom of a heap of people grap-
pling with the police. As I watched the television
and saw them all get up I found that Bill Thomas
was right at the bottom. He now gets $30 000 a
year, and he is the Junior Vice-President of the
Labor Party. I would be very aggrieved if I were a
senior officer of the Labor Party and had not been
given a job.

Mr Bertram: You wouldn't be admitted.
Mr CLARKO: There cannot be many jobs left.

I have been told that the Minister for Employ-
ment and Administrative Services, the Hon.
David Parker-I do not know whether he wants
to claim credit for this-is the person responsible
for introducing concrete stoppages into this State.
I do not know whether he was involved when he
represented the Building Workers' Industrial
Union.

Mr Parker: The BWIU does not get involved in
concrete stoppages. It does not have members em-
ployed in that area.

Mr CLARKO: Has the Minister never been
involved in concrete stoppages? Has lhe been
involved in organising or witnessing a concrete
stoppage?

Mr Parker: I witnessed them.
Mr CLARKO; So the Minister went along to

see them. I suppose he sat there knitting at the
bottom-Mr Defarge!

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CLARKO: We have plenty of time. If the

human bone wants to speak he should return to
his own seat.

What about the magnificent piece of industrial
skill shown by the Labor Party over the Perth
City Council outside workers' strike. Was that not
tremendous? One morning I listened with great
interest to the radio-it may have been Howard
Sattler's show-when the Minister, Mr Dans. was
asked from where he got the $300 000 that he was
to use to help break that industrial dispute. The
Minister said that the Government had some
money left over from the wage freeze. The Minis-
ter thought it would cost the Government only
$300 000, but it has been put to me that the more
likely cost would have been $1 million, and that is
the reason the Minister was keen to pull out of
the deal at seven minutes past 12 instead of al-
lowing those few minutes beyond which he said he
would not make the money available.

That dispute was most unsavoury because
everyday we saw policemen, ordinary men in blue
uniforms, having to subject themselves to all sorts
of things while protecting ordinary citizens who
were trying to go about their ordinary day's activ-
ity when going to work. These workers had to be
protected from the union thugs and union leaders
who were gathering outside the PCC gates each
day threatening the life of people who were trying
to go about their ordinary civil duties and
responsibilities.
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That is one of the reasons I look forward with
great interest to the amendments which are to be
introduced to the Industrial Arbitration Act. At
that time I will look to see whether the Labor
Government has any interest at all in protecting
individuals who want to go about their work and
to be protected from bullying pickets.

Mr 1. F Taylor: Do you totally approve of the
Perth City Council's handling of the dispute?

Mr CLARKO: There is no place in Australia
for bully boys from the union movement or from
anywhere else. These people should not be able to
go out and intimidate men who want to go to
work-, nor should policemen be subjected to
having to wrestle with larrikins and people who
throw paint and splatter policemen, an action
which some people consider to be a great joke.
Every day we could see union leaders at the gates,
union leaders who are out of touch with the ordi-
nary unionists.

I have among my papers a report of a study
done by McNair Anderson on union leaders and
their views on compulsory unionism and on
strikes. Their views are shown to be diametrically
opposed to the views of the rank and file of the
union movement. It is these extremist unionists to
whom members opposite have to kowtow in order
to gain election. That is a matter of great concern.

A policy which enables people to be
intimidated, bullied and punched should not be
tolerated. Such is the policy of members opposite,
which contains some very fine-sounding words
and which talks about democracy and the like. I
am amazed that the Government's policy should
align itself with this sort of intimidation.

Another important part of Labor policy is to set
up a labour resource plan unit. I am interested to
know what it will cost and who will staff it. Will
the Government appoint industrial relations ex-
perts or will it continue to take its union cronies
from the Labor Party and use people who have
great records as union extremists?

It was interesting to read the following article
in the 27 July issue of The West Australian-

A WA Government lawyer told the Arbi-
tration Commission in Melbourne yesterday
that the State Government's handling of a
bus drivers' wage claim earlier this year had
been embarrassing.

It certainly was. It is interesting to hear the Civil
Service Association describe itself as under attack
from the Burke Labor Government and say-

At the same time-

That is the time at which they were denied salary
justice. To continue-

-it has recently-
That is the Labor Party. To continue-

-allowed substantial pay increases to its
own wages employees in the meat industry.
hospitals, MTT, schools, prisons, child care
centres and in other areas.

This is what I based my statement on yesterday.
The first attempt to cut the wages of the tall pop-
pies was at a wage level of $24 000, but it was
subsequently raised to $29 500. The newsletter of
the CSA continues-

The Premier has stated publicly that his
first intention was to begin reducing salaries
as low as $24 000 per annum.

The Labor Party's policy has within it what they
call a 12-paint plan. Some of the points of that
plan are like motherhood. The first refers to full
employment, but as I have pointed out already, in
the last three months we have witnessed a fall in
employment of 5 900. As its second point the plan
provides for co-operation rather than confron-
tation, and I have described the co-operation
which existed at the Perth City Council work
gate! Also there is this magical new word
..consensus", which is something like the word
used by one of our back-bench members a few
years ago. He spoke about things being germane,
and he was not talking about Germaine Greer. As
all members realise, the in word for everybody
today is "consensus". Mr Hawke uses it regularly,
and it appears in the policy of the Labor Party.
But members oposite think "consensus" is a
Greek fruiterer; they have no idea of what consen-
sus is. Bullying, intimidation and blackmail are
the stock in trade of Labor Party industrial poli-
cies, whether they be adopted in Western Aus-
tralia or Australia as a whole.

Point or Order

Mr TONKIN: Mr Speaker, I draw your atten-
tion to the language of the member, although I
will not ask for a withdrawal. I am well aware
that some people on that side of the House object
to even the mildest words, such as "rigged". If his
language is the sort acceptable-coming from
that member it is quite acceptable-members
should be aware of that kind of language, which
was used by this member at this time.

The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the
House has made his point.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
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Mr CLARKO: I shall give proper notice to
what the member has just said. The ALP
platform also says-

The Government in managing its relations
with its employees will so act as to be a
model in employer/employee relations for
other employers.

I wonder how that lines up with the arbitrary
cutting of the pay packets of just a few-4 000 of
the 96 000 civil servants. That is a fine model. Is
it the model that will be used generally? Will it be
the standard?

The platform and policy of the ALP says also
that its first emphasis will be on consultation, but
I do not believe there was any genuine consul-
tation on that 10 per cent pay cut. As far as I
understand, when finally the people involved were
able to talk to the Premier he told them, "That is
it, and it will remain". As I said yesterday, which
I want to emphasise, Mr Burke made a statement
on 23 June through Channel 7 in which he said-

Part of the reason for the cut has been to
provide an example of sacrifice.

Who else will be sacrificed? It is clear that if the
cut-off figure for pay cuts had been $24 000 in-
stead of $29 500 many more lambs would have
had their throats cut.

One of the points explicitly stated in this party
platform introduced in September of last year was
that the Labor Party would support all moves for
shorter working hours, yet as part of the gross in-
consistency of this Government, it has not sup-
ported shorter working hours. The West Aus-
tralian of I5 March 1983 states-

The WA Government has declared its op-
position to the 36-hour week campaign in the
building industry.

This Government says one thing, but does
another. The platform actually says ths-

Recognising the importance of moves to
shorten the working week as a way of both
preserving current jobs and opening up new
job opportunities a State Labor Government
will support union campaigns for a shorter
working week with no loss of pay.

The first point is that there is that contradiction,
and the second point is this: How can the Western
Australian Treasury be run reasonably at present,
if the Government supports actions which are
really pay increases? If an employer must pay a
person the same amount of money to work 36
hours instead of 38, the employer in fact pays an
increase in salary. Surely there could not be a
more appropriate time than the present to take
action against shorter working hours.

I ask members to consider the question of the
tall poppies from a different point of view. The
platform says-

Labor will ensure that awards and/or
agreements cannot be varied or interfered
with other than by those party to them.

Mr Pearce: That shows we are not the slaves of
the union movement, doesn't it?

Mr CLARKO: No, it shows that the Labor
Party contradicts its policy in two ways. Firstly,
the platform is not the model it will follow; and,
secondly, the Labor Party does not follow that
part of its platform which states consultation will
be used. The platform also uses the term
"consultation" in general terms.

Mr Pearce: You have tried to say we are the
slaves of the trade union movement, but what you
have just said is a contradiction.

Mr CLARKO: I have not at all said the Labor
Party is a slave to the union movement, although
I think it is.

Mr Pearce: You have just said it now.
Mr CLARKO: I do think it is, but even slaves

have a day off from time to time. It is true that
the trade union movement controls the Labor
Party. Its members say they are not controlled
100 per cent by the union movement, and I will
not disagree with them; but the union movement
is their master.

Mvr Pearce: They don't control us at all.
Mr CLARKO: The Labor Party is the child of

the union movement. Members opposite should
not try to run away from that fact. I thought they
were proud of it.

A further point of the ALP platform is that the
Labor Party will "eliminate harsh and unwork-
able penalties". I would like to know what that
statemtent really means. I look forward with keen-
ness, as I said before, to the Government's amend-
ments to the Industrial Arbitration Act, because
in those amendments we will really see what the
Labor Party is all about, and really find out
whether it is the slave of the union movement. We
will determine whether this Government is pre-
pared to continue deregistration proceedings
under the powers of the Industrial Commission, or
continue suspensions, fines, and so on.

As members know, for a long time throughout
Australia there has been an almost total disregard
by certain unions of punishments and penalties as
applied by industrial commissions. I understand
that the Clarrie O'Shea case in Melbourne went a
long way to ending, if not totally, the application
of penalties by the Commonwealth Conciliation
and Arbitration Commission.
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The ALP platform states also that the Labor
Party will "conduct an inquiry into the public ser-
vice". I find that interesting because I remember
that members of the Technical and Further Edu-
cation section of the Education Department were
unhappy when it was decided to have an inquiry
into technical education, and subsequently-and
recently-the Dormer committee was attacked
by the Teachers' Union. It will be interesting to
hear what members of the Public Service think of
an inquiry into their institution. I should say they
would be wary indeed in light of this Govern-
ment's record in terms of the way it has stabbed
the CSA in the back.

It was interesting to note that this Public Ser-
vice inquiry will consider trade union training. No
doubt the unions will try to make arrangements
for trade union training, as did teachers when I
was the Minister for Education.

What a farce! They get 12 or 13 weeks off a
year and suddenly a teacher in the Pilbara, who is
pro-Labor for a start, is given time off to do some
union training. I believe the Government will seek
to have the Civil Service Association make more
such arrangements; perhaps get it to join up with
the TLC, or perhaps get it to be a completely
integral part of what Labor seeks to have in
Western Australia.

Mr Tonkin: Don't you think we have done our
dash on that at the present stage?

Mr CLARKO: I am not too sure. A lot of civil
servants would like to believe that the Govern-
ment has something to offer them. Many of them
would have rethought the subject, not only the
4 000 who have been caught by this legislation.
Many of the 92 000 remaining are very disturbed
by what the Government has done. I suppose that
is the price of being in Government over a period
of time. A government progressively alienates
various groups and I think the Government is
doing exceedingly well in this regard in its first
months.

Lord Oates said that the Federal Government
seemed to have the record for making More mis-
takes in the least period of time than any Aus-
tralian Government he knew of. In regard to the
Civil Service Association, we have seen the re-
markable policy whereby the Labor Government
has been prepared to grant increases to blue collar
workers and the like under the escape clauses of
the wages freeze legislation yet it has refused to
grant or even consider seriously, I suggest, the
CSA application for an 8.5 per cent increase
which was sought before the operation of the
wages freeze.

The CSA is concerned that when the system
begins again civil servants will be starting too far
behind scratch. It is very important to have an in-
dustrial relations policy based on consultation
without giving the umpire or the arbitrator sole
power-s ome people would say perhaps having no
arbitrator at all, and just having matters agreed
to by conciliation. That sort of approach will not
work in Australia because, without question,
certain unions are pacesetters in the field of in-
dustrial blackmail.

Mr Tonkin: There's that word again!
Mr CLARKO: They are prepared to go to any

lengths. I was talking earlier about the concrete
ball and chain. Those people are prepared to bash
up people. I was a shipping clerk when I left
school and there is no doubt about it that at the
Fremantle wharf, when talks were held on future
courses of action by the union, if one did not put
up one's hand at the right time, and if one went
across to the Plympton or another pub after work,
one would quite likely ind after going out the
back to the toilet that one would return with an
eye a different colour from the other one.

Mr Brian Burke: That was 60 years ago.
Mr Bertram: That may have been due to your

unfortunate personality.
Mr CLARKO: I might give that impression. In

fact, one of the Government's Federal members of
Parliament, a man called "Stormy Normie" had
the job of the vigilante officer at the Port
Adelaide wharf.

Mr Bertram: Did he ever catch up with you?
Mr CLARKO: Stormy Normie was quite

happy to say that he used a little bit of physical
action to encourage those people who voted
against the party line to vote differently.

Mr Bertram: Stormy Normie or Stormy Bill?
Mr CLARKO: Stormy Normie was this fel-

low's name. The other interesting aspect of indus-
trial relations at the workplace is: When votes are
taken on a particular course of action, the as-
sembled meeting is told, "Those people who want
to vote against what we, the union executive, are
recommending, walk over there": and at the end
of the strike or whatever it is, they say, "Those
people who do not want to go back to work can
stand up and be identified". It is a great pity that
threats and physical intimidation are part of some
elements of the union movement.

Mr Tonkin: Hear, hear!
Mr CLARKO: It is also true that there is a

need in a community like ours for research tools
so that when a group of people such as those op-
erating electricity boards and power stations of a
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great city decide to go out on strike, the com-
munity has some sort of emergency power legis-
lation to ensure that people do have power and
that they can exist. To me, striking is a very
improper, unjust and unfair weapon. It is very dis-
criminatory. Think of the poor little old lady pen-
sioner living on her own in a flat without power to
cook her meal. What is gained in a particular in-
dustrial confrontation by denying her the oppor-
tunity to lead an ordinary life, to prevent her
having power, water and a whole range of essen-
tial items which everybody in our community is
entitled to have? As far as I am concerned, there
should be a group of people, some sort of force,
that can move in and operate power stations
which suddenly go on strike and deny the com-
munity their entitlement to power. This situation
applies also on the waterfront.

People are denied the essential items without
which a person in a modern day community can-
not really exist. The problem of the Hamerslcy
worker who withdrew from his union and was
then sacked was being processed by the previous
Government. We now have the situation where
the Minister seems to have got cold feet in terms
of applying the law as it should be applied. That
is a serious problem that occurs when Labor
Governments are in office. They think they are
above the law and suddenly decide not to take
steps to process the law, because of how they see
the situation.

I am pleased that the Premier has returned be-
cause it is important for him to tell us soon pre-
cisely what he has done to create new jobs in
Western Australia. I have mentioned several
times that there has been a fall in employment of
5 900 workers between March and June.

Mr Brian Burke: What about unemployment?
Mr CLARKO: I am talking about employment.

The Premier can talk about unemployment, if he
likes.

Mr Brian Burke: There has been a fall in un-
employment.

Mr CLARKO: Really, employment is the more
important figure. If we have more employed
people, clearly it must increase the chances of the
unemployed obtaining employment. Blind Freddie
in the dark would pick up that point. It is import-
ant: it is the prime point; it is the one we regard as
".paramont".

Mr Brian Burke: Paramount!
Mr CLARKO: When the Premier left school at

14 it was probably pronounced differently. It used
to be pronounced the other way. I want the Prem-
ier at some stage to explain to the Opposition

what the Government is really doing about cre-
ating more jobs.

The Government's Figures have been very
fragile. The Government should be trying to cre-
ate more jobs. It will be interesting to see that
carried through. We will not argue with the
Government if it increases the number of em-
ployed persons in Western Australia. We will give
it every credit for doing so; I think that is very im-
portant. We are also equally keen to see the un-
employment Figure drop. The Government knows
it has a serious problem.

Mr Brian Burke: The employment figure?
What are you talking about, unemployment?

Mr CLARKO: We are keen to see the unem-
ployment figure drop; that is what I said.

Mr Brian Burke: No, the important thing, you
said, was the employment figure. You told me not
to worry about the unemployment Figure.

Mr CLARKO: I said the number of employed
persons rose and the number of people unem-
ployed fell and I just told the Premier that he can-
not deny that he has a problem.

Mr Brian Burke: I am really concentrating on
what you are saying.

Mr CLARKO: I will make this point and the
Premier can comment on it. The Government has
a problem. Many people are coming into Western
Australia from other States and, while nobody
wants to stop that happening, it does increase the
number of jobs wanted in Western Australia.

Mr Brian Burke: To increase employment-
Mr CLARKO: The Premier will find that will

be a factor worth considering.
Mr Brian Burke:-or to increase unemploy-

ment?
Mr CLARKO: To increase jobs. I discovered

the Premier had difficulty with the Words
"employment" and "unemployment" so I began
talking about jobs instead. I am talking about
jobs. I was trying to help the Premier.

Mr Brian Burke: I am really trying to follow
you because you have asked me to detail what the
Government has done about the employment situ-
ation, but I cannot understand exactly the niceties
between the way you switch from employment to
unemployment.

Mr CLARKO: I prefer to talk about employ-
ment because it is more important and is the bet-
ter indicator of success. I wish to make an ad-
ditional point that the Premier's unemployment
figure includes a number of people from the East-
ern States and, the more he improves his position
in Western Australia so that people believe West-
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ern Australia is a good place to come to, the
greater is the difficulty for him to reduce the ci-
ement-which is unemployed.

Mr Brian Burke. Those who come here get
jobs. They do not join the unemployed.

Mr CLARKO: They come here looking for
jobs, particularly when a Liberal Government is
in office. I do not know the case when a Labor
Government is in office.

Mr Brian Burke: I do not know what you are
saying. I think you are just trying to be smart
now.

Mr CLARKO: Another matter which must be
addressed without question is the statement in the
ALP platform that preference to unionists will be
re-introduced.

Mr Brian Burke: It is certainly there, but it is
not just like that. What it says is that we will give
the Industrial Commission power to determine
each case.

Mr CLARKO: Not in each case. Would mem-
bers like me to read this section so they know
exactly what it is?

Mr Brian Burke: Go ahead.

Mr CLARKO: It states-

To re-introduce the power of the industrial
commissioner to grant the inclusion of pref-
erence to union members clauses in awards.

It will be a sad day if we do have an increasing
number of awards with preference to unionists in
them because that is an intrusion into the rights
of the individual worker. The Universal Declar-
ation of Human Rights says explicitly that no-
one should be compelled to belong to an associ-
ation against his wishes. I understand the ILO
agreement says something which is pretty much
the same as that.

Mr Brian Burke: I agree that is in OUr Policy.

Mr CLARKO: It is in the policy and if it is
introduced the Government will be interfering in
the basic rights of individual workers.

Mr Brian Burke: We did argue that when you
were in Government and you amended the Act, so
you cannot say we are being inconsistent; we are
being consistent.

Mr CLARKO: I am not measuring all the
inconsistencies, I am just saying I am looking to
the day when this is done and that will prove
whether the Government is consistent. The
Government has not done all those things, it has
just promised. Some of the Labor Party's prom-
ises have not been met. The Premier has not
worked out what "immediately" means.

Mr Brian Burke: When we said we would open
the train service you said we should niot and then
you said it should be done immediately.

Mr CLARKO: We did not say it should be
done immediately, but it has been done already.
The Labor Party said also that 50 year 1 teachers
would be provided immediately and nothing has
been done about that.

I think the Premier needs to go back to the dic-
tionary to look up the word "immediately" to find
out what it means and maybe while he is there he
can look up the word "Para mo unt"--if he knows
on which side it will come.

Mr Brian Burke: You have lost me.

Mr CLARKO: It does not take much to lose
the Premier; he is a man who, in five months, has
made five times more arithmetical mistakes than
one of the biggest primary schools in New York.

Mr Brian Burke: Which one?

Mr CLARKO: The biggest one where police
are stationed in the aisles and have revolvers,
which we of course do not have in Western Aus-
tralia.

We have seen a serious problem in regard to in-
dustrial relations and, Mr Speaker, I am certain
your party's policies and platform will make the
situation worse. We have troubles of this sort all
the time.

I wish to quote from The West Australian of
Friday, 6 May 1983 which states under the head-
ing, "Severance Pay Disruption" that the police
were called to clear picket lines set up by metal
workers at two entrances to the North-West Shelf
project facilities on the Burrup Peninsula. It
stated also that at Worsley the alumina refinery
halted the recruitment of production workers until
the severance pay dispute there had been settled.
It said that in both cases the unions were claiming
an hourly allowance to be paid when workers quit
the job. The managing director involved in both
projects said that the Industrial Commissioner
had already rejected the Burrup workers' claim,
that there was a one-day strike last week, and that
on Tuesday a campaign of rolling strikes had
started. Apparently the freeze on recruitment had
already affected 50 jobs and another 500 were to
come. The article stated ttat the freeze would not
be lifted Until the dispute, expected to be heard in
the Industrial Commission, later that month, was
settled.

The problem of this business of tripartite ar-
rangements, which the Labor Party seeks to have,
with a Labor Minister perhaps or his nominee and
representatives of the employers and employees is
that the employers, as far as I can gather, abide
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by the decisions in most cases. Some unions ig-
nore the decisions of a commissioner in almost
every case and that is the problem. That is the
reason that the honeyed consultative procedures
and processes, the so-called Greek fruiterer ap-
proach of consensus-that order-will fall on the
floor when certain unions are dealt with. I refer to
unions such as the ones the Minister for Employ-
ment and Administrative Services knows all
about-the Builders Labourers' Federation and
the Building Workers' Industrial Union-and
other unions which hold our community to ran-
som and use strike methods to punish people who
are not involved in the position whatsoever. A
body may ignore the commission and in its own
ham-fisted way try to force its particular position,
even to the point of punishing the individual
involved. That was the situation in regard to the
Perth City Council outside workers' strike. The
men who were involved in the strike I understand
were garbos and were voted out by other outside
workers. When the men came back on the job, I
am told, the man who was the shop steward is
now working on a street job instead of a garbo's
job and he received something like $60 a week
less. What good was it to him? What good was it
to those couple of hundred workers who missed
their weekly pay packet of $200 to $300? Their
wives and children went without.

We had the situation where Commissioner
Coleman was trying to work out the details of
consultation and the Minister for Industrial Re-
lations popped in with a spare $300 000 in his
pocket. He said he would do something about the
situation if it were Fixed up by high noon. Anyone
would think he was John Wayne. When seven
minutes past noon was reached and a solution had
been reached, the Minister said it was too late.
No doubt there was a sigh of relief from the Cabi-
net because that probably saved $1 million.

Amendment to Motion
I finish my address with an amendment to the

Address-in- Reply. I move-
That the following words be added to the

motion-
But we regret to inform Your Excel-

lency that this House condemns the
Government for its industrial relations
policies and actions which are unsound,
inconsistent, discriminatory and unjust.

I think I have demonstrated that that amendment
fits the motion perfectly.

MR TRETHOWAN (East Melville) [5.08
p.m.]: I second the amendment and in doing so I
would like to discuss what I believe to be one of

the most discriminatory and unjust practices and
policies of the current Government; that is, sec-
ondary boycotts. For those members who are not
aware of what is a secondary boycott, it is the use
of an industrial action against someone who is not
a party directly involved in the industrial dispute,
to exercise influence upon parties who are part of
an industrial dispute.

To give an example, we can take a motor car
manufacturing plant. It may be extremely diffi-
CUlt to organise effective disruption to the pro-
duction if a dispute arose between the appropriate
unions and the management. It may be extremely
easy to prevent the operation of that plant by
putting a boycott on suppliers of a vital part to
the manufacturing process, a part which would
prevent the production of any machinery or any
finished product.

A subcontractor, or producer of that particular
part, would be prevented from supplying the
manufacturing plant with the part to complete the
process. The business would be put into jeopardy,
although not directly involved in the dispute be-
tween the management and the various depart-
ments. Quite rightly, this form of intimidation
and outright blackmail is condemned by every
fair and just person.

That practice should not be allowed to take
place in the industrial relations arena because it
victimises directly and discriminatorily innocent
Parties to the dispute.

The policy and actions of this State Labor
Government indicate quite clearly that it con-
dones entirely the use of secondary boycotts in in-
dustrial disputes. It endorses the use by militant
unions of intimidation and blackmail in the exer-
cise of their power to achieve their way in an in-
dustrial dispute. It plays into their hands and sup-
ports what can be described as little else than
thuggery by the extremists in the union move-
ment.

I reinforce that claim by quoting from the
green paper which was used by the current
Government as the basis for its promises in the in-
dustrial relations area. Not only did it state, in
terms of the rights of unions and employers, that
the rights of the industrial relations process
needed to be insulated from such legislation as the
Fuel, Energy and Power Resources Act, the Es-
sential Foodstuffs and Commodities Act, the
Government Agreements Act, and the State
Energy Commission Act, which are serious
enough and which, in fact, would place the unions
above the law which the rest of the community
must abide by, but they also indicate, as the mem-
ber for Karrinyup quoted earlier, that they seek to
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insulate the unions separately from the employers
from the effects of the Trade Practices Act and
actions for tort. It is this insulation from the
Trade Practices Act and actions for tort that indi-
cates support for the practice of a secondary boy-
cott. For members who do not know, actions of
tort arc actions to redress a civil wrong, actions
which are available normally to every person in
the community to claim redress for a civil wrong
that has been done to them.

Under common law these actions allow a per-
son to take action against someone on whose
premises the person has an accident caused by the
negligence of the owner of the premises. Such a
law is universally accepted by the community.

Mr Bertram: They are not universally accepted
because some are very unfair.

Mr TRETHOWAN: I am very interested to
hear the member's statement that it is grossly un-
just that someone should have redress under com-
mon law for a civil wrong. That is interesting and
I conceive from that statement how the party in
power in this State can progress to condoning
such actions as secondary boycotts. Any party
that would seek to insulate the union movement
from redress of civil wrong or from anyone they
may hurt financially or physically or by any other
action they may claim is setting the unions above
common law which is accepted by the rest of the
community. It is discriminatory and grossly un-
just to propose that form of insulation for unions.
It means they can carry out actions on anyone in
the community without being liable to be sued in
the courts of one of the fairest systems in the
world.

Secondly, the intention is to insulate the trade
union movement from the Trade Practices Act. It
is interesting to note this applies only to trade
union movements because obviously it would not
be condoned to insulate employers from the Trade
Practices Act. The Trade Practices Act is set up
to prevent discriminatory trade practices. It is set
up to ensure, as far as possible, that there are
competitive practices in the marketplace in the
community. It is set up to prevent groups of sup-
pliers discriminating in price or in supply against
any individual; it is set up to prevent groups of
producers or sellers from fixing prices in the mar-
ketplace to the detriment of the community.

Obviously these discriminatory practices cannot
be condoned by the Government. However, it can
condone insulating the trade union movement
from this discriminatory practice that means
fundamental damage to the profitability or
availability of an innocent company or an inno-
cent individual not directly involved in the indus-
trial dispute, but one whose products or services

can be used as a lever of power to bring pressure
on an employee who may be involved in an indus-
trial dispute.

The unjustness and lack of fairness is obvious to
anyone who looks at the sort of proposal that sec-
ondary boycotts should be countenanced, and that
legal exemption should be made to ensure the
existing provisions of common law and the Trade
Practices Act cannot be made applicable to the
union movement in any of its actions.

I would like to draw the attention, Mr Speaker,
of members of the Chamber and yourself to the
actions of the Government in a recent industrial
dispute in this State. I refer to the dispute which
existed between the Perth City Council and the
Government. I direct members' attention to the
process of that dispute in which conciliation took
place. Conciliation took place quite early in that
dispute on 24 June. The Government says its in-
dustrial policy should be based on conciliation and
not on sanction; that is precisely the process that
occurred in this dispute. The conciliator brought
down his findings and suggested that the men re-
turn to work, and this was not complied with. The
dispute worsened and some thuggery occurred
and offences were committed under various Acts
from which this Government proposes to exempt
trade unions. Futher intimidation was offered in
the form of a secondary boycott by the trade
union movement and offered publicly to elected
officers within this State.

I quote from the Daily News as follows-
* Unions affiliated with the TLC took re-
prisals against PCC councillors. About 20
employees of the Lord Mayor, Mr Mick
Michael, walked off the Merlin Hotel site
and Brewery Employees Union members
banned beer supplies to Cr. Rod Evans's
Carlton Hotel.

A classic example of secondary boycotts-a
classic example obviously condoned by this State
Government because it took no action. It is not
only the State Government's responsibility to
protect the rights of citizens of this State but also
to protect the publicly elected officials. If it hap-
pened in any tier of government but local govern-
ment in this State, they would not have waited for
the Government to take action. In order to show
how serious this matter has been considered in the
past and how seriously the community considers
it, let me draw members' attention-although un-
doubtedly members are already aware of it-to
what could have happened if the sort of action
taken against the mayor and councillors of the
Perth City Council, had been taken against mem-
bers in this House.
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I quote from the Privileges Act as follows-
8. Each House of the said Parliament is

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

A number of matters are listed but the most im-
portant of them states-

The assaulting, obstructing, or insulting
any member in his coming to or going from
the House, or on account of his behaviour in
Parliament or endeavouring. to compel any
member by force, insult, or menace to de-
clare himself in favour of or against any
proposition or matter depending or expected
to be brought before either House.

It says "by menace", and if the imposition of a
secondary boycott is not "menace", I do not know
what is. I remind members of the provisions of the
Criminal Code which says in section 55-

Any person who advisedly, by force or
fraud, interferes or attempts to interfere With
the free exercise by either House of Parlia-
ment of their authority, or with the free exer-
cise by any member of either House of his
duties or authority as such member or as a
member of a Committee of either House, or
of a joint Committee of both Houses, is
guilty of a misdemeanour, and is liable to
imprisonment for three years.

That is how seriously the matter is seen in re-
lation to the State Government and the Consti-
tution of this Parliament.

Mr Tonk in: Your Speaker ignored that.
Mr TRETHOWAN: This Government con-

dones such actions taken against the third tier of
government, against publicly elected officials of
local government and councillors and the Mayor
of the Perth City Council because there is no pro-
vision to protect them as there is to protect mem-
bers of this House.

I ask the Government whether in its endeavour
to exempt the union movement from the rule of
law, particularly in regard to the imposition of
blackmail through secondary boycotts, it will con-
sider repealing or amending those sections relat-
ing to this House to exempt the union movement

from any action it may take by way of secondary
boycott against members of this House? It would
be a logical progression from the Government's
policy and actions to date.

When the people of Western Australia see the
way in which it is proposed to exempt and protect
the union movement in this State and place it
above the law, and above the rights of publicly
elected officials who should be answerable only to
their electors, the public will reject not only the
Government's industrial relations policy but also
the Government itselF, soundly and completely at
the next opportunity.

I do not know of a more heinous or serious
crime than blackmail. Most members of the com-
munity would agree, and it is treated very
seriously under the criminal law. I do not know oF
a more serious crime than intimidation of public
officials by a power group from outside.

Mr Bertram: Did you lodge a complaint with
the police about this?

Mr TRETHO WAN: I can imagine what action
this Government would take if a developer put
similar pressure on a publicly elected official or
councillors and said, "If you do not pass my pro-
posals, I will see the supply of goods and services
you need for your businesses is stopped." I suspect
this Government would have no hesitation in
seeking every means of redress against such
intimidation and to bring such a person before the
criminal courts because it should be a criminal of-
fence. It is a criminal offence if committed
against a member of either of the Houses of this
Parliament and I am sure it is a criminal offence
to do the same against a member of the House of
Representatives or the Senate. Unfortunately, it is
not a criminal offence at present if it is carried
out against a publicly-elected official in the third
tier of government in this State.

I believe it should be an offence and I would
hope a sensible Government would take action.
This Government will not do so because it con-
dones the removal of all sanctions against any ac-
tion a union may take in pursuing its power
interests in the industrial arena or outside that
arena. This is a most serious matter. I believe this
House has every right to regret to inform His Ex-
cellency that this House condemns the Govern-
ment For its industrial relations policies and ac-
tions which are unsound, inconsistent, discrimi-
natory, and unjust.

MR PARKER (Fremantle-Minister for Em-
ployment and Administrative Services) [5.26
p.m.): 1 oppose the amendment moved by the
member for Karrinyup. It is a ridiculous amend-
ment; it has no basis whatever in fact. It shows
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the lack of knowledge of the member for
Karrinyup and the Opposition in general on in-
dustrial relations questions. I have spoken many
times in this House on that and it is clear that the
Opposition lacks information about industrial re-
lations, and particularly was this so among its
Ministers handling that area. They had no knowl-
edge or understanding of the situations that arose.

Mr Court: That is totally incorrect.
Mr PARKER: That is not just my own view. It

is shared throughout the length and breadth of
the community, and in particular it is held by in-
dustrial relations practitioners, major employer
organisations, and employers in this State. Let
that be clear to the House and anyone who wishes
to listen to and read the reports of this debate.
That view is uniform in our community.

The member for Karrinyup tried-and I think
the Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition also have attempted in
the past couple of days-to say that this Govern-
ment intends to legislate to place unions above or
outside the law. Let me make it clear to the
House that no such intention exists on the part of
the Government.

Mr MacKinnon: We will see.,
Mr PARKER: The member will see. I will be

specific and take a few examples mentioned by
the member for Karrinyup. He mentioned the
Police Act and asked whether it was the Govern-
ment's intention to place unions in such a position
that the Act will not apply to them as it does to
other citizens. Let me answer the question simply:
No, that is not the Government's intention. No
amendments will be made to the Police Act which
will place unionists or union leaders in a position
different from that of other people in the com-
munity.

The member for East Melville mentioned the
Criminal Cede, the Parliamentary Privileges Act
and the Local Government Act. In relation to
those Acts or any other Act that falls in that sort
of category, the Government has no intention
whatever of amepiding them in such a way that
the people who are affected are treated differ-
ently, whether they are unionists, union officials,
or involved in the trade union movement.

Mr Clarko: It is in your platform.
Mr PARKER: There is no intention to amend

the Arbitration Act in such a way that unions or
unionists will he in a different position from other
members of the community. To answer the mem-
ber for Nedlands' specific question: There is no
intention that the Industrial Arbitration Act
should operate in such a way as to impact on the
Police Act, the Parliamentary Privileges Act or

the Criminal Code, to mention the Acts referred
to by members of the Opposition. There is no
intention to amend the Industrial Arbitration Act
to place unionists who operate under that Act in a
different position to other members of the com-
munity with respect to the Police Act the Crimi-
nal Code or the Parliamentary Privileges Act.

Points of Order

Mr HASSELL: Mr Speaker, on a point of
order, it has been a long standing practice and
custom of this House that at this time the speaker
on his feet should seek leave to continue his
speech at a later stage so that questions can be
taken in the customary way. Is that the intention
to be followed today?

Mr TONKIN: On the same point of order, Mr
Speaker, what may have been the custom in the
past is not necessarily the custom now and if
members of the Opposition think they can move
an amendment to the Address-in-Reply, tell a lot
of untruths, and deny our speaker the chance to
reply they will cut out their own questions. Our
speaker must have a chance to answer.

Mr LAUJRANCE: On the same point of order,
we have had a change to sessional hours as a re-
sult of a motion moved yesterday and the motion
stated that we shall sit until 6.00 p.m. on
Thursdays and from 7.15 p.m. onward if requisite.
It would appear that the Government will not
allow us questions at this time and it will be
necessary to sit at 7. 15 p.m. this evening.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed

Mr PARKER: If Opposition members want to
pull stunts like this just before question time, then
on their own head be it.

Mr MacKinnon: It is another example of how
you will not allow free debate.

Mr PARKER: Not allow free debate?

Point of Order

Mr HASSELL: On a point of order-
The SPEAKER: if a member rises on a point

of order, he should put the point of order before
the Speaker and not engage in debate with other
members. I am prepared to listen to the con-
clusion of your point of order.

Mr TON KIN: It was not a point of order, Mr
Speaker; he was continuing the debate.

The SPEAKER: That was not the impression I
had.

Mr PARKER: I was just continuing my speech.
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Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: I have to rule on a point of

order raised by the other three members, and in
particular by the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition. The position is this: Notwithstanding past
practices that the member alludes to, questions
without notice are taken at the Speaker's dis-
cretion. This evening an amendment was moved
and a member of the Opposition had his alloted
time of 20 minutes to speak to this amendment. I
took the view that in order to balance up in regard
to the amendment moved by the member for
Karinyup a member on the Government side
should be allowed to speak for 20 minutes also. If
the Opposition wishes to have questions without
notice after that, they can be taken until 6.00 p.m.

Pointis of Order

Mr HASSELL: On a point of order-

Several members interjected.

Mr HASSELL: You have not heard it yet.

Mr Tonkin: There is no point of order and you
know it.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr HASSELL: My question is whether it is
within our Standing Orders that I may move dis-
sent from the exercise of your discretion. That is
the question I want to raise by way of point of
order.

The SPEAKER: If the member can refer to the
Standing Order under which he has risen, I will
be happy to hear his point of order. I be-
lieve-and this is not an original saying by me but
one by other Speakers-that the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition may have a point of order but
he may not have a point of order.

Dissent from Speaker's Ruling
Mr H-IASSELL: Therefore, I move-

That the House dissent from the Speaker's
ruling.

The SPEAKER: Is there a seconder?

Mr CLARKO: I second the motion.

Mr Barnett: It is quite clear that under Stand-
ing Orders, questions are at the discretion of the
Speaker.

Mr HASSELL: Can I speak to my motion to
dissent from the ruling?

Mr Tonkin: You sat down.

The SPEAKER: You rose to move the motion;
it has been seconded now, and that is the end of
your discussion.

Mr HASSELL: If you are to take that techni-
cal point on me, Mr Speaker-

Mr Tonkin: Throw him out.

The SPEAKER: The Deputy Leader of the Op-
position must realise that he got to his feet and
moved dissent from my ruling and the motion was
seconded by one of his colleagues. The Leader of
the House has risen and I intend to give him the
call to debate the matter.

Mr TONKIN: In the matter of the dissent
from your ruling, Of Course this is a most
improper motion because you have said, Mr
Speaker, that you will allow questions at your dis-
cretion and you do that because it is provided for
in the Standing Orders. The Opposition appar-
ently is very concerned that we have a speaker on
his feet who has shown the amendment moved by
the member for Karrinyup to be a series of fabri-
cations and so Opposition members now say, "~we
must shut up this person and have our questions".
If the Opposition wishes to move an amendment
to the Address-in-Reply-which is a motion of no
confidence-an hour before we are due to rise at
6.00 p.m., and then expects us not to answer its
arguments and just to answer questions, then it
has another think coming.

Mr Rushton: You are breaking a practice.

Mr TONKIN: The fact of the matter is, that
Opposition members think it is quite fair that
after a 40 minute speech by the member for
Karrinyup and 20 minutes from the member for
Nedlands-one hour-the Minister for Employ-
ment and Administrative Services should not have
20 minutes, or one-third of that time. If members
opposite, think that is fair, they have a very
strange sense of fairness. We have seen their sense
of fairness-look at the Electoral Act, for in-
stance.

Mr Hassell: The Minister for Employment and
Administrative Services can have all the time he
wants at the next sitting or after dinner.

Mr TONKIN: We see the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition saying that the Minister can have
as much time as he wants after dinner. I am in-
forming him that we are not sitting after dinner,
and the time-honoured practice of this House-

Mr Hassell: Is to have questions at 5.30
p.m-half an hour before we adjourn.

Mr MacKinnon: You are afraid to answer the
questions.

Mr Hassell: There are no blasted Ministers
here to answer them and you are scared to deal
with them.

500



[Thursday, 28 July 19831 0

Mr TONKIN: The time-honoured practice is
that questions are at the Speaker's discretion. We
will not sit after dinner.

Mr Hassell: If you had questions you would not
have the trouble.

Mr TONKIN: Therefore we believe that the
Minister for Employment and Administrative
Services has every right to speak.

Mr MacKinnon: So do we. We will listen to
him whenever you like. We want our question
time.

Mr Hassell: We want question time in the usual
way.

Mr TONKIN: The Opposition should not have
moved an amendment at a time that would pre-
chide one of our members from speaking.

Mr Hassell: We did not choose the time, you
did. The time was chosen because of the time
your leader mucked around with his Bill.

Mr MacKinnon: I like your definition of
"democracy".

Mr TONKIN: Members opposite chose the
timing of their amendment.

Mr Rushton: What about co-operation?
Mr Court: Consensus?
Mr TONKIN: I do not quarrel with that.
Mr Laturance: Bold as a rubber stamp, you are.
Mr TONKIN: If the Opposition chooses the

time, it must expect the Minister for Employment
and Administrative Services to have the oppor-
tunity to reply.

Mr Hassell: Look, if you are going to cut off
question time, you are not likely to get any co-op-
eration from us from now until the end of the
session. Let me promise you that if you cut off
questions you are done on co-operation com-
pletely.

Mr Laurance: You are a disgrace-sit down
and go home.

Mr TONKIN: Of course we have not cut off
question time.

Mr Hassell: You have, and you know you have.
It was quite deliberate. What has happened is
that the Speaker has decided, all on his own I
suppose, that it is fair to give the call to a member
of the Government.

Withdra wal of Remark

The SPEAKER: I regard the remark made
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition as
reflection on the Chair and I would like him
withdraw it.

by
a

to

Mr Hassell: Mr Speaker, I withdraw.

Debate (on dissent from Speaker's ruling) Re-
sumed

Mr TONKIN: Mr Speaker, you have indicated
quite rightly that you have the discretion to allow
questions without notice. You have, therefore,
made that ruling. We now have a most petulant
Deputy Leader of the Opposition moving to dis-
sent from your ruling. He cannot show anywhere
in the Standing Orders-

Mr Hassell: You know this House does not run
by the Standing Orders exclusively. You have
been the first to call on it when it suited you.

Mr TONKIN: There is no Standing Order
which says the Leader of the Opposition has the
right to decide when question time will be.

Mr Hassell: Look, it has been the practice for
as long as you can remember, and for as long as
you have been here, hasn't it?

Mr MacKinnon: And long after you leave.

Mr TONKIN: In fact, questions without notice
are at the discretion of the Speaker.

Mr Hassell: Under the rules but not under the
practice.

Mr TONKIN: I can remember the member for
Kalamunda, as Speaker, calling off question time
when he decided to. The Speaker has done the
right thing. I am shocked that the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition should move dissent from the
Speaker's ruling on this matter.

Mr Hassell: You will be more shocked by the
time you have finished if you cut off question
time, I am telling you. It will be the end of your
chance of any reasonable relationship in this
House.

Mr TONKIN: I think the Opposition should
have question time. The discretion is given to the
Speaker under the Standing Orders.

Mr Speaker, we reject this motion of dissent
from your ruling.

Mr CLARKO: I rise to support the motion. I
do not do so in the narrow sense of the words, but
I speak at this moment in order to have an oppor-
tunity to put forward the point of view of the Op-
position.

Standing Order No. I makes it clear that the
House should operate and take cognisance of the
practices and usage of other orders of the House.
In the short time of nine years I have been in the
House, it has been the rule that we be given the
opportunity to ask questions. I say to the Leader
of the House, not in an aggressive way, that we as
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an Opposition must be given the opportunity to
have our say.

Last night, somebody made the comment,
"We"-that is, the Government-"- have the
numbers and therefore we will do what we want
to do." However, that flies completely in the face
of what the Parliament is about. If the Govern-
ment worked purely on the basis of numbers,
there would be no point in our assembling. The
quintessence of the Westminster system is that
the Opposition be given the opportunity to
question the Government. Any Government that
rides roughshod over an Opposition ultimately
inds that the House becomes unworkable.

The House should be run as a partnership. It
has two diverse groups, and those diverse groups
must meet and come to a certain set of under-
standings based, not on narrow views, but on the
Standing Orders.

I put to you. Mr Speaker, and to the members
of the Government, that you must give us the op-
portunity to be heard. You must give us the op-
portunity to ask questions in a proper way. There
may be times when questions may be deferred or
postponed. That has happened in my time in the
House. However, if you trample on the Oppo-
sition, you trample on the most precious element
of our system of political life. It is a most precious
thing that we have, and you must give us the op-
portunity to ask questions. You must give us the
opportunity to work with you.

Government members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CLARKO: In regard to the comments by

the Premier, I say without equivocation that the
decision to move the amendment was made at the
beginning of this week. It arose at the time it did
purely because of the time taken with the other
matters before the House this week. The Oppo-
sition had no intention to affect the rights of
Government members to speak.

Mr Tonkin: You wanted questions instead of
Parker speaking. What are you talking about?
Just tell the truth.

Mr CLARKO: The Leader of the House keeps
making that statement but I think he is a stranger
to it.

The claim has been made that this was a stunt.
I deny that categorically. That is false. There was
no attempt on the part of the Opposition to create
a situation in which we would, in some magical
way, utter brilliant words which would capture
the imagination of the media, and the Govern-
ment would be left without the opportunity of re-
plying. I assure members opposite we had no

intention of doing that. If we had that intention,
one would have spoken about the matter in a dif-
ferent way.

Mr Tonkin: If you had questions at 5.30, the
Minister for Employment, Planning and Adminis-
trative Services could not have spoken. You know
that.

Mr CLARKO: One of the most disappointing
features of this week as far as I am con-
cerned-this first week in the Parliament-is that
the Leader of the House takes an approach which
ill befits him, and is not appropriate to the House.
He is becoming a stand-over merchant, blatantly
trying to use the numbers. H-e should know that
his methods will not improve the workings of the
House, and will not be to the advantage of the
citizens of Western Australia.

For the sake of everybody-for the sake of the
people who are interested in what we, the Oppo-
sition, have to ask-I ask the Leader of the House
to reconsider and give us an opportunity to work
with him in a cordial way. He should be fair and
give us the opportunity to have our say by way of
questions.

It is absolutely unacceptable for the Minister to
behave as he has done this week in regard to the
hours, contrary to our views. As I said by way of
interjection on the member for Welshpool
yesterday, the better way to have organised the
new hours would have been to have had a com-
mittee such as the one we had before. We had a
group which included the Parliamentary Sec-
retary of the Cabinet, the member for Welshpool,
the present Leader of the Opposition, and myself.
The four of us met and had discussions about the
sitting hours. When we came to an agreement, we
took it back to our party rooms. Ultimately, com-
plete harmony was reached. There was no dishar-
mony on the hours that we sat.

The previous hours had been in operation for
many years. The member for Welshpooll could tell
me how long those hours were in force.

Mr Jamieson: Since Adam was a boy.
Mr CLARKO: That was something that we

were able to achieve. The four of us met and came
to a simple and clear decision in a short period of
time.

This week, the Leader of the House has forced
the hours onto us, particularly those in regard to
Tuesday afternoons. We have many members who
represent country areas; and we live in one of the
biggest political units in the world. It is quite dif-
ficult for our members to come from the far-off
places and spend three days of each week in the
city. They need time to travel to their electorates,
and time to meet with their constituents. As
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everyone in the Chamber knows, that is some-
thing that we all regard as a vital part of our job.

Now we Find that we have lost our Tuesday
mornings, because that time will be taken up with
party meetings. Members opposite will Aind the
same.

Mr Tonkin: And you gained the recess weeks.
Mr CLARKO: Will the first week off be the

Government's Australian Labor Party Conference
week?

Mr Davies: No.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member ought to

talk to the motion before the Chair.
Mr CLARKO: Certainly, I will do that.
What I was attempting to do, as part of my as-

sociation with the motion to dissent from your
ruling, Sir, was to express, on behalf of the Oppo-
sition-unfortunately the mover of the motion did
not have the opportunity to express his point-the
views that we hold. We are at the start of a period
of three years which, without doubt, will be a
most unpleasant one and, I believe, an inefficient
one if we cannot work in a form of co-operation.
The Leader of the House said to us earlier this
week-on Tuesday-that it was his intention to
operate in a way that was more efficient.' He ar-
gued strongly that he did not want to use a system
based on legislation by exhaustion.

When he said that, I was tempted to ask him
whether, while he was Leader of the House, he
would never take the opportunity to have the
House sit for long periods, because I would be
very surprised if, in the three years during which
members opposite will govern-they will not be in
Government any longer than that-they do not
Aind a matter of urgency with which they will
want to deal during a long sitting of the House.

The sittings of the House this week have
already been longer than those during most of the
weeks we sat last year, with the exception of the
last few weeks of the session.

Mr Davies: We will get extra pay for you!
Mr CLARKO: I think the position is opposite

to that put forward by The Minister for the En-
vironment, because in fact the Government
intends to take money away from us, which is
contrary to its industrial policy.

We must be given the opportunity to ask
questions without notice and you, Sir, know that
many devices can be used by a Government to
deny an Opposition a fair go during question
time. Indeed, we have seen such a situation occur
this week when some Ministers have made rather
long and tedious replies.

Several members interjected.

Mr CLARKO: I have gone out of my way to
avoid asking many questions of the Minister for
Education, because we know how he likes to go
on.

One of the propositions put to us is that the
House should adjourn at I I o'clock every night. It
is not possible to have such a system unless the
gag or guillotine goes with it.

If that is not the case, Opposition members can
filibuster and it is impossible for the Government
to pass its legislation. I understand that situation
applied between 1971 and 1974 when very talk-
ative members occupied the Opposition benches,
with the result that the progress of legislation
through the House was hampered.

This issue is fundamental: The Government has
the numbers and the power to deny the Oppo-
sition the right to put forward its point of view.

Mr Tonkin: You spoke for an hour and yet you
don't want the Minister for Employment to speak
for 20 minutes. You should talk about putting for-
ward points of view!

Mr CLARKO: I cannot speak for an hour-
Mr Tonkin: You spoke on the previous motion,

smart alec. The two of you spoke for an hour.
Mr CLARKO: I am not "im". I might look

like him-
Mr Tonkin: The two of you spoke for an hour.
Mr CLARKO: The Leader of the House said

that I spoke for an hour and I did not.
Mr Tonkin: I said, "You". I used the word

"you" in the plural.
Mr CLARKO: The Leader of the House must

be cross-eyed-
Several members interjected.
Mr Laurance: You didn't consult on it! You

j ust stormed over-
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for

Karrinyup has the floor.
Mr Hassell: You are certainly annoyed about

the situation in respect of adjourning at 4.30 p.m.
However, we didn't play any games. I told you the
truth.

Mr CLARKO: It is not an accident that Stand-
ing Order No. I is the broadest-

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! If I have to draw at-

tention to the conduct of the member for
Gascoyne again, I may have to take certain ac-
tion.

Mr CLARKO: Of all the Standing Orders,
Standing Order No. I is the broadest. It refers to,
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"in all cases not specially provided for."and it
is in relation to that provision that we believe we
are not being given a fair opportunity now. The
Opposition certainly did not agree to changing the
normal time at which we adjourn on Thursdays
from 4.30 p.m. to 6 p.m. I do not think we were
ever asked about it or given an opportunity to
consult with the Government on the Matter,
which is the quintessence of the industrial re-
lations policy of the Labor Party.

We were simply presented with a fait accompli,
as a result of which 6 p.m. has become the time at
which we adjourn on Thursdays and thus we are
placed in our current dilemma.

Had the arrangement been that, at 4 p.m., the
whips consulted and said, "Now we shall deal
with questions", the debate could have been ad-
journed and questions could have been taken be-
tween 4.00 and 4.30 p.m. and this problem would
not have arisen.

We are placed in this dilemma because the
Government is not prepared to be conciliatory or
co-operative. It is not prepared to adopt the phil-
osophy of consensus (con. sensus) of the Greek
fruiterer! We certainly need more of that.

Mr Tonkin: Why didn't you let the Minister for
Planning speak for 20 minutes then? You deliber-
ately shut him up!

Mr CLARKO: I find it very difficult to shut up
the Minister for Planning. I wish we could.

Mr Tonkin: That is right!
Mr Parker: That is right-that is just what it

is.
Mr CLARKO: And sometimes the situation is

vice versa.
Several members interjected.
Mr Parker: You want to tell lies about indus-

trial relations matters, but you are no-
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order.
Mr Rushton: We have never yet tried to stop

you speaking.

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr CLARKO: As I understand it, the Minister
for the Environment used the word "lies". I
understand that word is unparliamentary. Would
you, Sir, ask him to withdraw that, please?

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Karrinyup has complained of a certain word being
used by a member. I did not hear the word of
which he complained, but if it was used, perhaps
the member concerned would withdraw it.

Mr PARKER: I believe the member for
Karrinyup was referring to me, and, as I under-
stand it, the phrase to which he took offence was
that I said he wanted to tell his lies about indus-
trial legislation and not give me the opportunity to
tell the community of Western Australia how un-
true the statements were. I withdraw the word
"lies" and insert the word "untruths" in that
statement.

Debate (on dissent from Speaker's
Ruling) Resumed

Mr CLARKO: Thank you, Mr Speaker. At the
moment we are talking about much more than
dissenting from your ruling, Sir. Indeed, we are
talking about much more than what should hap-
pen tonight. In fact we are talking about the
future of this Parliament and the co-operation be-
tween the Opposition and the Government.

The Government needs our co-operation. As
you well know, Sir, the system of pairs will not
function satisfactorily if the Opposition does not
co-operate with the Government. If pairs were not
granted this Government for the next three years,
it would be in a serious dilemma and its ability to
do its job would be inhibited. I am sure the
Government does not want the situation to reach
that stage.

I believe that in the past some parties in this
Chamber found it opportune to withdraw pairs at
certain times when it has suited them-

Mr Parker: Like your party, for example.
Mr CLARKO: -but in the time I have been

here, my party has never withdrawn pairs.
Mr Davies: Yes, it has.
Mr CLARKO: When has my party done that?
Mr Davies: When we had a censure motion.
The SPEAKER: Order! I have asked the mem-

ber for Karrinyup to refer his remarks to the mo-
tion before the chair. I ask him again to do so.

Mr CLARKO: I certainly shall, Mr Speaker.
I was trying to develop the argument that the

issue which had led to the moving of this unfortu-
nate motion is more important than just the
events of this afternoon; that it relates, firstly, to
our silting hours and, secondly and more import-
antly, it relates to the whole matter of interaction
between the Opposition and the Government.

It might be okay for the Leader of the House to
be strong and firm tonight in terms of' what he
wants to do. He might intend to proceed with his
exercise of attempting to push us into the mud,
but even if he succeeds in doing so tonight and de-
nies us our democratic rights-those things which
are so important to people and which are part of
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this Anglo-Saxon system of Parliament-the mud
will be around for quite a while and even the best
dry cleaners in the world-

Point of Order
Mr THOMPSON: The member for Karrinyup

has three minutes remaining and it is two minutes
to 6 o'clock. The sessional order-

Mr Brian Burke: That clock is fast.
Mr THOMPSON: -requires that the House

rise at 6 p.m. and, therefore, I assume that, at
that time, you, Sir, will leave the Chair and re-
turn at 7. 15 p.m.

The SPEAKER: Order! I am well aware of that
situation and I am also aware of the time.

Debate (on dissent from Speaker's
ruling) Resumed

Mr CLARKO: I repeat that we are not just
talking about what happens this afternoon; we are
not just talking about what has happened this
week; we are talking about the next three years
and, more importantly, the mast fundamental
principle of this House, which is that members
should have the opportunity to stand up and pres-
ent their cases within the rules of our parliamen-
tary procedures. We are not asking for anything
more than that. It is a tradition of this House.

I have been a member of this House for just
over nine years and, as far as I can remember,
questions have been taken at 4 p.m. and the
House has adjourned at 4.30, giving the country
members the opportunity to return to their remote
locations. Here we have a situation in which we
have been denied the opportunity to ask our
questions. We have also been denied the oppor-
tunity to establish a proper rapport with the
Government. We will get nowhere if that situ-
ation persists, because the rules of the House pro-
vide an indication of behaviour for members, and
are a guide for conduct in this House.

Mr Speaker, I do not wish to speak for very
much longer.

Mr Parker: Just as well.
Mr Bertram: Start saying something.
Mr CLARKO: I thank the member for Mt.

Hawthorn for his interjection, because I have not
replied to his interjections today. I might find it
convenient to start now.

This begs the question, because the
fundamental thing that has been tried this after-
noon is to shut the Opposition up and to prevent
us having an opportunity to ask questions.

Mr Tonkin-, There is the man who has been
gagged!

Mr CLARKO: The Government has tried to
make false allegations that there was some form
of deep plot that led us to move our amendment
at the time we did. The sole reason that the
amendment was moved when it was is the amount
of time taken by various members of this House
during the week when speaking on other matters
felt to be important. So, I do not know whether I
should rephrase what I have been saying, but I
will do so for the benefit of the member for Mt.
Hawthorn.

Point of Order
Mr LAURANCE: Mr Speaker, are the

sessional orders to be adhered to under your
speakership or are we to have a different set of
sessional orders?

Mr TONKIN: On that point of order, any
member with any modicum of fairness will re-
member that when the Speakers came from the
conservative side of politics, time after time two
or three minutes were taken in order to see that
the right thing was done.

Mr MacKinnon: Yes, so you could go into your
question time.

The SPEAKER: Order! In answer to the point
of order raised by the member for Gascoyne I in-
dicate that I am required to leave the Chair at 6
o'clock and, if requisite, to sit again at 7.15 p.m.
That is a sessional Standing Order and I must
obey it because it was made by the House.

Debate (on dissent from Speaker's ruling) Re-
sumed

The SPEAKER: I will leave the Chair until
7.15 p.m.

Sitting suspended from 6.02 to Z 25 p.m.
The SPEAKER: The member for Karrinyup

has one minute remaining.
Mr CLARKO: I conclude on this note: I

suggest that the Premier and the Leader of the
Opposition each nominate two persons from either
side of the House-no doubt the Leader of the
House and my deputy leader and one other
each-so that they can get together and try to
take the course that led to the alterations to the
previous Standing Orders which had stood for so
many years. I believe if we had such a committee
of four people representing two from either side,
they would be another way to resolve such a
contretemps.
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House to Divide

MR GORDON HILL (Helena) [7.16 p.m.]: I
move-

That the motion be now put.

Mr Hassell: The gag!

Motion put and passed.

Debate (on dissent from Speaker's ruling)
Resumed

The SPEAKER: The question is, "That the
motion moved by the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition moving dissent against my ruling be put."

Motion put and negatived.

Debate (on amendment to motion) Resumed

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Tonkin
(Leader of the House).

QUESTIONS: ON NOTICE

Questions 252 and 260: Speaker's Ruling

The Speaker ruled questions 252 and 260 out of
order. (See pages 5 11 and 513).

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of
House) [7.20 p.m.]: I move-

The the House do now adjourn.

the

Question put and a division called for.
Belts rung and the House divided.

Remarks during Division

Mr Laurance: Frightened of questions-
running scared already!

Mr Bertram: Who of?
Several members interjected.
Mr Hassell: Running scared already-goodness

me!
Mr MacKinnon: Can't even answer questions.
Several members interjected.
Mr MacKinnon: We have had all this talk

about wanting to get through the business of the
House, but now you're trying to get out of it.

Several members interjected.
Mr Laurance: Very scared today.
Mr Rushton: They can't even run their own

business.
Several members interjected.
Mr Thompson: What happened to the maxim

that Oppositions will have their say, but Govern-
ments will have their way?

Several members interjected.
Mr MacKinnon: It's a black weekend for the

Burke Government.
Several members interjected.
An Opposition member: We've got Hitler over

there!
Several members interjected.

Result of Division
Division resulted as fol lows-

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

Mr Bradshaw
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
M r Coyne
Dr Dadour
Mr Hassell
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon

Ayes
Mr Wilson
M r Bryce
Mr Carr
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Evans
Mrs Watkins

Ayes 24
Mr Hodge
Mr Mclver
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P.1J. Smith
M r A. D. Taylor
M r . F. Taylor
Mr Tonkin
M r Troy
Mr Gordon Hill

Noes 17
Mr MeNe
Mr Old
Mr Rushton
M r Spriggs
Mr Thompson
Mr Trethowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

M r O'Connor
Mr Crane
Mr Mensaros
Mr Grayden
Mr Watt
Mr Blaikie

(Teller)

(Teller)

Question thus passed.
House adjourned at 7.23 p.m.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

TRAFFIC: MOTOR VEHICLES

Roof Racks: Police Permits

69. Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:
(1) Is it a fact that permits will not be

issued to people carting materials on
roof racks when those materials exceed
1 .2 metres?

(2) Is he aware that many plumbers, roofing
contractors, etc., cannot carry their ma-
terials any other way owing to the
welding, electrical equipment and fixing
materials they have to carry in their
vans or utilities to prevent stealing and
weather damage?
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(3) If "Yes" to (1), will he give full reasons
for such a regulation?

(4) If "Yes" to (2), will he bring about a
regulation to modify this situation?

(5) If not, why not?
Mr CARR replied:
(1) to (5) The vehicle standards regulations

set out standards for all vehicles
travelling on roads.
Regulation 1104 (1) prohibits loads and
equipment upon a motor vehicle from
exceeding 1.2 metres.
Regulation 1107 provides an exemption
to those requirements by the Com-
missioner of Main Roads or a person ap-
proved by him to issue such a permit. I
am advised the policy of Main Roads
Department is not to exempt vehicles as
described in the question.

HARBOUR: HARDY INLET

Boar Loading Facilities
210. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Works:

(I) What is the proposed cost of boat
loading in loading facilities in Hardy
Inlet?

(2) When is it expected that works will com-
mence and be completed?

Mr McI VER replied:
(I) The estimated cost of the proposed jetty

is $195 000.
(2) It is intended that the works will be con-

structed during 1983-84. However, this
is totally dependent on appropriate
funds being included in the final works
programme.

TRANSPORT: BUSES
Lioc: No. 760

236. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Transport:

Has the Metropolitan Transport Trust
made the necessary transport arrange-
ments for school children in the
Claremont to Mosman Park area when
the 760 linc bus is discontinued?

Mr GRILL replied:
The MTT will be closely monitoring
Stirling Highway and school bus ser-
vices in the area. Extra buses will be on
stand-by in the initial change-over
period to cater for unexpected loading
problems.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: DISPUTES

Criminal Offences
237. Mr MENSAROS, to the Premier:

(1) To prevent threats against elected rep-
resentatives of the community, as re-
cently happened with the Perth City
councillors, is he prepared to introduce
legislation which would make it a crimi-
nal offence for unions, union members
or anyone to cut Government utilities or
other services to consumers when the
utility in question is not involved in any
industrial action?

(2) If "Yes", can he undertake that his
Government will not interfere with
prosecuting offenders for resulting
criminal offences?

(3) If the answer to (1) is "No", why not?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) The Government is of the view that

there is ample legislation in the form of
the Police Act, Criminal Code, etc., to
accommodate all types of anti-social be-
haviour.

(2) Yes.
(3) Answered by (1),

AUSTRALIAN LABOR PARTY
Luncheons

238. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:

(1) Since the election has the Labor Party
continued to conduct luncheons for
invited guests at a cost of S20 per head
(a substantial increase over the cost ap-
plicable before the elections) and are
these functions known as decision
makers' luncheons?

(2) Is it a fact that an officer or adviser of
the Premier or one of his Ministers who
is on the Government payroll has, since
his employment by the Government,
been responsible for promoting and or-
ganising those Labor Party luncheons?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The basic organisation for the luncheons

is undertaken by paid and unpaid volun-
teers, who are not employees of the
Government.
However, requests from time to time
have been received by the department
concerning the luncheons and for obvi-
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ous reasons these requests are handled
by an officer of the department.

CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRON-
MENT: LESCHENAULT INLET

Laporte Australia Ltd.: Effluent

239. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

(1) What surveys were carried out by his
department following the spillage of
Laporte effluent into Lesehenault Inlet?

(2) Can he say whether any damage was
done to the estuary or estuarine lire?

(3) What assurances can he give that any
future problems will be either com-
pletely overcome or diminished?

Mr TONKIN replied:
(1) Environmental consultants, LeProvost,

Semeniuk & Chalmer were com-
missioned immediately following the
spill in February 1983 to study and
document the short-term effects of the
spillage. This study commenced two
days after the spillage occurred. The
cost of this study is being shared by the
State and the company.

(2) The report on the results of the
investigation is in the final stages of
completion and will cover the effects of
the spillage on

water quality;
sediment;
fish;
benthic fauna;
benthic flora; and
avifauna.

(3) It is not possible to provide complete se-
curity against pipeline bursts. Additional
leak detection equipment has been in-
stalled on the pipeline on the peninsula
to provide greater protection. In ad-
dition, methods of containing the spill-
age from a burst or leak in the section of
pipeline across the estuary are being
studied.

HOUSING: BOULDER-KALGOORLIE
Construction

240. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR, to the Minister for
Housing:

(1) How many State Housing Commission
houses and/or flats have been con-

structed in the Kalgoorlie/ Boulder area
in each of the past five years?

(2) What is the proposed State Housing
Commission building programme for the
Kalgoorlie/ Boulder area in 1983-84?

Mr WILSON replied:

(I) Houses Flats

1978-79
1979-80
1980-81 4

Aged
Pensioner

Units

1981-82 26 -

1982-83 10 -12

(2) The State Housing Commission building
programme for 1983-84 cannot be
finalised until the State Budget is
brought down when total funding ar-
rangements will then be known. Every
consideration will be given to the hous-
ing needs at Kalgoorlie/ Boulder area
when the programme is established.

HOUSING: WELFARE

Expenditure

241. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR, to the Minister for
Housing:

Would he provide a statistical break-
down of expenditure on welfare housing
in Western Australia over the past dec-
ade up to and including 1982-83?

Mr WILSON replied:
This information is available in the
State Housing Commission annual re-
ports except for the 1982-83 figures
which are not finalised.

HOSPITAL: KALGOORLIE REGIONAL

Redevelopment

242. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) Is he aware of the previous Govern-
ment's plans for a lengthy staged re-de-
velopment programme for the
Kalgoorlie Regional Hospital?

(2) If "Yes", could he explain what steps
are now planned to bring about a rapid
conclusion to the hospital re-develop-
ment?

Mi HODGE replied:

(1) Yes.
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(2) Detailed planning is proceeding with a
view to calling tenders in February 1984
for stages 3 and 4 of the redevelopment
programme. These stages involve-

(a) Replacement of general and
maternity wards.

(b) New birth suite.
(c) Permanent care ward.
(d) Upgrading of children's ward.
(e) New kitchen.
(F) New pharmacy.

Subject to funds becoming available in
the 1983-84 capital works programme
work could commence in April 1984 and
will take two years to complete.

EDUCATION: COLLEGE OF ADVANCED
EDUCATION

Bunbury: Cost

243. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Edu-
cation:

(1) What is the level of work so far under-
taken to have a college of advanced edu-
cation in Bunbury?

(2) Has any estimate been made of-
(a) the costs involved;
(b) the number of students; and
(c) the range of subjects?

(3) (a) Will this project be a State or joint
State-Commonwealth funded proj-
ect;

(b) what is the expected proportion of
costs?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) to (3) Action on the development of an

advanced education facility for Danbury
is in hand and an announcement by my-
self and the Minister with special re-
sponsibility for Bunbury 2000 will be
made shortly.

FISHERIES: DOLPHINS

Monkey Mia

244. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Fisheries
and Wildlife:
(1) Has the Department of Fisheries and

Wildlife investigated assertions that the
proposal to develop a motel tavern at
Monkey Mia could be prejudicial to the
"friendly" dolphins in the area?

(2) If "Yes", what was the result?

(3) Has the Shark Bay Shire Council sought
advice of the department?

Mr EVANS replied:

(I) No.

(2) Not applicable.

(3) No.

STATE FORESTS

Nurseries

245. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Forests:

(1) How many nurseries and their localities
are operated by the Forests Depart-
ment?

(2) How many trees are produced each year
for-

(a) departmental;

(b) public requirements?
(3) What is the value of (2)(a) and (b)?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) The Forests Department operates six
tree nurseries at H-amel, Narrogin,
Manjimup. Nannup, Gnangara, and
Broomie.

(2) The approximate number of trees pro-
duced each year is-

(a) for departmental require-
ments 5 284 800;

(b) for public requirements 818 400.
(3) The approximate value of-

(2) (a) $381 000;
(b) $269 000.

STATE FORESTS: PINE

Donnybrook Sunklands: Review

246. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Forests:

(1) Has the Government requested the For-
ests Department to review the
Donnybrook sunklands pine planting
project and proposals?

(2) When was this request made?

(3) Will he table a copy of the report?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(I) Yes.

(2) 27 April 1983.

(3) The information will be made available
when the report has been considered.
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FUEL AND ENERGY: ELECTRICITY
Power Station: South-west

247. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

(1) Has an environmental study been car-
ried out into the proposal to establish a
power station in the south-west?

(2) If "Yes", who carried out the study?
(3) When was it-

(a) commenced;
(b) completed; and
(c) how many submissions were re-

ceived?
(4) What was the cost of the study?
(5) Where was it proposed to site the power

station?
Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) No, but environmental investigations are

progressing.
(2) to (4) See (1).
(5) The matter has not been determined.

ALUMINIUM SMELTER; SOUTH-WEST
Environmental Study

248. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

(I) Has an environmental study been car-
ried out into proposals to establish an
alumina smelter in the south-west?

(2) If "Yes", who carried out the study?
(3) When was it-

(a) commenced;
(b) completed; and
(c) how many submissions were re-

ceived?
(4) What was the cost of the study?
(5) What areas were under consideration?
MrT BRYCE replied:
(1) No, but environmental investigations

into an alumninium smelter are prog-
ressing.

(2) to (5) Not applicable.

RAILWAYS: FREMANTLE-PERTH
Reopening: Statistics

249. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Referring to my question 110 of 1983
respecting the Fremantle-Perth railway,

will he give me the answers immediately
to the items for which the information
must be readily available as the
Fremantle-Perth rail service is to be
reintroduced this weekend?

(2) If "No", does this mean the Government
is reintroducing this rail service without
knowing the impact of its decision?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) 1 thank the member for his

great patience. The answers to his
question 110 have now been compiled
and are as follows-
(1) 1 table a schedule herewith.
The schedule was tabled (see paper No.
186.)
(2) None.
(3) Nil.
(4) (a) 88.

(b) 88.
(c) 88.

(5) There will not be any additional
public risk insurance to that already
in force. Repairs have been carried
out to the coaches and none is un-
safe.

(6) The cost in 1982-83 was $569 000.
(7) Final figures are not yet available.

The most up-to-date estimate of
total re-opening costs is-
(a) Material and Con-

tracts
(b) Labour

$821 000
$312 000.

(8) The Government will be monitoring
the position and will move to pro-
vide an electrified system when
justification exists.

(9) Yes, when the report has been prop-
erly examined.

(10) The line service originally operated
with 17 line buses. Through ration-
alisation of the 760-761-766 service
it currently operates using 13 linc
buses.

The 4 linc buses have been deployed
as follows-

2 buses-Rockingham-Perth
(route 166)
2 buses-Heathridge-Perth
(route 727)

(HI) None.
(12) 50.
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(13) None.
(14) The member refers to a three-year

trial, of which I have no knowledge.
The service is being re-introduced
on a permanent basis.
Owing to the ticket issuing system
it is not practicable to record details
of patronage on individual rail lines.
However, normal cordon checks
and surveys will be conducted and
annual ridership for the entire sub-
urban passenger system will be re-
ported in the trust's annual report.
Cost information applicable to rail
and bus services will be recorded in
the normal manner.

FUEL AND ENERGY: ELECTRICITY

Power Station: Run bury

250. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

(1) In relation to the proposed Bunbury
power station, what groups, or consult-
ants, have been appointed to provide the
Government, or the State Energy Com-
mission, with any environmental or
economical feasibility studies for the
power station?

(2) Have these reports been completed, and
if not, when is it anticipated they will be
completed?

(3) What costs have been incurred to pre-
pare these reports, or will be incurred in
the preparation of these reports?

(4) Has the Government, or the State
Energy Commission, commissioned any
other studies of sites other than the
Bunbury "C" power station site, and if
so, who has been commissioned for these
studies, and on what sites?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) A total of 13 consulting organisations

have been engaged by the State Energy
Commission to study the various en-
vironmental effects of siting a power
station at Bunbury.
An engineering consultant was engaged
by the commission to prepare capital
cost estimates.

(2)

(3)

The studies are not all completed.
The cost will depend on the extent of
investigation required.

(4) Other sites are under investigation and
appropriate studies will be necessary.

LIQUOR: DISTILLERY

Swan Valley

251. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:

(1) Referring him to an article in The West
Australian of Thursday, 21 July. where
it was stated that the Government has
agreed to provide funds for a new still
for Swan Valley grape growers, how
much will the new still cost in total?

(2) What amount of funds will the Govern-
ment either be providing, or guarantee-
ing. for the project?

(3) What contribution will the grape
growers be making towards the project?

(4) Who will manage the distillery once it is
completed?

(5) What amount of interest rate subsidy is
the Government providing on the
guaranteed loans?

(6) What is the estimated cost of this sub-
sidy over the next five years?

(7) What is the estimated profit, or loss,
that the distillery will make in each of
its first five years of operation?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(I) to (7) Tabled for the member's infor-

mation is a copy of a Press release
referring to this matter.

The paper was tabled (see paper No. 188.)

OFF-SHORE SOVEREIGNTY

Australian Labor Party: Policy

252. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:

The Federal Platform of the Australian
Labor Party, in relation to offshore sov-
ereignty states-

I.Commonwealth legislation to be
passed for regulation and exploi-
tation of all offshore resources
within the 200 mile economic zone.

2. Introduce legislation to establish a
Mining Code to enable the Com-
monwealth to supervise offshore ex-
ploration and development"-

(I) Does he support these poli-
cies in total, or in part?

(2) If he disagrees with any of
the policies, could he explain
why?
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Speaker's Ruling
I rule that this question is disorderly. Specifically,
it seeks information from the Minister on matters
which have no bearing on his responsibility to this
Parliament as a Minister of the Crown. Further,
the opinions sought are based on the hypothesis
that the Federal Labor Party may or may not
take action, Questions to Ministers should relate
to those particular public responsibilities connec-
ted with the administration of departments and
authorities directly under their control. Accord-
ingly, I rule the question to be disorderly.

TOURISM
Penalty Rates

253. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Tourism:

(1) Referring him to question 36 of 1983 re-
specting penalty rates, what was the out-
come of the discussion by Ministers at
the Australian Standing Committee on
Tourism meeting held on 24-25 March
concerning penalty rates?

(2) What future action was determined by
this meeting?

(3) As a consequence, is he now in a pos-
ition to advise me whether or not the
Government is in favour of taking action
to reduce, or to do away with, penalty
rates?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) The question of penalty rates was
referred to the Tourist Ministers' Coun-
cil meeting in Sydney on 27 May.

(2) and (3) That meeting considered an in-
depth national study may be necessary
on the question and that this was a mat-
ter for Commonwealth consideration.

MINING: ACT
Private Landholder Provisions

254. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines:

(1) Does the Government intend changing
the private landholder provisions
currently in force in the Mining Act?

(2) If so, in what way?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(1) and (2) This matter is part of the terms
of reference of the announced inquiry
into the Mining Act I978-82.
No decision will be taken pending re-
ceipt of the committee's report.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOL

teeming: Library-resource Centre

255. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Works:

(1) I have been advised that the Leeming
primary school library resource centre
had its completion delayed due to prob-
lems associated with the installation of
carpet in the centre: What was the
reason for the delay in the carpeting in-
stallation in the centre?

(2) Where was the carpet manufactured?
Mr McIVER replied:
(I) The building, including carpeting, was

completed ahead of the contract
completion date.

(2) Victoria.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL

Rossmoync: Parents and Citizens' Association

256. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Education:

(1) Referring to a letter dated 16 May 1983
addressed to him from the Rossmoyne
Senior High School Parents and Citi-
zens' Association, when is it likely that
the association will receive any ac-
knowledgment, or response, to that cor-
respondence?

(2) Could he provide the reasons for such a
long delay in responding to that corre-
spondence?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) and (2) The letter from the Rossmoyne

Parents and Citizens' Association on 16
May contained a statement that parents
were seeking financial support from the
Canning and Melville local authorities.
Confirmation of this source of support
by letter from the association was not
received at my office until Il IJuly.
A reply to the Rossmoyne Senior High
School Parents and Citizens' Association
advising of procedures they should now
follow has been signed today.

MINING: URANIUM

Yeelirric: Government Policy

257. Mr MacKiNNON, to the Premier:

(1) Referring him to an article in The Bull-
etin magazine of IS March 1983 which
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states, in relation to nuclear power
plants in Japan, "With 25 plants in op-
eration, four more are to start tup in
1984, three in 1985, and three in 1986.
Construction of four more recently
gained Final approval and the pro-
gramme is to continue to a total of 54
nuclear plants, totalling 46 000 mega-
watts, by 1990 and 100 plants, totalling
90000 megawatts by 2000". Bearing in
mind that this is a great potential mar-
ket for Australian uranium, will he give
an assurance that, should the Yeelirrie
project come before his Government for
approval, providing it meets environ-
mental and safety safeguards and con-
trols, it will be given approval to pro-
ceed?

(2) If "No", will the Government give con-
sideration to a claim from the company
to recompense it for the many millions
of dollars it has spent proving up the
project?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) The question is hypothetical and is

therefore inadmissible.
(2) Answered by (t)

BUSINESSES: SMALL
Government Regulations Review Committee:

Report

258. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Economic Development and Technology:

Now that he has recently released the
report of the Government regulations re-
view committee, when can we expect de-
cisions, and action, on behalf of the
small business sector, as a consequence
of this report, to be taken?

Mr BRYCE replied:
This matter will be the subject of an an-
nouncement by the Minister for Econ-
omic Development and Technology in
the near future.

259- This question was postponed.

ECONOMY
Policy: Statement of Accord

260. Mr MacK INNON, to the Minister for
Economic Development and Technology:
(1) In the statement of accord by the Aus-

tralian Labor Party and the Australian
Council of Trade Unions regarding

(171

economic policy it states-"- Taxation of
companies will be reformed to ensure
that companies pay their fair share of
tax on income earned in Australia and
overseas by such measures as
eliminating corporate tax loopholes,
abolishing the investment allowance as
an across-the-board concession, and
introducing a resource rent tax On the
super profits of mining companies".
Does he-
(a) support the proposal that rec-

ommends "abolishing the
investment allowance as an across-
the-board concession";

(b) support the proposal that rec-
ommends "introducing a resource
rent tax on the super profits oF
mining companies"?

(2) If "Yes" to (1), could he explain why?
(3) If "No" to (1), can he explain why not?

Speaker's Ruling

The SPEAKER: I rule that this question is
disorderly. Specifically, it seeks infor-
mation from the Minister on matters
which have no bearing on his responsi-
bility to this Parliament as a Minister of
the Crown. Further, the opinions sought
are based on the hypothesis that the
Federal Labor Party may or may not
take action. Questions to Ministers
should relate to those particular public
responsibilities connected with the
administration of departments and
authorities directly under their control.
Accordingly, I rule the question to be
disorderly.

FUEL AND ENERGY: GAS
North- West Shelf Project

261. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Economic Development and Technology:

(1) What is the total value of contracts let
to date for the North-West Shelf proj-
ect?

(2) What proportion of the total project ex-
penditure does this constitute?

(3) What Percentage of the contract value
has been let to-
(a) Western Australian companies;
(b) other Australian companies;
(c) overseas companies?
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(4) (a) What was the nature of contracts
let to Western Australian
companies;

(b) what was the value in dollar terms
of the contracts let to Western Aus-
tralian companies;

(c) which Western Australian
companies received the contracts?

(5) (a) What was the nature of the con-
tracts let to companies in other
parts of Australia;

(b) what was the value in dollar terms
of the contracts let to other Aus-
tralian companies;

(c) which other Australian companies
received such contracts?

(6) (a) What was the nature of the con-
tracts let to overseas companies;

(b) what was the value in dollar terms
of the contracts let to overseas
companies;

(c) which overseas companies received
such contracts?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) The value of contracts let for the North-

West Shelf gas project as at 30 June
1983 is$ $1 372 million.

(2) The total project expenditure to 30 June
1983 is not available.
The total value of contracts let is ap-
proximately 85 per cent or total commit-
ments to 30 June 1 983.

(3) (a) 61 percent;
(b>) 10 per cent;
(c) 29 per cent.

(4) (a) As more than 400 contracts have
been let to Western Australian
firms and organisations for many
different aspects of the project it is
not possibie to identify these con-

- tracts under any one concise~area of
expertise.

(b) $841 million.
(5) (a) The same comments apply as in 4

(a).
(b) $129 million.

(6) (a) The same comments apply as in 4
(a).

(b) $401 million.
Answers cannot be given to questions 4
(c), 5 (c) and 6 (c) as this information is

provided to the Government by the de-
veloper on a confidential basis.

FUEL AND ENERGY: STATE ENERGY
COMMISSION

Employee Participation

262. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

(1) Regarding the report on employee par-
ticipation in decision making in the
State Energy Commission of Western
Australia, who prepared the report?

(2) By whom, and on what authority, was
the report commissioned?

(3) What were the terms of reference?
(4) What consideration to implementing the

recommendations has been given by the
Government, or the State Energy Com-
mission?

(5) Has the report been'discussed with the
Trades and Labor Council of Western
Australia, or any of its members?

(6) What attitude has been expressed to the
Minister by the Trades and Labor
Council regarding the recommendations
in the report?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) Professor Charles Mulvey, Professor of

Industrial Relations, University of WA.
(2) By the State Energy Commission in

June 1982 under the authority of the
State Energy Commission Act.

(3) To review the arrangements for em-
ployee participation in decision making
which already exist in the State Energy
Commission and to recommend how em-
ployees' participation might' be further
developed.

(4) The, scope of the report has been broadly
t raverstd by'both Government. and State
Energy Commission with knowledge
that any proposed moves to introduce
such a system would need to be carefully
related to other departments and
instrumentalities and the general
Government policy.

(5) Yes. With all relevant unions and the
Trades and Labor Council.

(6) The unions will shortly be advising the
State Energy Commission of their com-
bined views, with the intent of undertak-
ing joint discussion with the Ministers
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for Fuel and Energy, Industrial Re-
lations, and Employment.

NOISE
Cannington Light Industrial Area

263. Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) In view of the continual complaints by

ratepayers regarding noise in the light
industrial area in Cannington. what ac-
tion should the local authority take to
abate the nuisance?

(2) Why should a senior council officer ad-
vise a ratepayer to take private action
against the noise offender?

(3) What action is open to a ratepayer to
control excessive noise in an instance
where he has received from a council
mayor advice that the matter has been
rectified, when in fact the noise nuisance
is worse than at the time of the original
complaint?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) The local authority has power under the

Noise Abatement Act and its regu-
lations to abate noise nuisance.

(2) This question should be directed to the
local authority concerned.

(3) The Noise Abatement Act, section 33,
provides for legal action by any three or
more persons occupying land or premt-
ises aggrieved by noise nuisance. Advice
may also be obtained from the Public
Health Department. There is always
also the possibility of action at common
law.

MINISTER OF THE CROWN: PREMIER
Equipment: Additional

264. Mr O'CON NOR, to the Premier:
Will he detail the cost of any additional
equipment purchased, hired or obtained
by his department since he took office in
February 1983?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Standard Telecom office systems have

been used to upgrade some outmoded
equipment-

I nstalIla tion
Rental

$1 422
$5 196 P.a.

(2) Two standard television receivers with
video recorders-

(3) Four word processing units.
These are identical to the two units
which were in use in the Department
prior to February 1983, and replaced
four electric typewriters.
Purchase cost $57 7 10

(4) One small photocopier.
Purchase cost $3 490.

GOVERNMENT VEHICLES
No. 6WA 037

265. Mr O'CON NOR. to the Premier:

(I) Is Government vehicle 6WA 037
cated to a Government adviser?

allo-

(2) If so, who?
(3) If "No" to (1), who has the use of the

vehicle and is it made available for the
personal use of that or other persons?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) No.
(2) See answer to (1).
(3) 6WA 037 is a Government garage pool

vehicle allocated to the Department of
the Premier and Cabinet.
It is available for use by all officers of
the department during the day and by
the Deputy Director-General of the de-
partmnent outside normal working hours.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS: BUREAU
Food Prices: Survey

266. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Minister for Con-
sumner Affairs:

(1) Does the Consumer Affairs Bureau sur-
vey the price of foodstuffs in selected lo-
cations in the State?

(2) If "Yes", at which locations or towns
are the surveys made?

(3) How frequently are the surveys carried
out?

(4) Are the prices translated into the price
of the same "asket" of items used by
the Bureau of Statistics to determine
their food group index?

(5) If surveys of food prices are not carried
out by the Consumer Affairs Bureau,
why not?

Mr TON KIN replied:
(1) Yes.
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(2) Regular surveys are made at certain
supermarkets in Perth city and Subiaco.
Special surveys have been made at
supermarkets at Karratha and South
Hedland.

(3) The surveys in Perth city and Subiaco
are done on a monthly basis. The sur-
veys made at Karratha and South
Hedland have been on an ad hoc basis.

(4) Surveys are not based on exactly the
same comprehensive range of goods
Comprising the basket of items in the
C.P.lI. food group index.

(5) Not applicable.

STATE FORESTS: DEPARTMENT
Mr S. Shea: Replacement

267. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Premier:

(1) Subsequent to the appointment of Mr S.
Shea to his department, was his former
position in the Department of Forests
filled from within the Public Service?

(2) If "Yes", by whom?
(3) If "No" to (1), is any officer receiving a

higher duties allowance for acting in this
position?

(4) If "Yes" to (3), will he give details of
the total on-cost involved in the creation
of Mr Shea's position in the Department
of Premier and Cabinet?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) No.

(2) Answered by (1).
(3) Yes.

(4) I refer the member to the answer to
question 125 of Tuesday, 26 July 1983.

TRANSPORT: BUSES
Tender

268. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Minister for
Transport:

In approximately March 1983, the
Government let a contract to Porters of
Fremantle for 10 bus bodies: Will he
please give the contract sum and also the
price of the lowest tenderer?

Mr GRILL replied:

This contract does not relate to any
agencies in the Transport portfolio.

MINISTER OF THE CROWN: PREMIER
Office: Renovation

269. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Premier:

(1) Was new
ministerial
furbishing
earlier this

wallpaper hung within his
suite during an extensive re-

programme undertaken
year?

(2) Which company supplied the wallpaper?
(3) What area of wall was covered at what

total cost?
(4) What was the range of prices in dollars

per metre of wallpaper used?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) to (4) There has been no extensive refur-

bishing of my ministerial suite.
Some minor modifications have been
carried out re-using existing partitioning
with the existing wallpaper thereon and
utilising existing furniture and fittings.

GOVERNMENT ADMINISTRATION:
APPOINTMENTS

Additional: Statistics

270. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Premier:

(1) Would he list each and every new pos-
ition created by the Government since
coming to office in-
(a) Ministerial offices;
(b) the Public Service;
(c) statutory authorities,
including all ministerial advisers, sup-
port staff and research officers?

(2) What are the duties of each position?
(3) To which ministerial office, departments

or authority is each allocated?
(4) What salary, allowances or remuner-

ation is applicable to each position?
(5) If contract, what is the duration of each

contract?
(6) Which officers have the use of Govern-

ment vehicles for-
(a) driving to and from work and home;

(b) private use?
(7) Would he list Public Service staff

transferred to support positions listed
under question (I1)?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) to (7) I refer the member to the answer

to question 125 of 26 July 1983.
271. This question was postponed.
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MINISTER OF THE CROWN: MINISTER
FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND

TECHNOLOGY

Staff: Designations

272. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Minister for Econ-
omic Development and Technology:

What are the designations of each mem-
ber of his ministerial staff located in-

(a) the Superannuation Building;

(b) the State Government Insurance
Office Atrium?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(a) and (b) The matters raised in the
member's question will be can-
vassed in a statement to be made to
the House by the Premier in due
course.

MINISTER OF THE CROWN: MINISTER
FOR MINES AND MINISTER FOR FUEL

AND ENERGY

Appointments: Additional

273. Mr O'CONNOR, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Mines, Fuel and
Energy:

(1) Will he detail the number of new ap-
pointments to his office since February
1983?

(2) Will he list the occupations of these
staff, stating whether regular civil ser-
vants or otherwise?

(3) Will he list the wages for this staff?

(4) Will he detail the cost of any additional
equipment purchased, hired or obtained
for this office since February 1983?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(1) to (4) The matters raised in the question
will be canvassed in a statement which
the Premier will make to the House in
due course.

ROAD: SERVETUS STREET

Metropolitan Region Scheme: Amendment

274. Mr RUSHTON. to the Minister for
Planning:

(I) Is the Government going to remove the
road status of Servetus Street within the
metropolitan region scheme by-

(a) the usual advertising of intention
and tabling of amendment in both
Houses of Parliament; or

(b) legislating to remove Servetus
Street from the metropolitan region
scheme?

(2) When will the Government introduce
the intended action?

(3) How many houses are still to be pur-
chased by the Metropolitan Region
Planning Authority within the metro-
politan region scheme Servetus Street
reserve?

(4) How many requests have been received
to extend Servetus Street to West Coast
Highway along the rifle range route to
relieve Rochdale Road from through
traffic?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) and (2) 1 am assessing the merits of all

options available as a possible solution
for the movement of traffic in the west-
ern suburbs and will shortly report the
results of my investigation to Cabinet.
The question or further action will be as-
sessed in the light of Cabinet's decision.

(3) 27 houses are stilt to be acquired; how-
ever, the owners of eight of those houses
have approached the Metropolitan Re-
gion Planning Authority inquiring about
purchase.

(4) Three, including a petition containing
326 signatures.

CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRON-
MENT: PEEL INLET

Management Authority: Dredging

275. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for the
Environment:

(1) Has the Peel Inlet Management Auth-
ority asked for funds to dredge the Peel
Inlet?

(2) If funds have been asked for, have they
been granted?

(3) If funds have not been granted, why
not?.

Mr DAVIES replied:
(I ) Yes. The authority is looking for funds

to dredge several navigation channels.
(2) No.
(3) The application is still under review.

The Budget has not been finalised.
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CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRON-
MENT: LESCHENAULT INLET
Laporte Australia Ltd.: Employees

276. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Works:

(1) How many people are employed at
Laporte Titanium at Australind?

(2) Has investigation started into the poss-
ible resiting of Laporte?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) 300 employees.
(2) Resiting of the Laporte factory is not

one of the options being investigated at
this stage due to the high capital cost
involved, estimated to be about $100
million.

277. This question was postponed.

HOSPITALS AND NURSING HOMES
Regulations

278. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) How do the proposed private hospital-
nursing home regulations relate to the
requirements of the Australian Council
of Hospital Standards?

(2) What does the Government have in
mind in "generally updating and
strengthening the Health Act" in re-
lation to private hospitals and nursing
homes?

(3) In view of the tact that Medibank Pri-
vate has unilaterally categorised private
hospitals in Western Australia, does he
contemplate using Medibank's criteria
for any purpose?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) Regulations generally set minimum

standards and are more concerned with
structural safety, fire protection, and the
safety of patients than the Australian
Council on Hospital Standards ac-
creditation guide, which is more con-
cerned with the quality of patient care,
administration, and how the hospital
should be managed.

(2) The only amendment to the Health Act
proposed in this area is to prevent
unregistered premises, such as boarding
houses, from calling themselves nursing
homes. The regulations regarding pri-

vate hospitals and nursing homes will be
considerably strengthened.

(3) No. Any contemplated policies involving
the classification of private hospitals will
be determined following joint consul-
tation with both the health insurance in-
dustry and the Private Hospitals Associ-
ation.

MINISTER OF THE CROWN: MINISTER
FOR HEALTH

Political Adviser
279. Mr GRAYDEN, to the Minister for

Health:

(1) What is the name of his personal politi-
cal adviser?

(2) What are his academic or other qualifi-
cations?

(3) What was his farmer occupation?
(4) What is his salary as personal political

adviser to the Minister?
Mr H-ODGE replied:
(1) to (4) The Premier has indicated the

matters raised in the question will be
canvassed by him in a statement to the
House in due course.

RAILWAYS: FREIGHT
Joint Venture: West rail Vehicles

280. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Transport:

(1) How many Westrail vehicles are
currently involved in Total West oper-
ations?

(2) Is it the Government's intention to in-
crease this involvement?

(3) If "Yes" to (2), will this be at the ex-
pense of private operators providing
feeder services from major country
towns?

(4) If "No" to (2), what plans are there for
the disposal of surplus Westrail vehicles,
if any?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) On the assumption the question refers to

road vehicles only, the answer is "nil".
(2) No.
(3) Not applicable.
(4) This will depend on the outcome of the

current small freight study.
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NATURAL DISASTER: DROUGHT

Subsidies
281. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) Are subsidies for fodder purchases and
agistment of livestock still available to
farmers in drought declared areas?

(2) If not, has he made any approach to the
Commonwealth Government to have the
decision to abolish these subsidies re-
versed?

Mr EVANS replied:
(1) Agistment subsidies are still available to

farms in drought declared areas that
have been assessed as prone to severe
wind erosion. This subsidy will be
available to these farmers until the
drought declaration is revoked.
Purchases of fodder are no longer subsi-
dised. This scheme was fully funded by
the Commonwealth; and it terminated
the subsidy on 30 June 1983.

(2) Several approaches were made to the
Commonwealth on behalf of Western
Australia, urging that the fodder subsidy
be maintained until the present crisis
had passed. Submissions were made by
me.

CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRON-
MENT: PEEL INLET

Management Authority: Chairman

282. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for the
Environment:
(1) Is it a fact Mr Arthur Bickerton has

been appointed chairman of the Peel
Inlet Management Authority?

(2) If "Yes", is he a former Minister of a
previous Labor Government?

(3) Is it a fact that Mr Bickerton is not a
resident of the Mandurah district, and
therefore has no direct knowledge of the
area?

(4) How many other persons were con-
sidered for the appointment?

(5)
(6)

What were their names?
Why were those members of the Peel
Inlet Management Authority with many
years' experience on the authority not
appointed chairman?

(7) Were the local authorities consulted?
Mr DAVIES replied:
(1) No.
(2) to (7) Not applicable.

RAILWAYS: FREMANTLE-PERTH

Refurbishing
283. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for

Transport:

(1) How -many men have been employed on
resleepering the Fremantle-Perth line
and generally refurbishing the track and
the stations?

(2) How many of these workers were
transferred from country centres in
order to undertake this work?

(3) From which country centres were the
men transferred?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) 130.
(2) 20.
(3) This was Westrail's mobile resleepering

team which moves around the system as
required.

RAILWAYS: FREMANTLE-PERTH

Reopening: Festivities

284. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:

What is the expected cost of the
festivities associated with the re-opening
of the Fremnantle-Perth passenger rail
service on Friday, 29 July?

Mr GRILL replied:
As the expenditure on the festivities as-
sociated with the re-opening of the
Fremantle-Perth passenger rail service is
being shared between many community
organisations, no realistic total cost esti-
mate can be made.
Organisations which are contributing
are local authorities, chambers of com-
merce, retail traders, commercial
interests, historical societies, and organ-
isations concerning the arts, culture,
sport and many others. Although many
of these contributions do not involve a
cost in terms of money changing hands,
their value is enormous.
The MTT is responsible for the co-ordi-
nation of this activity through its adver-
tising agency, Marketforce. The ex-
pected cost of co-ordinating these pro-
motions and MIT involvement in the
promotions was budgeted at $13 000.
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This does not include costs incurred in
the equipment, catering. etc., for the re-
opening ceremony, which are estimated
at approximately $3 000.

RAILWAYS: FREMANTLE-PERTH

Reopening: Breakdowns

285. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:

What contingencies have been planned
by the Metropolitan Transport Trust in
order to cope with the "increased likeli-
hood of breakdowns" referred to in the
Taplin report on the reintroduction of
the Fremantle-Perth passenger rail ser-
vice?

Mr GRILL replied:
Westrail, which operates the suburban
passenger service on behalf of the
Metropolitan Transport Trust, is arrang-
ing to adjust its maintenance pro-
gramme for the railcar fleet. in antici-
pation of the increased workload arising
from the re-introduction of the
Fremantle-Perth passenger train service.
This is being done in order to maintain
the reliability of the railcars consistent
with the increased train-kilometres run.

TRA NSPORT
Deficif

286. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:

Will he give precise details on the over-
all deficit incurred by the Government
transport services during 1982-83, in
view of the fact that receipts on grain
freight during the year were $1 1 million
more than budgeted for and deficits for
the Metropolitan Transport Trust and
State Ships were close to the budgeted
figure and yet the Premier has stated to
the Parliament that the transport
Budget allocation was exceeded by $8
million?

Mr GRILL replied:
There is a formal process by which all
Government transport agency accounts
are presented to Parliament. Detailed
figures are now being finalised so that
the information can be made available.
The member will receive the information
he seeks in due course, as part of that
process.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: WESTRAIL

Inquiry: Terms of Reference

287. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) What are the terms of reference for the

inquiry into industrial relations within
Westrail being conducted by Dr N.
Dufty?

(2) Have any reports, interim or otherwise,
been produced by Dr Dufty in connec-
tion with this inquiry?

(3) If "Yes" to (2), will he make copies
available to me?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Terms of Reference-

IAn examination of the objectives
and policies of the industrial re-
lations functions within Westrail
and its relations with line manage-
ment. External influences such as
Government policy directives and
relationships with the Industrial
Commission shall also be con-
sidered.

2. An investigation into the extent of
and causes of the lack of harmoni-
ous relationships between Westrail
and the various unions covering its
employees.

3. An examination of the amount of
authority over industrial relations
matters held by different levels of
line management and by the indus-
trial relations function.

4. The inquiry should be broad in
scope and include, if appropriate,
matters of occupational health and
safety in so far as they affect indus-
trial relations and should take into
account Wesirail's function of pro-
viding efficient transport services to
the people of Western Australia.

5. The report of the inquiry should in-
clude recommendations intended to
increase the level of harmony be-
tween Westrail and its employees
whilst at the same time paying due
regard to the role and function of
the trade unions. The recommen-
dations should also consider ways in
which Westrail employees and their
representative organisations can
make a constructive contribution to
Westrail's operations.
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6. The inquiry should also examine,
after consultation with the Trades
and Labor Council, and those
other Associations not affiliated
with the Council, ways in which the
unions themselves may co-operate
with each other in such a way as to
improve their overall relationship
with Westrail.

7. No written or oral comments made
by any person or organisation shall
be included or quoted in the final
report of the inquiry without the
approval of that individual or or-
ganisation.

(2) No.
(3) Not applicable.

TRANSPORT
Students Subsidy Scheme

288. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:

What are the terms of reference for the
review of students' travel subsidy
scheme currently being undertaken by
the Government?

Mr G R ILL replied:
While there are no formal terms of
reference, a working party has been set
up to undertake a total review of the
present student subsidised travel scheme,
to examine the question of student-as-
sisted travel throughout the State, and
report back to me with its findings and
any recommendations for modifying or
extending the present scheme.

TRANSPORT: STRATEGY COMMITTEE
Perth Central City A rea

289. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:

What matters are currently under con-
sideration by the transport strategy com-
mittee on transport needs of the Perth
central city area?

Mr GRILL replied:
I quote from the terms of reference of
the committee-

The Committee should make rec-
ommendations regarding desirable
policy or legislative changes,
investment or development, traffic
management, research or any other

actions deemed desirable, with an
indication where possible of priority
and timing, with respect to:

(i) Access to the Central
City, by private car, pub-
lic transport, or other
forms of transport.

(ii) Movement within the
Central City, by private
car, public transport,
goods vehicles and ped-
estrians, or other forms of
transport.

(iii) Parking facilities, includ-
ing needs, type, location,
ownership and operation.

RAILWAYS: FARES
Increase:- Revenue

290. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:

What additional revenue will be raised
by Westrail in the 1983-84 financial
year from the 10 per cent increase in
intrastate road and rail fares which took
effect from I July 1983?

Mr GRILL replied:
$400 000 (estimated).

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOLS
Welsh pool District; Enrolments

291. Mr JAMIESON, to the Minister for Edu-
cat ion:
(1) What are the respective enrolments for

each State primary school in the
Welshpool electoral district?

(2) What were the comparative enrolmenits
at this time last year?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) and (2) 1 seek to table a paper in reply

to these questions.
The paper was tabled (see Paper No. 1 87.)

ELECTORAL: ENROLMENTS
Districts and Provinces

292. Mr JAMIESON, to the Minister for Par-
liamentary and Electoral Reform:

(1) What are the present number enrolled
for each of the 57 Assembly districts?
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Flecto

Proir

(2) What are the present number enrolled
for the 17 electoral provinces of the
Legislative Council?

Mr TONKIN replied,
(1) and (2) The numbers enrolled for elec-

toral districts and provinces at 25 July
1983 were-

METROPOLITAN AREA

ral Electoral Number
T~cc Districts o

therein electors

Metropolitan

North Metropolitan

North CeniratI Metropolitanl

North-Va't Metropolitan

south Metropolttan

Soouth-Cenitral Mciropoliian

Soath--it'i Metropolitan

Cottesloc,
Floreal
Ned lands
Perth
Subiaeo

Total

Joondalup
Karrirtyup
Scarboroughs
Whitford

Total

Balcutta
balga
Mount Lawley
Nollarnara.

Total

Ascot
Helena
Maylan

4
'

Morley-Swan
Welshpool

Total

Cockburn
Fretmantle
Melyille
Rochinghut

Total

Clonarr
E1At MelVille
South Perth
Victoria Park

Total

Armadale
Canning
Gosnell'
Murdoch

Total

therein

16921
IS 370
15832

1 6670
l.6137

83 930

18 294

l16661
17792

71 597

17806

:7 167
17 183
13303

67 439

15692
17 646

1 6458
18732
17 l05

85833

18639
16183

8233
16'a79

69934

1591)
16413
16549
16 164

65039

16 794
17441
t7 426
19 513

71 174

AGRICULTURAL, MAINING St PASTORAL AREA

Electoral Electoral Number
Province Districts of

thereirl electors
therein

Central Avon 9410
Merredin 9031
Meunt Marshall 8901

Total 27 342

Lower Central Collie 9A5)
Narrogin 9027
Warren 8203

Total 25 835

Lomner West Dale 10130
Mandurab 95S5tMurray-Wellington 9441

Total 29 IS,

South Albany 8610
Katanning-Rue 9063Stirlint 8748

Total 26426

Soutth-Easi Espcratrce-Dundas 10523
Kalgotorlie 9501

Total 20024

South-Went Suobury, 393
Mitchell 9984
Vasse 9358

Total 28 155

upper West Geraldtrn 96WI
Grecioitgh 8778i
Moore 9 290

Total 27669

West Darling Range 9269
Kttlanmonda 9 118N
Musndaring 9193

Total 2750B

NOATH-WEST-MURCHISON-EYRE AREA

Lo-er North Gascoync
M urchison-Eyre

Total

North Kimtberley
PilbAra

Totl2

SUMMARY

Metropolitan area
Agricultural. Mining and Pastoral Area
North-Wesl-Mrchson-Eyre Area

4 125
3212

7 337

13 549
It 254

2483

514 966
212 234

32140

759 340
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