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

BILLS (2): INTRODUCTION AND FIRST
READING

I . Rural and Industries Bank Amendment
Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Brian
Burke (Premier), and read a First time.

2. Building Societies Amendment Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Tonkin

(Leader of the House), and read a First
time.

ACTS AMENDMENT (FAIR
REPRESENTATION) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 16 October.

MR CRANE (Moore) [2.17 p.m.]: I oppose the
Bill before the House on the ground that I sin-
cerely do not believe that it is fair. "Fair" is a
word which depends on the interpretation of the
person who is considering it. A "fair deal" to a
very mean person is one where he gets all the
money; but conversely it would not be fair to a
generous person who would like to share equally
with others. This legislation would be more appro-
priately named the "Unfair Representation Bill".

Much was said last night in the discussion on
this Bill and it is not necessary for me to canvass
all those areas again.

Mr Brian Burke: The Government has bent over
backwards trying to accommodate all of the points
raised by the Opposition.

Mr CRANE: I do not believe it has. I am refer-
ring to how I see the situation and I am speaking
from my experience in representing people since I
have been in this place.

Mr Brian Burke: All the member for Floreat
said is that-

Mr CRANE: I am not particularly concerned
about what the member for Floreat said last night.
I have not read his speech. I am concerned about
making the points I wish to make today on behalf
of the electors I represent. They are electors who,
in the main, give me the impression that they
consider I represent them as fairly as!I can.

Mrs Buchanan interjected.
Mr CRANE: There would be 10 000.

Mr MacKinnon: Stretching from where to
where?

Mr CRANE: My electorate stretches from
north of Pearce aerodrome to the Three Springs
Shire boundary. For the information of those
present, it takes me 3 h hours to travel in my
motor vehicle within the speed limit from one end
of the electorate to the other; in other words, it
lakes seven hours to cover the area and return
without getting out of the car and refuelling. That
is the point I am coming to: The unfairness of
expecting people in country electorates to rep-
resent their constituents as they are entitled to be
represented.

As a further example of this, I refer to the
recent Parliament Week. The Minister, who
introduced this Bill would probably be interested
to know that I was one of the members of Parlia-
ment who co-operated during that week. I
contacted the 31 schools in my electorate and
asked whether I could assist them in any way
during Parliament Week. Having consideration
for the time constraints placed upon me-since
Parliament was sitting that week and my visits
had to be arranged on Monday and Friday--only
eight schools felt that I could visit them and be of
assistance. On Monday I visited Yanchep,
Wannamal and Toodyay; and on Friday I visited
Bolgart, Calingiri. Moora, Leeman and .Jurien. In
the process of visiting those schools I travelled
1 100 kilomnetres in my car. I cite that as an
example to those members with pocket handker-
chief electorates.

Many country electorates fall into this
category-Geraldton, for instance. I know
Geraldton very well, having attended school in
that town. I consider that I could walk to all the
schools in Geraldton in no more than half a day.
Certainly I could have done so when I was a little
younger and I could probably do it now. Having
referred to the distance I travelled to visit eight
schools in my electorate, members can imagine
how long it would take to visit all 31 schools.

Is the Government suggesting that the school
children whom I represent are not entitled to fair
representation from their member? I think those
children are so entitled and they obviously think
they are because they asked me to help in any way
I could. This point is most important and it has
been conveniently overlooked by the Government
and all the proponents of this scheme. Represn-
tation for people living outside the metropolitan
area, with the exception of some of the regional
towns, will be virtually non-existent in the future.
It has been said that the northern and southern
regions of the metropolitan area will eventually
spread to the agricultural areas. They will en-
croach further into those areas, as has happened in

2516



[Wednesday, 17 October 19841 21

the past, with the result that redistribution will be
necessary. Thus, we will find More representation
from the metropolitan area and less from the
country area.

How can I possibly give the kind of service to
my constituents to which they are entitled-and I
might add, to which they are accustomed-if the
size of my electorate will be increased by half to
bring it into balance with the Government's pro-
posals? That is an impossibility and it is most
unfair. It is important that we should be fair when
considering fair representation.

Do the metropolitan people want to take all the
representation of the State; enjoy the wealth
created by the rural areas; spend at their leisure;
and, deny those rural areas a voice in this place on
how the wealth should be spent or how the country
areas should be represented?

As I have said previously, it takes 31/ hours to
drive from one end of my constituency to the
other. I have been asked to visit Carnamab, which
is in the northern part of my electorate, next
Wednesday to chair a meeting of vital interest to
the rural industry. It will take me 3 / hours to
drive there and the same time to return. During
the meeting I will spend some time in the chair
and some time assisting my constituents in any
way I can. Therefore, a considerable time will be
involved in this visit. That is a graphic example of
how difficult the situation is for those members
who represent country electorates. I admit that
there are advantages; it is lovely to get into the
fresh air and open spaces. However, those advan-
tages are far outweighed by the amount of travel-
ling. It is not unusual for me to leave Jurien Bay at
midnight and drive for 3 / hours to reach Perth.

Mr Brian Burke: What about the member for
Kimberley?

Mr Clarko: If the Premier agrees with the prin-
ciple he should change the situation for the mem-
ber for Kimberley.

Mr CRANE: I am not saying that the member
for Kimberley gets a fair go; he does not. How-
ever, that does not mean that we should put the
majority of decision-making powers in the metro-
politan area and, at the same time deny it to those
country people who provide the greatest part of
the wealth. It is like refusing to allow those people
responsible for providing the food the opportunity
to sit at the table and enjoy it. This is most unfair.

The Bill is called a fair representation Bill, but
there is nothing fair about it at all. I am not trying
to say that it favours one political party or
another. That has nothing to do with my com-
ments. I am not concerned at this stage about

whether it would be an advantage to the
Australian Labor Party or the Liberal Party be-
cause those sorts of things swing. I remember a
few years ago when Western Australia had only
one Federal representative from the ALP-the
member for Fremantle. Therefore, it could per-
haps be said that it would favour the Liberal
Party. That is not an argument with which I am
concerned. I amn concerned that people in the rural
areas will not have the representation to which
they are entitled.

As for that other catchphrase, one-vote-one-
value, let me assure members that each vote is of
equal value. Each person goes to the polling booth
and puts his or her vote in the ballot box to elect a
candidate to represent that person's particular
area. It is no good saying that one person's vote is
worth more than another's, because it is not; they
are worth the same amount, and they will equally
appoint somebody to represent the area. This is
just a little catchphrase with which the Govern-
ment tries to suggest votes are not equal.

Several members interjected.

Mr CRANE: They are absolutely equal, and it
is just a catchphrase which the Government has
caught onto, and some gullible people have fallen
for it. It is a very convenient catchphrase but it
does not hold any water. Every person's vote is
equal. They have an equal opportunity to vote for
a representative for their area, It is no good saying
that the people in my electorate have four times as
many votes as those in some other electorate in the
metropolitan area, because they do not; they have
exactly the same vote.

Several members interjected.

Mr CRANE: It means exactly the same thing.
A Government member: You say there is no

gerrymandering in Western Australia?

Mr CRANE: I am not talking about gerry-
mandering. That is a catchphrase also. If this
abomination of a Bill, by some misfortune of irres-
ponsible action in Parliament, were passed, it
would create the greatest gerrymander ever
perpetrated on the people of Western Australia. It
is for this reason that we must oppose it.

I hoped my colleagues who represent the
country electorates would stand up and defend the
principles I am endeavouring to defend. There are
a number of them, not only on this side of the
House but also on the other side. I am absolutely
amazed that people who represent country elector-
ates could not only support a Bill of this type, but
also even introduce into this Parliament a Bill
which would effectively mean, if passed, a re-
duction in the representation of couintry people.
That is an absolute tragedy; the people who rep-
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resent country areas should rnot pass legislation
which would deny the people they represent the
representation to which they are entitled.

Members know what usually happens to
traitors. In wartime they are shot. I am not
suggesting that such stringent action should be
taken now, but it is well to remember the price of
treachery. It is 'treachery in the extreme to support
legislation such as this which will eventually sound
the death knell of country areas of Western
Australia. When I say "country" I mean those
areas outside the metropolitan fringe.

For these reasons I most strongly oppose this
Bill, and I will oppose it through all the different
stages. It is an unfair representation Bill.

MR CORDON HILL (Helena) [2.34 p.m.]: I
support the Bill, and in doing so wish to compli-
ment the Minister who introduced the legislation,
The Minister has obviously gone to great lengths,
and so have his parliamentary draftsmen, to reach
a compromise and arrive at a consensus.

We all know that the public of Western
Australia, and Australia as a whole, have
applauded the consensus approach of Labor
Governments, both national and State. I was not
in Parliament yesterday, so I took the opportunity
a short while ago of reading the speech from the
Opposition spokesman on parliamentary reform,
the member for Floreat. I was unable to find any-
thing constructive in that speech. I do not want to
be over-critical about the speech, because it simply
has no substance, so I will not go into detail,
except to say that the speech does not contain
anything positive. The Opposition simply fore-
shadows that it will oppose the legislation without
suggesting any alternatives. The opportunity was
given to the member for J'loreat, but he ignored it.

During the course of his speech he referred to
the question of so-called Government inconsist-
ency, introducing red herrings. He refers to the
Government's attitude to the abolition of the
Legislative Council, a statement which is quite
incorrect. In addition the member for Floreat
embarked upon a personal attack on the Minister
for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform, one
which was quite unwarranted and unfair. I am
surprised that the member embarked on that sort
of attack when it is obvious the Minister has gone
to great lengths to compromise and arrive at a
consensus to meet those requests of Opposition
members in both Chambers with respect to the
Bill introduced last year. That Bill was a fair one;
it was the most democratic Bill this Parliament
has ever had to deal with. It was thrown out by the
Legislative Council without a great deal of con-

cern for the interests of Western Australians at
large.

The member for Floreat referred to so-called
Government inconsistencies. I fail to see where the
inconsistency lies. I ask the member for Floreat to
substantiate his claim that the Government has
been inconsistent in dealing with this legislation.

The Government has had a firm policy on par-
liamentary and electoral reform for some time, a
policy which has been espoused in repeated elec-
tions. It has been endorsed and re-endorsed by the
State Conference of the ALP. In fact it was
endorsed by the electorate at the last State elec-
tion, because just before that election the Govern-
ment proposed to introduce proportional represen-
tation for the Legislative Council, and proposed to
reduce the size of the Legislative Council from 34
to 22 members. That was widely accepted and
welcomed by the community. If the Labor Party
has any mandate on any issue at all it is on this
issue. That received a great deal of coverage prior
to the election last year and it was widely
supported.

The Government introduced legislation last
year which was thrown out by the Legislative
Council, but the Minister took notice of the points
made by both the Assembly and the Council Op-
position members and came to a compromise with
this Bill, the fair representation Dill.

It is difficult to find anything of any substance
in the speech of the member for Floreat. I give
him the opportunity to indicate what sort of poli-
cies the Opposition would embark upon in trying
to give Western Australians a fair go in this re-
spect.

There is no comment. I also ask the member for
Floreat to be specific about Government
inconsistencies. Where has the Government been
inconsistent in the area of electoral reform?

Again no comment. It is clear that the member
for Floreat was simply wasting time yesterday in
speaking on this legislation-simply putting for-
ward a position which would maintain the status
quo which the Liberal Party in Western Australia
believes supports its position, especially as it re-
lates to the Legislative Council.

Mr Pearce: I think he was trying for the world
record for how long he could speak without saying
anything.

Mr GORDON HILL: The speech by the mem-
ber for Floreat contained nothing of substance.

Comments were made today by the member for
Moore about the need to provide fair and equal
representation for country electorates in terms of
the representation given to voters. The member for
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Moore related that comment to the need to con-
tact people in his electorate easily. Of course, that
comment was also made by the member for
Floreat yesterday. It is a conservative myth in this
State and Australia that we need smaller elector-
ates in the country so that proper and fair rep-
resentation can be given to the voters in the
country. That is a myth, because in other
countries of comparable size, vast distances have
to be covered. I give the United States of America
as an example. The United States has vast dis-
tances, but it is against the law to have anything
other than one-vote-one-value. It is unconsti-
tutional.

Mr Clarko: That is not true. What about the
Senate? They have two senators from every State.
irrespective of the population.

Mr GORDON HILL: I am talking about the
House of Representatives in the United States. It
is against the law to have anything other than one-
vote-one-value for the House of Representatives in
the United States. A decision by a Supreme Court
judge in the United States confirms that there
must be a system of one-vote-one-value, and in
fact that is the case. It is against the law and
unconstitutional to have anything other than that
situation when a House of Parliament directly rep-
resents the electors, as is the case with the Legis-
lative Assembly of Western Australia.

This legislation has wide support from the com-
munity. It has the support of The West
Australian, and it has had that support consist-
ently from a newspaper which could hardly be
described as supporting the Labor Party strongly
in any other respect. However, this is an issue on
which The West Australian has commented, and
which it supports. In its editorial of 12 April 1984,
it refers to the fact that if the Opposition were to
oppose this legislation, it would simply be
indicating its stubborn refusal to surrender its hold
on the system that has served it well. That is with
respect to the Legislative Council in which the
Australian Labor Party has never had control.

The Opposition has had plenty of time to defend
the status quo in the Parliament. It had the oppor-
tunity last year, and it had the opportunity agai n
this year. In his speech, the member for Floreat
did not defend the present system. I have not
heard any words from any Opposition member in
defence of the present system other than the
suggestion that country electors ought to have an
unfair advantage in terms of vote weighting be-
cause they have problems of distance and less easy
access to their members of Parliament.

Mr Clarko: That is exactly what this Bill does.

Mr GORDON HILL: Let us look at the case of
the seat of Kimberley. The member for Moore
referred to his own electorate, which is on the
fringe of the metropolitan area and extends quite a
way beyond it. It is a large electorate and one
which, I might say, he serves conscientiously.
However, the member for Moore and other mem-
bers of the Opposition have ignored the fact that
the seats of Kalamunda, Darling Range, and
Mundaring are fringe electorates of the metropoli-
tan area, but they have far fewer voters than do
the seats of Kimberley and Pilbara.

Mr Clarko: Under this Bill, the people in
Kimberley will get a double vote for the Legislat-
ive Council.

Mr GORDON HILL: Both the seats of
Kimberley and Pilbara have more voters than do
the electorates of Kalamunda, Mundaring. and
Darling Range. Vote weighting in respect of the
Legislative Council is provided under this Bill.

Mr Clarko: So it is not one-vote-one-value,
which ruins your speech.

Mr GORDON HILL: I can only assume by
that comment that the member for Karrinyup has
not been here all of the time.

Mr Clarko: I have been here all the time.

Mr GORDON HILL: Well, he was not
listening.

Several members interjected.

Mr GORDON H ILL: I have read the speeches
made yesterday. I know what was said. As I
indicated,' nothing of any substance whatsoever
was said.

I indicated before that the legislation intro-
duced last year was the most democratic that has
ever faced this Parliament. This legislation is a
compromise position, and there is vote weighting
for the Legislative Council. Of course there is, but
it is vote weighting because it is a consensus ap-
proach-a compromise because of the arguments
that were put forward by the Opposition. The
Government has compromised on this legislation;
but with respect to the Legislative Assembly it
applies one-vote-one-value.

If members opposite believe that they can de-
[end this system, let them do so. If this legislation
passes, it will go to a referendum, and that is
precisely where it ought to be debated-in the
community. However, the Opposition has shown
no great willingness to debate the legislation in the
community generally. It simply does not want to
raise the issue. It cannot continue to avoid this
issue and hope that it goes away, because the
people of Western Australia would not accept that
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position. The people demand one-vote-one-value,
and they have demanded it consistently.

Last year, I attended a public meeting held in
Denmark in the Stirling electorate. The meeting
was advertised in the local newspapers, and it was
well attended by people from throughout the
Denmark area. I spoke on the question of parlia-
mentary and electoral reform, and members of the
public were surprised to hear that things were as
bad as they were in respect of democracy in this
State. There was overwhelming support from
voters in that country electorate for electoral
reform. The voters in that electorate do not want
to be branded as supporting a situation or a system
that was undemocratic.

Mr Peter Jones: Did you attend the State con-
ference of your party?

Mr GORDON HILL: I was at part of it, but
not all of it.

Mr Peter Jones: It was said in The Sunday
Times that the chairman of your own electoral
reform committee admitted that only 26 per cent
of Labor voters placed the reform of the Legislat-
ive Council as an issue of concern.

Mr GORDON HILL: I suggest that every
Labor voter would view the issue as being of con-
cern, but whether it is an issue of prime concern at
the moment in a time of high unemployment is
another matter.

Mr Peter Jones: That contradicts what you have
been saying.

Mr GORDON HILL: Obviously the people of
Western Australia and members of the Labor
Party would be concerned with the economy pri-
manily-

Mr Peter Jones: That is not what you have been
saying.

Mr GORDON HILL: -and the people of
Australia have shown that in the ballot box by
supporting a Labor Government, both State and
Federal, and they will continue to do that later
this year. However, that is not to say that electoral
reform is not an issue or that Labor voters do not
care about electoral reform. They do care about it
and, indeed, every voter in Western Australia is
concerned about electoral reform and the fact that
we should have a democratic electoral system. The
point is that Opposition members are not prepared
to go out into the community and debate the issue.

Mr Peter Jones: We are not going to go out to
sell the rubbish you are promoting.

Mr GORDON HILL: Why does not the mem-
ber go out and defend what we have?

Mr Peter Jones: I do defend it.

Mr GORDON HILL: Here is the member's
opportunity to put the matter to a referendum and
to let the people decide. The people of Western
Australia should have the opportunity to decide on
this issue. The time has long since passed when
we, as parliamentarians, should stand up and de-
bate this issue which is of such fundamental im-
portance to Western Australia; rather it ought to
be debated by the community at large.

The essence of a democratic system is that the
people should have a say and the people of West-
ern Australia ought to have a say on this funda-
mental issue.

Several members interjected.

Mr Pearce: Why don't you go and live in Russia
if you don't want to live in a democracy?

Mr GORDON H ILL: The Court Government
introduced a requirement into the Constitution as
a result of which, before a constitutional change
can occur in Western Australia, the matter must
go to a referendum. At the time it was introduced,
I was quite sceptical about it, believing that the
Court Government was simply trying to make it
more difficult to achieve constitutional change,
the reason for that being that the Liberal Party's
own position would be further entrenched in the
Western Australian Westminster system. How-
ever, this legislation will give the people of West-
ern Australia an opportunity to have a say in a
democratic system-the system of election to Par-
liament-simply because of that move taken by
the Court Government.

Members opposite voted for that measure and
they ought to be prepared to go out into the com-
munity to defend the position that we have.

Members opposite have given the people of
Western Australia, because of the change
introduced by the Court Government, the right to
have a say in any changes which occur in relation
to the Constitution; but it seems now that mem-
bers opposite, at least in this Chamber, are saying,
"We have given them this opportunity, but we will
now deny it, because we will oppose the legislation
all the way".

The time has long since passed when this issue
was ignored by the people of Western Australia.
Opposition members ought to be prepared to go
out into the community and defend this system
publicly and a referendum is the best way to do
that. A referendum will be required if this legis-
lation is passed; but it seems to me that so far
what the Opposition-

M r Peter Jones: You are aski ng us to go outI a nd
have a referendumn-
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Mr GORDON HILL: We are asking members
opposite to have a referendum to ask the people of
Western Australia how they feel in respect of elec-
toral reform. A referendum will give them the
opportunity to express their views.

If the current system is defensible, Opposition
members should go out into the community and
defend it, and the issue will be decided at a refer-
endum. If this legislation is passed, that oppor-
tunity will be provided, and the people or Western
Australia will have a say. People in this State
ought to have a say on this fundamental issue of
electoral reform. Let the people decide!

MR JAMIESON (Welshpool) [2.55 p.mn.I: I
have listened at length to the various Opposition
members during the course of this debate. How-
ever, none of them has said anything new which
would provide a good and sufficient reason that
Opposition members are not prepared to accept
some degree of electoral change. Members op-
posite are inclined to stand up and say, "We are in
favour of electoral change, but we do not believe
this proposed change is right". However, Oppo-
sition members never indicate which electoral
change they believe would be right. When we
question them, they make inane statements to the
effect that, "This is not a fair representation Bill
at all. It is an unfair representation Bill. There-
fore, the present system is fairer and should be
retained". That attitude achieves nothing.

All the main newspapers in this State, at various
times, in editorials and articles have indicated
clearly to the public their views on electoral
reform. 1 do not believe all these newspapers in
this State are Labor orientated. They might give
us a few bones every now and then and they might
throw a few stories our way, but one could hardly
say that the Press in this State is completely Labor
orientated. Without doubt, on occasions, all the
newspapers have run stories and editorials
indicating that they believe the present electoral
system in this State is unfair. They have stated
that quite categorically. They do not beat about
the bush and argue about all the extraneous issues
which we have heard referred to by Opposition
members in this debate.

The main theme of this debate seems to be the
fact that the other paddock is always greener. The
country blokes say that the city people get a far
better deal and the city people are inclined to say
that the country blokes are better off. Indeed, one
could believe the latter is the case under some of
the circumstances and conditions which apply in
this day and age. However, it has not always been
thus, but with the improvements in transportation
and communication, and in a dozen and one other
areas where changes have occurred as a result of

modern technology, things are not the same as
they used to be. The position needs to be examined
in order that all the people of this State are satis-
fied that fair representation is being accorded to
them in the form of equality of votes.

Before the member for Flareat starts to harp
about his ideas in respect of this matter, I shall
touch on the points raised by the member for
Karrinyup, because he has a standard speech
which he delivers when a Bill like this is before the
House.

Mr Court: That is not right.
Mr JAMIESON: His speech relates to liars

figuring and figures lying. The member for
Karrinyup has that speech off pat and I could
pretty well deliver it myself without referring to
Hansard.

Mr Clarko: You would not do it as well.
Mr JAMIESON: I could do it much better than

the member for Karrinyup, because I would be
more sincere in my application than he was.

Mr Clarko: You should make that speech today,
because this Bill is not about one-vote-one-value.

Mr JAMIESON: I know it is not about one-
vote-one-value, and why is it not about that? It is
not about one-vote-one-value because Opposition
members screamed so much about the other Hill
which did relate to one-vote-one-value, and which
was introduced last year, that some form of
compromise was attempted, and, when that oc-
curred, the member for Karrinyup still used the
same speech.

Mr Clarko: Do you still believe in one-vote-one-
value?

Mr JAM IESON: I do, and the member for
Karrinyup does not; but ihe funny part about it is
that members opposite change their tunes very
rapidly.

Mr Clarko: No, I don't.

Mr JAM IESON: Only last week we heard Op-
position members screaming at the Premier and
Ministers in relation to Aboriginal land rights.
What was their catchery then? It was that all
rights should be equal; but somehow or other when
we deal with electoral issues all rights should not
be equal.

Mr Crane: They are equal.
Mr JAMIESON: They are not equal and the

member knows it. He is stupid if he says anything
else.

Mr Crane: They are equal.

Mr JAMIESON: They are not equal. For
example, ifra schoolteacher is transferred from my
electorate to the member for Moore's electorate,
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the value of his vote is enhanced immediately and,
when he is transferred somewhere else-

Mr Rushton: He has only one vote.
Mr JAMIESON: One vote within the elector-

ate. I know how members opposite would scream
if they were members of a tennis club, and various
clubs in the region were voting on some matter,
and one club was able to elect more delegates than
the club to which the members belonged, when
both clubs had the same number of members;
members opposite would not accept that situation.

Mr Rushton: What happens in the United
Nations?

M r JA M IESON:- That is the Sort of red herring
members opposite drag across the trail consist-
ently; it is like the one the member for Karrinyup
pulls up and down the corridors of Parliament
House all the time. Of course it is possible for
members opposite to cite the Senate and the
United Nations, but what I am talking about is a
reasonable and fair equality between all people of
the State, with all people having the same rights
when they go to vote. Members opposite do not
believe in that. The member for Moore does not
believe in it because he supported legislation that
denied Aborigines in the State the right to vote.
He wanted to impose such rigid and strict con-
ditions to prevent their getting their names on the
electoral roll. That is how he treats this matter.

Mr Crane: When did I support that legislation?
Mr JAMIESON: Only a few years ago.
Mr Crane: Didn't I cross the floor of the House

on something like that?
Mr JAM [ ESON: Not on this one.
Mr Crane: You had best check the records.
Mr JAM IESON: There is no need for me to do

that. I know the legislation about which the mem-
ber is thinking, but that was a couple of years
beyond the one 1 have in mind.

Mr Crane: You have not told me how the per-
son is disadvantaged.

Mr JAM IESON: Of course he is disadvan-
taged. Let us assume that I have 10 times as many
electors as the member for Moore. This would
mean that it requires 10 times as many people in
my electorate to elect a member compared with
the people in his electorate.

Mr Crane: It makes no difference.
Mr JAMIESON: Of course it does. They are

individuals, not sheep. They pay taxes. If a person
were required to pay different taxes, he would
have reason to complain.

Mr Clarko: People do pay different taxes.
Mr JAMIESON: Not really.

Mr Cla rko: That is what the taxation system is
based on.

Mr JAMIESON: People pay taxes on the basis
of the schedule brought down.

Mr Clarko: You don't pay the same tax, though;
that is what a lot of people want.

Mr JAMIESON: The member knows that
everyone pays the same tax; he is just trying to be
stupid about this whole business.

Mr Clarko: Ask Holmes 'a Court whether he
pays the same taxes as you do.

Mr JAMIESON: Of course he does not; but if 1
received the same income as his, I would expect to
pay the same tax as he pays.

Mr Clarko: So you have changed your argu-
ment.

Mr JAMIESON: No, 1 have not, because I
would then be on an equal footing. But let me
return to the su bj ect o f eq ualI votes.

Surely members opposite have seen repeated in
the Press-a Press which is not controlled by us or
generally supportive of us-that it considers that
our electoral laws are not fair and proper at
present. I cannot understand why members op-
posite will not allow some other system to evolve.

Mr Coyne: You don't treat people equally in
country areas. You give Kalgoorlie people the
right to have a two-up school, something which is
not allowed in the rest of the goldfields. That is
total discrimination.

Mr JAMIESON: I suppose Fremantle has the
privilege of having a port while Kalgoorlie does
not, but it would be difficult to reconcile those two
arguments.

Mr Coyne: You gave those operators tax-free
rights not enjoyed by other people in the rest of
the goldfields.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: They do pay tax.
Mr Coyne: They don't.
Mr I. F. Taylor: Oh, yes, they do.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr JAMIESON: I do not know who assesses

their tax or how it is done. I know that prostitution
is illegal to some degree yet the Commonwealth
always seems to be able to gather its taxes from
the industry-I do not know whether it has a
meter on the girls. Anyway, the member for
Murchison-Eyre has introduced an argument that
is miles from the subject we are discussing, be-
cause we are dealing with people in the com-
munity who should have equal voting rights.

I come back to the example of the schoolteacher
who leaves the Welshpool electorate and goes to
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the Mt. Magnet area. Why is it that when he lives
in Mt. Magnet his vote becomes 12 times greater
in value than when he lived in Welshpool?

Mr Clarko: It is exactly the same.
Mr JAMIESON: No, it is not, because when

his member gets here, that member will have an
equal vote with all other members.

Mr Clarco: That is different.
Mr JAMIESON: Oh, yes, suddenly it is differ-

ent and is considered to be all right!
Mr Clarko interjected.

Mr JAMIESON: This legislation has become
necessary because the member and his colleagues
when dealing with the previous legislation wanted
to pull down the whole earth; the previous legis-
lation would not have provided for what the mevm-
bers complains of and in any case he said it was
unfair.

Mr Clarko: But you are supporting it this very
minute.

Mr JAMIESON: I support this Bill because it
is along the lines of a reform. The member for
Karrinyup does not understand that.

Mr Clarko: You argued against it previously,
but you are voting for it now.

Mr JAMIESON: This legislation is here in the
way of a reform, although members opposite are
not prepared to accept it. That illustrates the dif-
ference between the two sides in this Parliament.
It is true that when one party brings something
like this to Parliament, the opposing party is sus-
picious and wonders whether it has been
introduced in order to do it some damage. I do not
know what sort of people members opposite have
to make assessments of these matters, but they
must be pretty damned dumb, because from my
assessment of this reform-and I have been look-
ing at election matters and making predictions for
a long time now, probably for as long as Malcolm
McKerras-l see a possibility that given a set of
circumstances and a change in popularity, the
Labor Party could find rive of its seats difficult to
hold, if at all holdable.

We went through this before in 1965 when we
agreed to adult franchise for the upper House. We
knew we would lose seats, but we knew a principle
was at stake. I recall that when we went to the
party room some members of the ALP thought
that we would lose seats and therefore they
wanted to oppose the Bill. They felt that if we did,
the Government of the day would drop it. I recall
that the late George Cornell said very clearly that
in his opinion the principle involved was too
greatly enshrined in our policy for us to back away
from it. He proved to be right. When the Bill came

to this House after all the many years of argument
in the Parliament over the issue, there was one
speaker from the Government side and I think the
Leader of the Opposition said a few words, and
then the Bill went to a vote straightaway. The
Government had got the measure through the
Legislative Council and when the vote was taken
in the Legislative Assembly the Clerks at the time
looked rather stunned because of what had
happened, with the Bill having been agreed to so
quickly. They had never thought that would hap-
pen with an electoral Bill in the WA Parliament.
The Labor Party supported the move because of
the principle enshrined in the Bill, which was a
principle enshrined also in Labor policy.

Mr Rushton: And you thought you could win.
Mr JAMIESON: We thought we would lose

seats, and we did. We were told that would happen
in the party room. The old-timers present told us
we would lose.

Mr Rushton: But you young fellows didn't think
so.

Mr JAMIESON: At the time I was one of the
young ones and I was advocating that we support
the legislation. I do not know which young mem-
bers the member for Dale has in mind. There
would not have been many members younger than
I was at the time. His comment makes no sense.

Besides all this, one of the things the Opposition
has to ask itself, having seen the actions not only
of the Labor Party but also of the Australian
Democrat senators, is how many more oppor-
tunities a Parliament of this State is going to have
to put its affairs in order.

Members will remember that last year an
Australian Democrats' Bill on this matter in
Canberra was debated. The matter was raised
quite openly in the last Federal ALP Conference
and the very clear indication was from the Federal
ALP that in due course legislation would come
forward to apply value voting to WA and
Queensland by national referendum.

Let us look at what that would do. The matter
would be taken completely out of our hands unless
we have some legislation and take some action.
Surely we should have the right to say to such
people, "Keep out of the road. We have our own
thing". If we sit here and refuse to take action we
will wait for Big Brother to give us that push
which is necessary to get us where he wants us to
go.

What might happen in the referendum? New
South Wales would support it because it has
already got this type of legislation. Victoria would
support it because it has already sorted out its
trouble. Probably by that time anyway, the
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Victorian Legislative Council would have disap-
peared because the Premier has told them very
clearly what will happen after the May 1985 elec-
tion. He has his own ideas about Legislative Coun-
cils.

Mr Coyne: It will probably happen here, too.
Mr JAMIESON: Probably it will eventually,

but that is not our party's current policy. We have
changed it because of the Opposition's constant
harping that we wanted to kill the Legislative
Council. We changed it and compromised. How-
ever, we are in as difficult circumstances as we
ever were, so we cannot win with the Opposition
on this issue.

South Australia already has a position on one-
vote-one-value. If we go to Tasmania-

Mr Crane: We have got that here.
Mr JAMIESON: Robin Gray, of course, will

not be very unhappy at what is done there because
he has been trying to do something with his own
Legislative Council. I do not think he will spend
much State money in favour of the Independents
that have been playing up with him over a period
of years.

In that case four States would vote in favour of
such legislation, even assuming Western
Australia-because of State's rights issues-and
Queensland did not vote on it. So we would be
faced with a fati accormpli, with Big Brother
coming in and doing the job that the Opposition
refused to do. If members put themselves in that
position they deserve all they get. It is time they
woke up to what can happen. It is time we grabbed
the hook, ran with the line, and said, "We will do
our own thing". If it is not in accordance with
what is wanted, amend it. Try something; do
something. Do not sit there doing nothing except
saying that the legislation is no good and is not
wanted.

There must be a better way, and a better way
has been exhibited in other States. If other States
felt that the system that prevailed with the Legis-
lative Council as it was was not the right and
proper one, why sbould we be right and they
wrong? They are all out of step with us, I pre-
sume. Let them change step. Do not let us change
step at any time. I suppose it would be very wrong
for us to fall into line with them because they
found that the system was antiquated and needed
some attention and alteration. That seems to be
the attitude of the Opposition at all times.

Ilistened to the member for Floreat's disser-
tation and, as always, he not only confused me, he
confounded me, because he continually got onto
those nitty-gritty little bits about what electoral
officers must do under certain circumstances. If he

knew as much about the Electoral Office and its
activities as he should know, because of the time
that he has been a member of Parliament, he
would know all those matters he was worried
about in regard to the electoral officer trying to
interpret all these little fancy idiosyncrasies of
draftsmanship are attended to during seminars
conducted for returning officers on the instruc-
tions sent out by the Chief Electoral Officer.

Returning officers are rarely required to inter-
pret these things. I do not think the section the
member referred to will ever have to be considered
by a returning officer. He might have to give con-
sideration to other things such as the eligibility of
votes and that sort of thing as the count
progresses, and some strange circumstances might
arise where an interpretation is needed. However,
in most cases the matter is noted and referred to
the Chief Electoral Officer. These officers rarely
take action on their own without first receiving
confirmation from the Chief Electoral Officer of
the day as to what action they should take. Those
little things do not mean much, but they take up a
lot of the time of the member for Floreat when he
tries to explain them to the House and says they
confuse people. Of course this legislation would
confuse people.

Acts of Parliament always confuse people and
that is why we have so many lawyers. If legislation
did not confuse people we would not need lawyers.
One of the basic rights of draftsmen seems to be to
be associated with the legal profession so that in
times of necessity we have to go to lawyers, who
earn their livings by interpreting these things for
us. There is nothing really in that proposed new
section. There is no real meat in what the member
for Floreat said about it.

He grumbled on and on about the vote values
and what-have-you, and dealt with some of the
things that the member for Karrinyup repeats ad
nauseam in this House but he did not succeed in
telling us about the new features associated with
this Bill.

When it suits the Opposition it is keen on equal
rights. Members of the Opposition will again be
screaming, if Aboriginal land rights are
introduced, that we should have equal rights; that
there should not be any special rights;, they all
should be equal.

Mir Clarko: Do you agree with that?

MrT JAMIESON: No, I do not because in some
circumstances it is necessary to give communities
of a low socio-economic standard higher consider-
ation than might be given to the member for
Karrinyup or the member for Welshpool. I do not
see anything wrong with that.
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Mr Clarko: That is what weighting of votes is
all about.

Mr JAMIESON: I cannot see anything wrong
with that. Think about that because those people
from a low socio-economic background are the
ones the Opposition tried to keep off the roll. They
are the ones the Opposition did not even want to
vote.

Mr Clarko: You compelled them to go on the
roll quite dishonestly.

M r J AM IESON: The Commonwealth has done
that.

An Opposition member: You did it, too.

M r J AN IIESON: Of cou rse we d id because we
now have uniform legislation. We amended it to
suit the situation. I can see nothing wrong with it
now because our education system, surely in this
day and age, has brought those people up to a
standard where they can cope with voting. At one
stage it might have been otherwise.

Mr Clarko: Unfortunately many of them can't.
Mr JAMIESON: Not many of them cannot

cope. I had a look at some people who others were
saying could not cope with voting. I saw them
playing cards. They could recognise all the cards
up to 10 pretty well and rarely are there more than
10 candidates on a ballot paper. With a little guid-
ance and the instructions that have been
distributed in the community to inform them of
voting procedures, there should not be too many
problems. I do not think too many people would be
very far from one of their kith and kin who could
advise them on the way to vote in this day and age.
All in all, it looks as though it is the old argument
of the grass being greener on the other side, the
other side in this case being the country.

When country people say that people in the city
would not understand, I always instance the fact
that the only two members I have known who
changed from country electorates to city elector-
ates have said. "Give me a country electorate any
time". The city electorates drive one mad because
one never gets away from one's constituents. One
is expected to be with them every night. At least
when a member is away from his country elector-
ate, representing his constituents in the city, one's
constituents expect one to be representing them
and one gets away from them for a while.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: And away from your family.

Mr JAMIESON: There are all sorts of reasons,
and that may or may not be a good reason that
one is better than the other. It is a matter of
looking over the fence and seeing the green nature
of the pasture. However, when one gets there one
might find that the grass is sour. What we need to

do is look at grass which is green enough, so that
we can improve the present electoral system in this
State. It is not the best and should not be left as it
is.

This legislation is an attempt by the present
Government to meet the circumstances that exist
today and make a compromise. I have always
found in politics that when one tries to compro-
mise, one runs into other objections. Perhaps this
is the best way out, until we can get members to
agree to the issue.

We have endeavoured to come to grips with the
Opposition and the Opposition has acknowledged
the fact that we were prepared to do that. Until
they are prepared to come to grips with the situ-
ation we will have the worst system of represen-
tation in the whole of the Commonwealth, and
that is no credit to the legislators of this Scate.

MR P. J. SMITH (Bunbury) [3.21 p.m.]: I
support the fair representation Bill and emphasise
the word "fair", because I note that the member
for Moore said that this Bill was not fair. "Fair"
in this case means democratic. It means votes for
people, not, as the member for Gosnells pointed
out, for trees, sheep or great big spaces.

The Opposition seems to think there will be
some sort of problem with representation, because
the areas to be represented in the country will be
bigger. I admit there will be a problem with the
size of the area a rural member has to service. I
come across these problems in my own country
electorate. It is probably the smallest electorate in
the State. However, I do not look after just the
people in Bunbury, as mn'any members in this
House find is the case in their electorates.

Labor people in particular like to come to see
me from the surrounding areas, just as Liberal
people in my area like to go and see a Liberal
member. Sometimes I have to go to places like
Margaret River, Busselton, and Harvey. I have
been to Narrogin and Katanning, and places
where people say they have a problem and want to
speak to a Labor man.

That is not the same problem as that of travel-
ling around a huge area, but certainly there are
ways around these difficulties.

1 quite often receive long distance telephone
calls. The modern telephone is a marvellous ma-
chine and can be used to the advantage of con-
stituents. It is a fairly frugal member who receives
a long distance telephone call and hangs on the
phone for 10 to 15 minutes, listening to the elec-
tor. I am sure most members do as I do; I take
their telephone number and say that I will ring
them back straightaway to discuss their problem. I
use my allowance to do that. In fact, it is not even
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my money; it is the taxpayers' money. I receive a
higher electorate allowance than people in the
metropolitan area; the bigger the area the larger
the electorate allowance. That is the reason for the
allowance-to overcome the problem of distance
and communication.

In isolated areas an allowance has been
provided for aeroplane charter. That has been
made just in the last year for members
representing isolated areas. That is why I say that
the representation must be based on people, not
just on distances.

I consider that the arguments put forward by
Opposition members are quite poor, because they
were the people who implemented the size of the
present electorate of Kimberley-by legislation. I
do not know whether people realise that it is a
huge area which is equal roughly to the whole of
the South-West Land Division, from Geraldton to
Esperance. Who in the Opposition would say that
we should have an electorate the size of the area of
Geraldton to Esperance, and then legislate for
it-Kimberley now takes in some 17 500 electors,
and under this Bill in the future the quota will be
about 15000-and then start to complain that
somewhere in the south-west, in the great
southern, or in the goldfields, there will be an area
far smaller than Kimberley, but impossible to ser-
vice, In fact it was legislation of the Liberal
Government that created such huge areas with
large numbers of electors.

I become rather suspicious of protestations such
as those coming from the Opposition that the
Labor Party is legislating for one-vote-one-value
and this compromise Bill on the basis that it will
fire up the system and gerrymander the electorate
to the Government's advantage.

Mr Cla rko: It is not going for one-vote-one-
value.

Mr P. J, SMITH: It does not; I agree with the
member. It is a compromise, and the Government
hopes the Opposition will accept this compromise
and pass this Bill.

Mr Clarko: Once you agree to two-to-one, who
is to say it should not be 12-to-one or 14-to-one?

Mr P. J. SMITH; All of those arguments
probably follow. Frankly, l preferred last year's
Bill, and still do; but if we have no chance of
getting it through the upper House, what would be
the point of putting that Bill up again? We are
asking the Opposition to compromise. To quote
Shakespeare, "Methinks the lady doth protest too
much", 1 wonder whether the Opposition is pro-
testing because it has already fixed the present
system to make sure its privilege continues, with

the excuse, of course, that it was to help out the
country and rural people.

If Opposition members had done their home-
work, as many members of the Labor Party have,
they would realise that, particularly in the
country, no matter where the lines are drawn, the
Labor Party stands to lose. By the time one
shuffles the lines and draws things looking like
salamanders with long tails, at best I calculate the
Labor Party will lose four Assembly seats in the
country.

Mr MacKinnon: Which four?
Mr P. i, SMITH: They will probably be War-

ren, Avon, Mitchell or Vasse and Esperance-
Dundas. Geraldton will be a dicey seat also.

Several members interjected.
Mr P. J. SMITH: Of course, I am not calculat-

ing the effect of the present members when they
go into areas which are held by conservative
powers. No doubt their pull will be far greater
than is reflected by figures of 1983.

Mr Clarko: Are you prepared to swap seats with
the member for Avon?

Several members interjected.
Mr Mclver: I am not prepared to at this stage.

Mr P. J1. SMITH: I have the utmost confidence
in the people on this side. Nevertheless, they know
what the risk is and I know what the risk is. If this
legislation goes through, we are actually voting to
put our own seats in jeopardy. What the Oppo-
sition is saying, of course, is that there will be a
massive swing in the metropolitan area, and we
will pick up seats there. Again, if members had
done their calculations, if they had sat down with
the present figures and drawn in the circles, each
containing 15 000 electors, they would have seen
that even that does not work out.

Mr Peter Jones: What about your own seat.
Mr P. J. SM ITH: My own seat stays as a strong

Labor seat, but it does not mean that I will be the
person who will represent that electorate, because
where there is the situation of four people losing
their seats, people will be looking for other seats.
We are a democratic party and when that time
comes-and I hope it does come, although I can-
not see it yet, based on the attitude of the Oppo-
sition-I will worry about it. That is when I will
put in the plug to retain my seat. If I do not retain
my seat it will be too bad. That is what our party
has committed itself to; that is the price of democ-
racy.

Mr Jamieson: We have done it before, and we
will do it again.
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Mr P. J. SMITH: It was suggested that we had
changed the system of election to the Council be-
cause we thought we were going to win; but a lot
of people knew we would not win. I do not see how
we will win in the country. In the city, according
to my calculations, the best the Labor Party can
do is pick up four of the additional metropolitan
seats, while four will go to the Opposition.

It will make it a shift of eight seats basically
from the country into the city. In fact, my figures
show it is more likely that the Liberal Party will
pick up in the metropolitan area, rather than the
Labor Party. A whole group of us on this side are
virtually voting ourselves out of our seats.

Now let us look at the upper House. This new
system is looked on by some as an attack on
country representation; they say it will be cut
down. But at the best, in a good year. with five
members to be elected in the agricultural area-I
am ignoring the metropolitan areas and the
north-we will pick up an extra seat. We have one
member per term now and we should pick up
another one. In the bad years, we will retain the
seat we have, It is claimed there is an advantage
for Labor, but under this system we will lose four
Assembly seats in the country and pick up one
Council member.

I turn now to the present system in the Council.
In the 1983 State election there was a swing to
Labor. Of the seven south-west seats, live are
Labor and two Liberal. The total Labor vote was
28 702, and the total vote of the Opposition parties
was 27 976. The Labor Party in those seats
recorded more than 50 per cent of the vote. I point
out that apart from the seat of Mandurah I have
not distributed those votes-they are on a first-
past-the-post basis.

Mr Peter Jones: You redistributed the seats, not
the votes. You got rid of three Ministers.

MrT P. J. SMITH: No, I am looking at what
would have been the situation in the 1983 election.
There were three south-wess seats up for election
and the Labor Party did not get any of them.

Mr Peter Jones: Did you check what you are
saying with your Minister? Did he give approval
for you to wreck the careers of so many Ministers?

Mr Tonkin: We do not work like that.

Mr P. J. SMITH: It is written into the Bill. It is
a thing called democracy. Has the member heard
of that?

Mr Peter Jones interjected.

Mr P. J. SMITH: Has the member heard of
working for something called fairness and equal
representation and one-vote-one-value, and all the
things we have been talking about? That is what

happens. Some people get hurt in the process of
ach ievin g democracy, ike t he Ea rl of Sha ftesbu ry,
William Wilberforce and Abraham Lincoln. They
did not make only one speech after which every-
body said, "We will change the system". People
died to live up to what Lincoln believed in. I hope
nobody will have to die in Western Australia-

Mr Clarko: Lincoln was not elected on a one-
vote-one-value basis.

Mr P. J1. S M ITH: He was elected on the bas is of
Government of the people, for the people and by
the people.

Mr Clarko: The system in the Senate in his
country is not one-vote-one-value.

Mr P. J. SMITH: The member will probably
run through the whole communist system before
we are finished.

The new system will give us fewer Legislative
Councillors in the country. At the moment we
have what I consider to be a surfeit of Council
members. People in the Assembly are working in
their electorates while Council members, mainly
conservative Opposition members in the country,
have residences wherever they want. A lot of them
have residences in the metropolitan area which
leads me to believe that perhaps some country
members might prefer the metropolitan life. If
there is to be a reduction they may find it easy to
remain in the metropolitan area. I believe some
people in this House, too, have permanent resi-
dences in the metropolitan area.

I do not believe the Opposition's argument holds
up. This is a compromise Bill. I support fully
equality of votes, and so that there can be a better
way, I support this Bill and hope that the Oppo-
sition will do so also.

MR TROY (Mundaring) [3.35 p.m.J: It was not
my intention to speak in this debate because I felt
that the speakers on this side had competently
advanced the supporting arguments. I have been
drawn in after listening to the Opposition
speakers, particularly last night. Perhaps I could
summa rise some of the comments they made.

The member for Floreat who is acknowledged
as the Opposition shadow spokesman in this area
rejected the approach of compromise made by our
Minister. He made great play on the Minister's
efforts at compromise on the grounds of a defi-
nition which he took out of a number of dictionar-
ies, and felt that the Minister had not addressed
the elements of those definitions. He had to be
reminded by the Minister that at earlier dis-
cussions between the member for Floreat and the
Minister the member revealed he had no brief
from his party to pursue any avenue of compro-
mise on the issue.
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Mr .Jamieson: It did not seem like it, the way he
was going on.

Mr TROY: The member for Floreat failed .t0
acknowledge the substantial shift by the Minister
since last September to aid the achievement of
compromise between the respective positions of
the parties, and he offered nothing in exchange as
the Opposition spokesman.

The member for Karrinyup made a very rel-
evant point, but not in the manner he intended. He
accused the Government of throwing away its
principles on one-man, one-vote. He attempted to
confuse the roles of the two Houses, and he is
doing that again today. If the Houses do not have
a different role, why have two Houses? That is a
question the member should address.

The real relevance of his argument was the con-
trast with that of the shadow spokesman. On one
hand the shadow spokesman was saying the Minis-
ter had not compromised, and on the other hand
the member for Karrinyup was saying the Minis-
ter had compromised too much and that we had
lost our principles as a result The Opposition had
better wake up. People in Western Australia will
not be fooled by the smokescreen the Opposition
put up last night. They are looking for positive
signs from the Opposition that it is prepared to
work towards a compromise.

There was a fleeting moment of hope when the
member for Katanning-Roc began his speech last
night. I am perhaps the eternal optimist because
he referred to a lifelong strong attachment to a
fair and equitable system, only to bury our hopes
when he said that our system which is
acknowledged by all students of politics as the
worst in Australia should be left untouched. He
substantiated that attitude on the Victorian era
land franchise concept that primary income
earners like the agricultural and mining sectors
should enjoy some privileged position. His simple
mind could not absorb the fact that consumers, as
the member for Wclshpool pointed out, have some
influence on economic activity.

The member for Nedlands also attempted to put
up a second smokescreen last night with his inter-
jections when he asked whether Australia had not
the best electoral system in the world. I believe he
is not his father's son if he cannot detect the dif-
ference between Western Australia and Australia
in that regard. I will make available some data
shortly which may assist him in that area. Last
night's comments by Opposition spokesmen were
of great concern to me, other members on this
side, and the public at large.

I will now focus the debate on some fundamen-
tal points they choose to ignore. As a so-called

country member whose electorate is within the
Perth metropolitan region as defined by the
MRPA boundaries-a country electorate with its
closest boundary within 13 kilometres of the
GPO-I admit some degree of embarrassment sit-
ting here representing just over 10 000 voters
while members adjacent to me represent so many
more. I refer to the seat of Gosnells which has
19 229 voters, Joondalup with in excess of 23 000
voters, Welshpool with more than 18 000,
Cockburn with 21 199, and if one goes out of the
metropolitan area, Pilbara with 13 800,

Members in those seats represent many more
electors than I do. The Minister in his second
reading speech effectively challenged the argu-
ments raised in support of malapportionment; that
is, compensation for the difficulties of distance,
area and isolation. His challenge to the advocates
of malapportionment to demonstrate how unequal
enrolments overcome those disadvantages of dis-
tance, area and isolation has been conveniently
ignored in the debate so far by members opposite-
An effective argument cannot be raised when one
considers the deliberate interference by past Lib-
eral Governments in various areas, and I refer to
Kimberley which the member for Helena has
mentioned, and about which I will make some
additional remarks to clarify the situation.

The Kimberley district is the second largest
area in Western Australia. I believe it is the most
isolated and perhaps the most difficult seat in
Western Australia to represent. Its area is 4.8
times greater than the Gascoyne area. The elector-
ate has More electors than any other district in the
same region. It has 16 787 electors, a figure about
3.7 times greater than that of the Gascoyne elec-
torate and five times greater than that of the
Murchison-Eyre electorate. The members who
hold those seats represent somewhere in the order
of 60 per cent more electors than I represent in my
electorate of Mundaring.

My electorate, as I said before, at its closest
point, is only 13 kilometres from the Perth GPO.
Yet, it is a designated country seat. Members may
have not heard me clearly. I said that at its closest
point, it is only 13 kilometres; from the GPO.

I am not on my own. If members care to come
to my office in this building they will see that
there are three such country seats, including
Mundaring, which have a combined total of
30 145 voters. The three seats are Darling Range,
Kalamunda, and Mundaring. All those voters are
represented by three members in this Chamber.
The Kimberley electorate has one representative
for half that number of voters in those three dis-
tricts, yet it is 410 times greater in area than the
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combined area of the three hills metropolitan
fringe districts.

I do not intend to go on and talk about areas
and districts other than to highlight that the
closest point to Perth in the Kimberley electorate
is Paraburdoc, which is about 1 500 kilometres,
from Perth, and Beechboro, in my electorate is
only 13 kilometres from Perth. It is, therefore,
really farcical to compare the electorate of
Kimberley with the three outer metropolitan dis-
tricts, because they are so different in distance and
isolation from Perth.

I think it is appropriate at this time that I relate
an experience that I had at the Swan View show
last Saturday. I think this experience highlights
the problem. Amongst the many people who
looked over the information that we provided at
our booth was a high school student, whom, I
presumed, to be about 14 or I5 years of age. After
looking at the weighting example provided by
comparison of the electorates of Mundlaring and
Kalamunda to Helena. she asked me why was it
like that. She asked how it could be corrected
because she thought that it was not really demo-
cratic. The latter question relating to "how" is
fairly easily answered. The only doubt we have is
"when". When will the conservative forces in this
Parliament and this State acknowledge that they
have an obligation to be a party to electoral
reform in this State? Surely they have the courage
of their South Australian counterparts to address
this problem and to enjoy, as their counterparts do
in South Australia, a system that ensures that the
party receiving the majority vote is elected to
govern.

I remind members opposite that both parties in
South Australia have been subjected to the
people's clear expression of preference and have
been elected or lost office accordingly.

Mr Jamieson: Liberals in all other States have
the stated policy of "one-vote-one-value".

M r TROY: That is so.

It is very difficult to answer the questi on
"Why" without responding to it in a cynical and
political way. However, I ask members whether, in
view of our experience over many years, it can be
addressed in any other form.

I have listened intently to members opposite
hoping that they could substantiate some reason
for its being as it is. I am yet to hear even an
attempt on their part to do just that.

I refer members to a quotation from a booklet
entitled, "The Government of the Australian
States" by S. R. Davis, Editor, printed by
Longmans, 1960 edition, page 565. That booklet
160)

carried this description on the process of electoral
reform-

It appears that the electoral experience of
the Australian States is a mixture of three
things-adventure, heterodoxy and knavery.
Between them, the States have fathered a
crop of electoral devices, confounded their
textbook behaviour, and at times and in
places used them with a skill which even a
fun-fair poker machine proprietor could
admire.

It is very clear that the past 24 years have seen
that shameful situation improved in New South
Wales, Victoria, and South Australia, while here
in Western Australia we have done little to change
that description. In fact, under the
"Courtmander" as I call it, we could be rightly
criticised as being worse off when one considers
the electorates of Kimberley, Pilbara and the
metropolitan-country boundary.

Dr Dean Jaensch, reader in politics at Flinders
University, in his address to the recent Parliament
Week seminar at Murdoch University, clarified
the difference between a gerrymander and
malapportionment. He described a gerrymander
in a strict sense as "the drawing of boundaries of
individual electorates in such a way as to
maximise the overall vote for a person, group or
party, and to minimise the vote for opponents" .
He concluded that, "In this strict sense, there are
no gerrymanders in Australia."

That strict interpretation by Dr Jaensch sup-
plied a convenient escape from examination of the
boundaries determined by Parliament between
metropolitan, agricultural, mining and pastoral
electorates, and the electorates of the north-west
and Murchiison. It would appear that the term
"1malapportionment" is the correct technical term
to use when any examination of the Western
Australian scene is performed.

Dr Jaensch went on and defined
malapportionment as any electoral system which
incorporates a weighting in favour of some votes
against others. Dr Jaensch also pointed out that
malapportionment defenders operate on a set of
principles. The first of these is that rural voters
have a stake in the country and the electoral
system has to recognise that. He dismissed that
argument on the basis that there was no case that
seeks to argue that any rural resident is worth
more than an urban voter. H-e strongly rejected
that opinion on that basis.

The other three areas of that set of principles
used by those people relate to the following: The
voters in sparsely settled areas need smaller enrol-
ment electorates to achieve parity or quality of
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representation; secondly, the problems of rural
voters in contacting their parliamentary represen-
tatives needs to be eased; and, thirdly, the need for
any Parliamentary representative to be able to
service the needs and desires of his or her electors
has to be recognised.

He argued that those three principles can be
subsumed into one-a statement of claim that
dispersed populations in large areas are at a
representational disadvantage in comparison with
the closely settled, small area electorates in the
city. No-one disagrees with that; they are. No-one
questions whether that matter can be resolved
without recourse to malapportionment by using
what he describes as an open cheque book for
election expenses for a rural member, for free
telephone calls, or for the provision of modern
technology in transport and communication for
rural representatives and electors.

I think Dr .Jacnsch fairly strongly substantiated
that malapportionment is not the method to over-
come that disadvantage.

He went on to say that such advocates usually
are moved by an unstated principle. That principle
is that any system of deliberate malapportionment
is an advantage to a person, group or party. He
said that, in the real politic of Australian politics,
that principle is of advantage to a political party.

Once that is recognised and admitted there Will
be some common ground for debate. Deliberate
malapportionment is designed for one purpose and
only one: To benefit the political party which
introduced it. I think that clearly illustrates the
situation which we are in in this State.

From that we need to recognise that whatever
principles are put forward as a defence, the
malapportionment in the Western Australian elec-
toral system exists because one party, which
managed to win control of Government, sought to
entrench an electoral advantage to itself in the
electoral system. The malapportionment exists be-
cause it benefits the Liberal Party in this State.

Any critique on Western Australian electoral
geography should be based on the fundamental
principle of a democratic system. I understand
that to mean all citizens, no matter what
occupation, age, religion, race, colour, education,
place of residence, or whatever other chiiracter-
istics, must bc guaranteed an equal say in
selecting the representatives who will represent
them.

In shorthand, that means; one-person-one-vote-
one-value. Any departure from this is a departure
from a basic democratic principle.

Mr Deputy Speaker, with your permission I
would like to place two tables on the Table of the

House. One refers to the 1983 election enrolments
and it highlights vividly this malapportionment
between the Legislative Assembly seats and the
Legislative Council seats.

The second table draws comparisons between
the States. I do this following a question from the
member for Nedlands last night who referred to
the Australian system.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I direct that the
tables be laid on the Table of the House for the
remainder of today's sitting.

The papers were tabled for the information of
members.

Mr TROY: When one examines the second
table showing the malapportionment State by
State one has no sense of satisfaction or State
pride.

In Mr Robert Sparkes' unpublished paper,
"Electoral Redistribution: Fact or Fiction?" in
1982 he admitted there was no need for the
Queensland National Party to take any action on
its malapportionment when one considered the
Western Australian scheme was an indictment of
its situation.

The table refers to three different indices which
are used to make a comparison of
malapportionment. It refers to the David-
Eisenberg, Dauer-Kelsey and Gini indices. West-
ern Australia has the dubious distinction of being
the most malapportioned electoral system within
Australia and the national figures show that. I
think that is rather a tragedy.

Recent State electoral reform in Australia has
been committed to a one-vote-one-value system
and it has been pursued in the three States I have
mentioned: New South Wales and Victoria, which
are both Labor States, and South Australia by the
then Liberal reform Government. We in this State
have put a well balanced proposal to achieve a
degree of desirable electoral reform. We did not
achieve anything following our experience last
year.

Our proposal ensures a one-vote-one-value
system in the lower House. That is the first prin-
ciple. It recognises a different role for the upper
House--one as a real House of Review. In doing
that it recognises the need for a forum of ex-
pression of differing opinions in society outside the
two mainstreams of political opinions in the upper
House. This proposal, therefore, provides rep-
resentation in that House for regional and pro-
portional representation.

I support the Bill.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Tonkin

(Leader of the House).
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CONSERVATION AND LAND
MANAGEMENT BILL

In Committee
Resumed Cram I I October. The Chairman of

Committees (Mr Barnett) in the Chair; Mr Brian
Burke (Premier) in charge of the Bill.

Progress was reported after clause 14 had been
agreed to.

Clause 15 put and passed.
Clause 16: Agreements for management of pri-

vate land-
Mr MacKINNON: On behalf of the member

for Vasse I propose to move an amendment as
follows-

Page 14-Insert after subelause (2) in lines
26 to 31 the following subelauses to stand as
subelauses (3) to (5)-

(3) The Executive Director shall not
enter into any agreement under this sec-
tion until notice of the proposed agree-
ment is given to each local authority
within whose district the land is situated.
and each local authority so notified is
given a reasonable time to prepare writ-
ten submissions on the proposal.

(4) Written submissions prepared by a
local authority on the proposal shall be
delivered or posted to an address
designated by the Executive Director.

(5) Every agreement entered into by
the Executive Director under this section
shall bind the parties thereto for a period
specified therein which shall not exceed
10 years..

The CHAIRMAN: Order! This is the Parlia-
ment of Western Australia and I do not think it is
satisfactory for members, especially members on
the same side as the speaker on his feet, to try to
compete with him for my attention.

I inform the member for Clontarf that he is
certainly getting my attention and I wish he was
not and. in fact, if he keeps doing it I will take
action to ensure that no other members continue.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition.

Mr MacKINNON: As I understand it the
member for Vasse wishes to move this amendment
to ensure proper consultation with local
authorities in relation to the Bill.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I indicate that the
Government can accept part of that proposed
amendment, but not the final part which refers to
the 10-year time limit.

It would be my intention to vote against that
part of the amendment and, in fact, vote against

the amendment mooted by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition on behalf of the member for Vasse.
and I would subsequently move much the same
amendment except that I would exclude that part
dealing with the l0-year time limit. The Govern-
ment will accept subelauses (3) and (4) but it will
not accept subclause (5).

The CHAIRMAN: Order! That presents some
difficulty because if, in fact, the Chamber defeats
the amendment proposed by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition it would not be possible to replace
the same subelauses (3) and (4) if they are de-
feated. However, it can be handled in the follow-
ing way:

The Premier can either move to amend the mo-
tion proposed by the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition or, alternatively, the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition can withdraw subclause (5) of the
amendment proposed by him on behalf of the
member for Vasse.

Mr MacKINNON: The Opposition will accept
that if it is agreed to by the Premier. We under-
stand the Premier's reason for the removal of
subiclause (5). I move an amendment-

Page 14-Insert after subclause (2) in lines
26 to 31 the following new subelauses to
stand as subiclauses (3) and (4)-

(3) The Executive Director shall not
enter into any agreement under this sec-
tion until notice of the proposed agree-
ment is given to each local authority
within whose district the land is situated,
and each local authority so notified is
given a reasonable time to prepare writ-
ten submissions on the proposal.

(4) Written submissions prepared by a
local authority on the proposal shall be
delivered or posted to an address
designated by the Executive Director.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: On behalf of the Govern-
ment I accept the amendment moved by the Depu-
ty Leader of the Opposition.

Mr BLAIKIE: The Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition has correctly pointed out the Opposition's
views on this matter. I am disappointed that the
Government has not seen fit to agree to a time
limit of 10 years being placed on agreements
entered into under clause 16.

The Premier and members of this Chamber are
aware that it would be an exercise in futility if we
on this side of the House continued to press for the
insertion of subelause (5). However, it was put
there for a very positive and special reason.

I ask the Premier to indicate why the Govern-
menit rejects this limitation on agreements when in
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all other areas of the Bill-for instance, manage-
ment agreements entered into with national parks
bodies and management areas in relation to for-
ests-there is a limitation of 10 years. In this one
area, which relates to private property, the
Government has seen fit to allow an open-ended
arrangement with no time limit. Circumstances
change in relation to private property and an
agreement entered into for a management area of
private property in 1984 could be quite inappro-
priate in 1994. The conditions which are to be
preserved or protected may no longer exist. There
should not be an ongoing encumbrance on private
property owners. It is an open-ended advantage to
the Government and I believe that is what the
Government intends.

I have indicated that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition has put the Opposition's view. How-
ever, a further argument can be advanced and,
although the Premier has said that he does not
agree with the proposed subelause (5), it is im-
portant that an explanation be given as to why the
Government proposes that private property and
private management areas in relation to private
property are handled differently front other areas
in the Bill. I look forward to the Premier's re-
sponse.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It is very simple., None of
the land management practices can be entered
into without the agreement of the private land-
owner and the local authority and there are
substantial benefits to be gained by farmers in
respect of this clause. For example, if a farmer
wishes to conserve part of his property as natural
bush and cannot afford the fencing, the benefit
flowing to him as a result of this clause could be
circumscribed by the time limit placed on the
agreement. That would be the case were we to
include subelause (5) of the proposed amendment.
As far as the Government is concerned the most
important point is that no landowner or local auth-
ority will be compelled to enter into any manage-
ment practices as a result of this clause. It is a
matter of the agreement of the landowner or the
local authority to carry out the land management
practices to which they have agreed. The consider-
able advantage to local authorities who do not
have the staff and facilities to carry out the man-
agement. of land will be enhanced by this clause.
We would not want to interfere with the rights of
a private landowner who might seek to do some-
thing with his assets that suits him or that does not
suit the Government. We would not want to strait-
jacket that person by putting a 10-year limit on
the agreement reached.

Mr Peter Jones: The clause not only relates to
that but also could provide some funding, The
Premier mentioned fencing, for example.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It seems that the Oppo-
sition would be restricting a person's use of his
own asset by putting a limit on the agreement. We
cannot force anyone to enter into an agreement.

Mr BLA IKI E: The Premier has given an expla-
nation.

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Vasse
knows I am particularly tolerant in eases like this
and as a result of that tolerance I have allowed
him to speak on proposed subelause (5) and the
Premier has replied. I am not prepared to allow
that debate to continue because subclause (5) was
not moved. We are not debating subelause (5), we
are debating subelauses (3) and (4).

Mr BLAIKIE: The proposition to insert
subclauses (3) and (4) shows a glaring anomaly
and omission in the drafting of the legislation. It
also shows a classic oversight on the part of the
Government in that it has not given proper and
full consideration to those people who could be
affected under management agreements.

Subclause (3) states that the executive director
shall not enter into any agreement with any pri-
vate person until notice of the proposed agreement
has been given to each local authority within
whose district the land is situated, and each local
authority has the opportunity to prepare written
submissions on the proposal. In its original
drafting the Government proposed that the execu-
tive director could make whatever arrangements
he wanted to without regard for anyone. There is a
vast difference between the two situations.

The original Bill also stated that when written
submissions had been prepared by local authorities
the proposal would be posted to an address
designated by the executive director. This refers to
providing some protection for private people in
local government areas who may well be set upon
by an over-ambitious Government or Government
department.

Mr Brian Burke: We have agreed to the amend-
ment.

Mr BLAIKIE: I want to explain a further point.

It is all very well for the Premier to say the
amendments have already been agreed to. The
principle should have been included when the
legislation was originally drafted. A situation
could arise, say in the case of the Shire of
Manjimup. where the executive director could
make a management plan in relation to some area
of land under the existing legislation. We have
said before that local authorities must be involved.
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We also say there should be a sunset clause in
this part of the Bill. This clause should not be
open-ended and it should not be allowed to con-
tinue for ever.

The Government rejects that. There are many
people in the open field who would be very con-
cerned about not having some protection by way
of a tinie limit.

I return to the point the Premier made regard-
ing arrangements for the management of private
land. That is precisely what we are talking about
in this amendment.

I would also draw to the Premier's attention,
and to the attention of the members of this Com-
mittee, that under clause 15 private acquisition
can take place; land can be purchased or acquired
in any way in exchange for Crown land. That is an
area which gives the Opposition great concern.
Unless degrees of protection are inserted, the
Government, or over-zealous Government depart-
ments, may threaten to seek all sorts of require-
ments from private landowners, and management
agreements must be entered into for the manage-
ment of private land for whatever purpose is deter-
mined. It could well be indicated to these people, if
they do not enter into the agreement, that there
are powers of acquisition. That is a very important
point.

So. Mr Chairman, I return to the final point. I
am disappointed that the Government has only
accepted subclauses (3) and (4). The Government
has been championing how important sunset
clauses are in legislation. If the Government really
followed its principles-it is long on rhetoric and
short on fact-it would have agreed to a sunset
clause here.

The end result of this debate is very evidenti and
that is that the Government will get its way.' But it
is important that we in the Parliament have the
opportunity to express a point of view and a con-
cern. We believe a matter of principle is strongly
involved.

My final view is, while we have no alternati ve
but to accept subelauses (3) and (4), the Govern-
ment has been very tardy in not permitting a sun-
set clause.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as a mended, put and passed.
Clause 17: Cancellation and amendment of pur-

pose-
Mr BR IAN BURK E: I move an amendment-

Page 15-Delete subelause (1) and
substitute the following-

(1) Nothing in this section applies
to-

(a) State forest;

(b) timber reserves;
(c) national parks referred to in

section 6(3)(b); or
(d) land classified under the Land

Act 1933 or section 13(4) as or
Glass A,

but otherwise this section applies to all
land to which this Act applies.

I indicate to the Chamber that it is intended to
make all future national parks "A"-elass reserves,
or to give them 'A"-class status. As far as the
Government is concerned, there is an attempt to
improve the way in which we categorise reserves in
the future. In the past there has been a tendency
to categorise anything from a municipal reserve
right through to a reserve of the most outstanding
significance as a national park. In the future,
when a national park is declared, realising that the
declaration will be subject to much more stringent
criteria, we believe the national park should be an
"A'-class reserve. That does not mean we will not
be able to reserve any other categories. All sorts of
other parks, from municipal reserves to which I
have previously referred right through to what will
be "A"-class reserves or national parks, are
involved.

Mr BLAIKIE: I have a further question in re-
lation to this, and it relates to State forests and
State timber reserves. In both State forests and
timber reserves a number of areas are set aside by
the Forests Departme!nt for particular manage-
ment reasons. These may be for scientific water
management or areas or special conservation sig-
nificance.

The question I pose to the Premier is this: Is it
the Government's intention, with the passing of
this legislation, to extend protection to those areas
currently in State forest reserves which currently
have a management priority status? Will they be
included in special "A"-class reserve status?

The two areas to which I refer in particular are
the northern jarrah forest reserve and the
Shannon River basin. The Government has
already indicated that both areas are to be
managed as though they are national parks. Irres-
pective of what the Government may finally do in
these areas, it is important to understand that the
Shannon River area amounts to some 50 000 hec-
tares, and the area of the northern jarrah forest
reserve is also very substantial. The stated
Australian Labor Party policy is for an area of
100 000 hectares to be reserved as a national park.
I am not sure if the Government has proclaimed
the whole area yet. I am aware of the position in
the Shannon River which has been effectively
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locked up, but the position in the northern jarrab
area is a little obscure at this stage.

Is it the intention of the Government to use this
amendment to secure title over these forest areas
to ensure that they will be given what the Premier
calls secure title as far as "A"-class reserves are
concerned?

Finally, it is of great concern to the Opposition
that an area in excess of 200 000 or 300 000 acres
of forest land has been taken out of production by
this Government by unilateral decision without
regard for proper forest management policies. The
Government has acted unilaterally and politically
to ensure that the area is denied to the limber
industry.

The whole basis of this legislation is for the
Government to implement its whim, its will, and
its policy over land management. In those three
areas the Government has been wrong on every
count, so it is very important that the Premier very
clearly declares the Government's future role and
intent in respect of declaration of areas within
State forests, and whether it is the Government's
intention to declare any of those areas national
parks so that they are given what he calls the
absolute title of "A"-class reserves.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member is really
asking two questions, and the First is answered by
the proposed amendment. In regard to manage-
ment priority areas, there would still be the ability
in the Department of Conservation and Land
Management to manage the reserves, but there is
no intention to interfere wvith them.

The second question relates to the status of two
reserves in particular-the Shannon River basini
and the northern jarrah reserve-and whether
they will be accorded the status of national parks.
In respect of the Shannon, I would think that it
would probably attain that status. In respect of the
jarrab reserve, I would think that some parts of it
might be accorded "A"-class status. It is not
strictly true that that was a unilateral declaration.
It was reached after extremely comprehensive
consultation with the interested parties, including
Alcoa of Australia Ltd.

As the member will know, mining operatii.ons
will continue within the area of the jarrah reserve.
The question of whether the whole of the reserve
would be accorded 'A"-class status really depends
upon the recommendation of the new department.

I cannot be any more conclusive than that, ex-
cept to say that all of the management priority
areas and other reserves, as I said when I first
moved the amendment, that are considered to be
reasonable and rational, will not be excluded as a
result of this amendment. The purpose of this

amendment is that all national parks will have
"A"-class status, and that national parks should
not be neighbourhood reserves.

Mr BLAIKIE: The Premier's reply has given
me cause for greater concern. It would be fair to
parallel that reply with one that the Prime Minis-
ter gave to the media in the Northern Territory
yesterday when he said that he was not prepared
to determinne his stand on land rights.

The Premier indicated that he is not aware of
what the new department may wish to do if it
wishes to have any new national parks and re-
serves. Let me also remind the Premier that under
this legislation the Minister in charge of the Act
will have absolute control over anything that hap-
pens either with this legislation or anything
associated with it. That is the difference that is of
concern to the Opposition. We have been putting
that to the Government without success time and
time again. That is the difference between the
Forests Act and the new legislation.

Under the Forests Act, the forests had a degree
of protection with the conservator. Only the con-
servator could change any management or work-
ing plans that had been drawn up. The Premier
would know-I hope he has been briefed prop-
erly-that under this legislation the executive di-
rector comes under the absolute control of the
Minister in charge of the legislation.

It is not an argument for the Premier to say that
the new department may well determine some
national parks to be given "A"-class status, and
some other areas that may well be given "A"-eiass
status.

Mr Brian Burke: But we cannot make them in
advance, surely.

Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister can make them
because he is the Minister in absolute control,
anyhow.

Mr Brian Burke: But we cannot make them in
advance of the legislation being passed.

Mr BLAIKIE: That is precisely what Mr
Hawke told the media yesterday. He said he could
not tell the people what will be the Government's
stand on land rights.

Mr Brian Burke: We need the advice of the
department to determine what areas will be
national parks.

Mr BLAIKIE: What will the Government do in
relation to the northern jarrab forest reserve? It is
not a national park, and it has never been
proclaimed a national park, although some people
in the Labor Party continue to refer to it as a
national park. The Minister will find that the
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management of Alcoa is very keen at all times to
refer to il as "the northern jarrah forest reserve".

Mr Peter Jones: It is in their mineral lease.

Mr BLAIKIE: We have the same situation ap-
plying to the Shannon River basin. The Minister
has already indicated that it will probably become
a national park. That is a decision for the Govern-
ment in due course; but in addition to the two
areas I have indicated, a host of others need to be
determined. There are areas relating to manage-
ment priority areas within the State forest. I am
far from convinced that people in the community
would want to see those management priority
areas being given absolute protection and taken
out of the State forests.

In addition to those areas, there are road and
stream reserves, and areas adjacent to roads. Will
some 400 metres of reserve on either side of the
roads be given absolute protection by the Govern-
ment and brought into a national park situation?

Of all members on the Government side, the
Minister for Agriculture would be very much
aware of the seriousness of the circumstances if
the Government of the day indicated that it would
declare road reserves in State forests as part of
national parks. Road reserves have been part of
State forest areas-

Mr Brian Burke: No-one suggested that, except
you.

Mr BLAIKIE: But the Premier has not said
that will not be done.

Mr Pearce: He has not said he will go around
killing little babies, either. That is a ridiculous
statement to make.

Several members interjected.

Mr BLAIKIE: When it comes to State forests
and forest reserve areas, the Premier's record can-
not stand. I refer members to the way he has
treated the forests and timber industries, and how
he has ignored the repeated requests of the Shire
of Manjimup and the Manjimup community in
relation to State forests which are the lifeblood of
Manjimup. I would be delighted if the Premier
were to say, "There will be no declaration as a
national park of any road reserves, any stream
reserves, any management priority areas in any
State forest or timber reserves"; but he has not
said that. That is what we are waiting for him to
say.

If the Premier wants support for this legislation,
he must come clean on the Government's inten-
tions.

Mr Brian Burke: Don't be stupid.

Mr BLAIKIE: Of course, the Premier can make
all the comments and call us all the names he
wants to call us-

Mr Brian Burke: Do not talk about coming
clean when you do not understand it.

Mr BLAIKIE: If anybody does not understand
the legislation. I am quite certain it would not be
the Premier. He would have an understanding of
what his Government intends to do in due course,
and what it has already done. It has already taken
hundreds of thousands of acres out of production
at the expense of the timber industry.

The Opposition has a great concern to under-
stand the Government's future intentions. I make
the point that the Government has a responsibility
to spell out what it intends to do.

Many people in the community are concerned
about the direction to be pursued by the Govern-
ment in relation to its management of State for-
ests, reserves, and conservation areas. It is little
wonder that the Government is losing community
support day after day, because it is not coming
clean.

Mr RUSHTON: When the Premier responds,
could he indicate how this clause relates to local
government and "A"-class reserves? I should like
to know what consultation will take place, because
at present we have a routine-

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I should like to point
out the position to the member for Dale. I admit.
to some extent, this is my fault, because I allowed
the debate to wander when the previous member
was on his feet. However, the matter before the
Chair is that subclause (1) be deleted. The mat-
ters which were debated by the member for Vasse
related to the clause as a whole and should be
debated at a later stage, not at this stage. The
member must relate his remarks to the matter
before the Chair.

Leave to Continue Speech

Mr RUSHTON: I seek leave to continue my
remarks at a later stage.

Mr Brian Burke: Hang on a second! We are in
charge of the business of the House and if you
want us to report progress at 4.30 p.m., you must
ask us.

Mr MacKinnon: I ask if that is okay.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I point out that, if
the Committee does not wish to give leave, one
voice will be sufficient for leave not to be granted.

Leave granted.
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Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again,
on motion by Mr Brian Burke (Premier).

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND
ENVIRONMENT

"Bulletin 197": Grievance
MR PETER JONES (Narrogin) [4.32 p.m.]: I

draw attention to a report from the Department of
Conservation and Environment which was tabled
by the Minister for the Environment a little more
than a week ago and which is titled -Bulletin
197". Put very simply, it is a scurrilous document.
It is a document which was prepared by the Minis-
ter's department and it is full of nonsense in its
attempt to defend the department in respect of the
way in which it discharged what it saw as being its
responsibilities in relation to the extension of
Farrington Road. I do not wish to comment on
whether or not the extension is needed, but rather
I refer to the document itself.

"Bulletin 197" is clothed in sel f- righteousness,
and is a load of pompous nonsense. It seeks to
justify what the Department of Conservation and
Environment did not do. Very cleverly, it has con-
fused the role of the Environmental Protection
Authority with that of the department. For
example, a table appears in pages 7 to 13 of the
document and a column has not been inserted for
the Department of Conservation and Environ-
ment. There is a column for the EPA, but there is
no column for the department and no justification
is provided for that.

However, it provides columns which relate to
what all the other people involved did or did not do
in an attempt to try to draw attention to the gaps
in the time-frames of those other departments,
particularly of the Main Roads Department, and
the City of Cockburn is referred to also.

The document is very selective. The Minister
for Transport has already drawn attention to the
fact that, for example, it omnits detailed reference
to the advice from the Main Roads Department
which was contained in a letter of I I November
1981, as well as to advice from the City of
Cockburn given in November 198 1. The document
indicates that advice was given, and perhaps the
Minister was not aware of this when he tabled that
report, because elsewhere it is said that the depart-
mnent was not advised.

Indeed, a Press report indicated Lhat the con-
cern of the Department of Conservation and En-
vironment was that it had not been advised by the
Main Roads Department that the extension was
necessary until the works were nearly ready to
proceed, and that left the department with little

alternative but to comply. That is a lie. 1 say that,
because the report itself draws attention to the
fact that the Main Roads Department identified
the Farrington Road connection as being necess-
ary on I I November 198 1.

In fact, the need for a road had been identified
years prior to the System 6 and Cockburn wetland
studies. If that was not sufficient, the Main Roads
Department officially notified the Department of
Conservation and Environment, as did the City of
Cockburn, of the need for the road -and the fact
that it would have to be constructed.

What happened, as the report and inquiries
which have been made reveal, is that the depart-
ment did nothing. In its rather Olympian attitude
to the way in which it uses its authority in respect
of other Government departments and
instrumentalities, we have a situation where, on 10
June 1983, the Main Roads Department sought
and organised a meeting which was attended by
some officers from the Department of Conser-
vation and Environment. The file note which one
of those officers wrote subsequently is contained in
the report and it would not give anybody any
confidence that that department was doing any-
thing other than sitting on its fanny and festering.
waiting for someone else to bring it information.

The Department of Conservation and Environ-
ment knew that the road had to be constructed,
but in no way did it rush to discharge its
responsibilities to provide the technical and
backup information to the ultimate body-that is,
the EPA-which provides advice to the Govern-
mient. The Department of Conservation and En-
vironmecnt did not provide all the advice and infor-
mation to the EPA in order to enable it to make a
decision in time for the appropriate funding and
approval to be put together.

Even if prior to I I November 1981 the depart-
ment was not aware of the position, it was cer-
tainly aware of it on that date, but subsequently it
did nothing. Indeed, the department had a further
meeting, even though it received more written ad-
vice from the Main Roads Department, and said.
"We can do nothing until we have a notice Of
intent"; such a notice is certainly required under
the Act. However, it did not do anything to pro-
mote the position for nearly two years. The de-
partmental officers did not make any contact and
say, 'This situation is developing. You have
already told us that the extension to the road must
be constructed. You have told us it is on your list";
that is what the report reveals and what other
inquiries which have been made reveal The de-
partment was certainly aware that the extension to
the road had to be constructed, it was in the pro-
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gramme, and it was up for funding; but it did
nothing.

Then in 1983 the Department of Conservation
and Environment said a notice of intent had to be
issued. That was a year ago. Therefore, it is clear
the department knew the extension to the road had
to be built, it knew about the funding arrange-
ments which would be necessary, and it was aware
of the approval of the City of Cockburn, because
the City of Cockburn contacted the department;
but the department did nothing.

I am not certain whether the Minister was
aware of what was in the report when he tabled it,
but it has made him an accessory to a very ingeni.-
ous web of intrigue to try to villify another
Government department, but that department,
and more particularly that Minister, are not with-
out guilt in this charade. Certainly the Main
Roads Department, having discharged its initial
requirement to notify the Department of Conser-
vation and Environment, did not follow the matter
up-

The Main Roads Department did start the pro-
ceedings though, and although the Department of
Conservation and Environment did not respond.
certainly the report does not reveal, other than a
reference to the meetings to which I have referred
and some other exchanges which I understand oc-
curred, that the Main Roads Department ad-
equately followed up the situation to make certain
that it was cleared on behalf of the City of
Cockburn, which was the constructing authority.
That was made known to the department but it
did nothing.

We have a situation where, by default, the Main
Roads Department proceeded to advise its Minis-
ter. Another part of the selective information that
was revealed in "Bulletin 197' was that the de-
partment identified that the Minister had written
one letter, but, it did not correctly say that the
Minister for Transport had written a further letter
indicating that the road would be subject to en-
vironmental clearance.

We come down to a situation where this road is
wanted, I understand, for traffic related to the
America's Cup construction work which is being
undertaken and as such it will be built. As with
any of these kinds of situations and developments,
an interesting cast of characters comes along and
hops on the bandwagon. We had all sorts of
people. Dr Dale, the Labor candidate for
Tangney, got into the act. The Kardinya Rate-
payers' Association, which was villified by the
Government, was involved. All it was trying to do
was to get its point of view across. Various other
groups such as the Conservation Council put up a

ease for its purpose. Whatever those purposes and
whatever the whole situation might result in, a
mess developed simply because two Ministers ar-
gued with each other regarding this activity. One
of them tabled a report villifying the other Minis-
ter, and villifying the actions of the other depart-
ment in a very selective and devious way. One can
only assume that perhaps the Minister for the
Environment was trying to get his own back on the
Minister for Transport because the Minister for
Transport supported the challenge which rolled
him in 1981. 1 do not know, but for whatever
reason he did it-

Mr Davies: Why did you leave
Tasmania-because you had to get out? Did you
have to leave Tasmania? Tell us that.

Mr Pearce: Down you go. Your time's up.

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Minister for the
Environment) [4.42 p.m.]: I was sorry that I was
not in the House yesterday to clear the mind of the
member opposite who has just spoken on this mat-
ter, and thus help him understand the situation. It
is quite clear that despite his years as a Minister
he has learnt nothing in regard to the Environ-
mental Protection Authority, the Department of
Conservation and Environment, or the Main
Roads Department. He has half read a report
which I was good enough to make available to him
because he seemed to want to know what was
going on. That report had to be tabled by me in
the way it was presented to me by the EPA. Had I
endeavoured to tamper with the report in any way
whatsoever I am quite certain that the same mem-
ber who has displayed his abysmal ignorance here
this afternoon would have jumped up and down
saying that the EPA was not an independent body
and was being dictated to by the Government.

Let us get the situation quite clear. The EPA
decided what it wanted to do in regard to this
matter and when its decision was originally
challenged I asked it to have a second look at the
matter to ensure that the correct decision had
been made. I invited the public to make represen-
tations and the findings of the EPA are detailed in
the report which was tabled. I met my responsi-
bility to the House. This flight of fancy that the
member has taken by saying that the department
knew of the situation in 1981 and did nothing
about it, only highlights his ignorance because in
1980 the statement made by the EPA was in re-
gard to the Green Book proposals. Perhaps I could
ask the member if he knows what the Green Book
is.

Mr Peter Jones: Yes. I said 198 1. They told you
in 1981 the road was necessary and had to be
constructed.

2537



2538 [ASSEMBLY]

Mr DAVIES: Does the member know what the
Green Book proposal is'?

Mr Peter Jones: I know all about that, but I am
still saying that they told you in 1981-

Mr DAVIES: The Minister obviously-
Mr Carr: He is not a Minister any more.
Mr Clarko: It won't be long. You are prophetic.
Mr DAVIES: The member obviously has the

whole matter confused. I will explain to him in
detail in the eight minutes available to me what
the procedures are. If there has been an attack on
anything, it has been his attack on the EPA be-
cause he is now saying that the report which was
tabled was not in accordance with fact. The EPA's
report was the one tabled, you Silly little fellow!

Mr Peter Jones: You are saying it is not a de-
partmental report'?

Mr DAVIES: It is not a departmental report: it
is the EPA's report, every single word of it, except
the preamble on the front page.

Mr Peter Jones: It is still selective and scurri-
lous.

Mr DAVIES: The member has attacked an in-
dependent authority which has held itself right
above the Government-

M r Peter Jones: I have attacked the department
which prepares its information.

Mr DAVIES: -and has said it presented a
selective and scurrilous report. Now the member is
pushing little holes into the air with his finger
because he understands he has blundered. HeI does
not understand what he is talking about.

Mr Peter Jones: Not at all.
Mr DAVI ES: In 198 1, in response to the Green

Book, the MRD said it would look for a road to go
through the area and then all submissions which
were made were considered and the final decision
put in the Red Book. The Red Book or System 6
report said the road should not be built without
the matter being further considered by the
Government. That was all that was required to be
done. If the local authority wanted to construct a
road, irrespective of what was in the Red Book,
providing it was done with its own money and did
not require an environmental clearance from
the-

Mr Rushton: The Government was involved in
the bicentennial programme.

Mr DAVIES: -Federal Government, it could
have gone ahead, and no one could have stopped
it. That is what we are looking towards trying to
stop in the future. The member clearly does not
understand that. H-e clearly does not understand
that we are dealing with two separate issues, one

of which is a recommendation or a submission in
regard to the Green Book-

Mr Rushton: It is supposed to be under Govern-
ment controlled road programmes.

Mr DAVIES: -and the second is in regard to
the Red Book recommendation. If the Main
Roads Department felt it was necessary to give a
clearance it had some responsibility to make cer-
tain that the clearance was available.

Mr Rushton: It consulted with your depart-
ment.

Mr DAVIES: It was a matter of some regret
that it was not done.

M r Rushton: They did.
Mr DAVIES: The steps that took place are

detailed in the report.
Mr Rushton: They consulted you years ago.
Mr DAVIES: The member for Dale should not

ask questions. He recently asked me a question
about his own recent portfolio and he should have
known the answer. It shows his abysmal ignor-
ance. I am trying to get through to him, the public
at large, and particularly those people who sit
opposite, that the DCE gives advice only. It does
not do things other than gathering evidence or
should it go out and supervise continuing work?

Mr Rushton: It has a responsibility to see that
they happen.

Mr DAVIES: It ensures that everything that is
required to be done in this situation is done. It
looks at all the facts beforehand. The Main Roads
Department in its enthusiasm decided that the
clearance-

Mr Rushton: No, you are putting the blame in
the wrong place.

Mr DAVIES: It then told the Federal
authorities that there was a clearance.

Mr Rushton: "Subject to"!
Mr DAVIES: When we found out what had

been done we said, "Wait a minute. Get the EPA
to have a look at it", The EPA made its decision
and then reviewed it. If the member can point to
anything-

Mr Rushton: How can you construct a road by
doing it that way?

Mr DAVIES: -which shows that the EPA did
not fairly and effectively review every submission
in order, I will certainly apologise to the House.

Mr Peter Jones: That came at the end of the
business.

Mr DAVIES: Cannot the member understand?
Mr Peter Jones: I know exactly what you are

talking about.
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Mr DAVIES: In regard to the System 6 report
something like I 500 responses to the proposals
were received.

Mr Peter Jones: You are still critical of the
Main Roads Department: is that right?

Mr DAVIES: The department met every re-
sponsibility it had to meet to make the report
available and it dealt with the further submission
at the appropriate time.

That meant that Ministers and people dealing
with matters under the Red Book-System
6-had to make certain that everything that
needed to be done was being done. The Depart-
ment of Conservation and Environment is not a
policeman, it deals with matters which are re-
ferred to it.

Mr Peter Jones: You have not answered the
main question.

Mr DAVIES: Yes I have. The member is as
thick as two short planks, he cannot understand
there are two separate issues. I wish he would try.
If he comes outside later-

Opposition members: Oh!

Mr DAVIES: -I will try to explain to him.
Now he is laughing with embarrassment. The
member for Narrogin knows he has blundered and
displayed his ignorance. He knows he is now on
the record that he does not know what he is
talking about. I invite him to bring up this matter
again at a later date and ask any questions he
likes, and I will show that everything that needed
to be done was done.

What a stupid and vile thing to say that I am
fighting with the Minister for Transpor t because
of something that happened three or four years
ago. I have to thank him for it, if anything. That is
as stupid as my asking why the member left
Tasmania; were there not some suspicious circum-
stances about that?

Several members interjected.

Mr DAVIES: The member is nodding.

Mr Peter Jones: You must be worried about it.

Mr DAVIES: That is the kind of nonsense the
member talks. He will not face facts, and he dis-
plays his ignorance.

Mr Peter Jones: You will not answer the ques-
tion.

Mr DAVIES: I have the report here. I did the
member the courtesy of taking note of the ques-
tion he asked on Thursday and finding out exactly
what happened.

Mr Peter Jones: I appreciate that.

Mr DAVIES: If the member asks me another
question later I will highlight how little he knows
about this subject.

There is not the slightest suggestion that the
road was put there because of work that needed to
be done in regard to the America's Cup. That is a
figment of the member's imagination. He must
have been smoking pot or something to come up
with that kind of idea because it is absolutely
ridiculous.

M r Peter Jones: Ask the contractors.
Mr DAVIES: Look at the stand people took on

this. Murdoch cleared it and said it was okay, and
then backtracked. Professor O'Connor was on the
EPA up to the time the Final decision was
made-and the report says this-but was not
there when the final decision was endorsed. The
Cockburn Shire did not want it as a major road,
but was convinced it was necessary by the Melville
Shire.

If the member keeps asking questions I may get
through to him at some time and help him to
understand.

WATER RESOURCES: RATES
M WA and PWD: Grievance

MR TROY (Mundaring) [4.55 p.m.]: I rise in
this grievance debate to refer to the matter of
water service charges and policy variations be-
tween the Metropolitan Water Authority and the
Public Works Department in my electorate.

Mundaring is served by both authorities, and
one of the attractive benefits of amalgamation of
the authorities that I foresee is the opportunity to
have some commonality and consistency of ap-
proach in the charges for similar services. I raise
three distinct problems. The first relates to the
different criteria being applied to residential
classifications by the two water authorities and the
resultant relationship to the water charges
imposed. I was surprised at the Minister's reply to
a question on Tuesday, l8 September asked by the
member for Bunbury. That question sought infor-
mation on whether the same criteria would be
applied in determining residential classification in
both the areas presently administered by the two
authorities. The Minister replied, "Yes. There is
no intention to alter the criteria". I accepted the
Minister's answer as relating to the immediate
short-term post-amalgamation period of the two
authorities.

However, I wish to outline the problems of this
existing procedure in the hope that the Minister
can expedite the adoption of a uniform approach.
Let me elaborate. Currently the boundary be-
tween the MWA and the PWD areas cuts across
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my electorate and leaves out part of Sawyers Val-
Iey, part of Stoneville, and the localities of Mount
Helena, Chidlow, and Wooroloo in the eastern
arm and upper Swan in the northern arm. All
those areas are under the control of the Public
Works Department. In those areas the basis of
determining water charges on residential Proper-
tics is subject to the water rate being determined
by the gross rental value for the property, which is
determined by the Valuer General's office.

Furthermore, that residential classification
places the house plus property on the total gross
rental value. By contrast, within the MWA area of
responsibility a fixed charge applies for waler ser-
vices to any classified residence. Let me give some
examples.

In Johnson Street, Mount Helena there is an
average homec, average not only for that area but
for the Perth metropolitan region, but it is within
the PWD's area. For a package of rates plus 400
kilolitres of water the owners are charged $78 for
the rates and $100 for water consumption, a total
of $178. In nearby Stoneville, four kilometres
away, there is a similar type of home on the same
size block of land, but the difference is that it falls
within the MWA area. For the same package the
owners are charged $82 for rates-the same as the
rest of the metropolitan area-and $92.50 for the
balance of 250 kilolitres of water above the allow-
ance of 150 kilolitres. There is no real discrepancy
in those figures of $174.50 in Stoneville and $178
at Mount Helena.

A further example which highlights the point I
am making is a property in the townsite of
Wooroloo. The house is a three bedroom, weather-
board, well-kept home about 40 to 50 years old on
two hectares, but it is still essentially residential.
The rental value has been established as $3 328.
This figure is arrived at by utilising five per cent
of the market value, the valuation being in the
order of $66 560. This illustrates the impact of
property values on the CRy, and members could
anticipate what sort of water charges would be
paid on a large property. This person at Wooroloo
is paying $1 54.21 for rates and a further $100 for
400 kilolitres of water, a total of $254.2 1.

A similar properly in the Swan Valley, which
could be anywhere within the MWA area, would
face different charges. It is correctly classified as
residential because that is the property's primary
function. The owners of all such properties pay
$82 for their rates which is inclusive of I50 kilo-
litres of water, and the remaining 250 kilolitres
making up the package of 400 kilolitres cost
$92.50. a total of $174.50.

One can see from those two examples there is a
differential between the property in Wooroloo and
that in the metropolitan area. I believe those
examples highlight clearly an attitude toward
water services and charges which cannot be
tolerated further.

Historically, the boundaries of the MWA and
the PWD were established many years ago, and it
is quite inappropriate that a single water authority
serving the metropolitan area is not consistent in
its approach. I believe that inconsistency is not
conducive to the development of the total area.

I draw the Minister's attention to last
Thursday's Press release regarding the failure of
Telecom to support the corridor planning concepts
of Perth and to follow the developments of the last
25 years with its zonal charging policies. The same
criticism can be applied to the MWA and PWD in
the metropolitan region in relation to water ser-
vices. As a Government we have an obligation to
place these boundaries in order that certain com-
munities such as those in the eastern corridor are
not greatly disadvantaged in their development.

The second point of my grievance applies to
those properties unfortunately classified "other
than residential", but having a water usage solely
for residential purposes. Many properties within
my electorate fall into this category. They are a
size somewhat larger than the normal urban lot.
On that basis they automatically attract a non-
residential classification and have a water charge
relating to the gross rental value and a water al-
lowance which is determined by that valuation.

On these irrelevant charges and water allow-
ances the authority totally ignores the reality
that-

(1) Many of those properties utilise water
solely for residential purposes.

(2) The non-residential use of water on the
property is usually from privately in-
stalled bores, and there is no better
example of that than in the viticulture
area of the Swan Valley.

(3) No encouragement exists to economise
on water where the allowance is still in
excess of the residential need of that
property due to the high valuation.

I acknowledge that there will be continuing
discrepancies within the system of water charges,
particularly in relation to the capital cost of
putting water services into a less dense area. How-
ever, I believe that in 1984 the concept of cross
subsidies between all land use types within the
Perth metropolitan area should be further ad-
vanced than is the case at present.
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I also acknowledge that the Government has
done a significant amount to relieve the burden on
the "non-residential" areas. Where does it go from
here? I believe the Government must now identify
those properties currently designated "other than
residential" which utilise water for residental pur-
poses only, to be charged at a level that is
equivalent to a property classified "residential".

I strongly suggest such properties should be re-
ceiving attention as the next step in the rationalis-
ation programme for waler charges and, further-
more, that the basis for those water charges should
address the capital and consumption components
of that charge.

My third point relates to tariff policies in WA
as they currently exist. People currently seeking a
100 metre reticulation main in a street in
Mundaring are chargcd $80 per metre for an ex-
tension of the water main, while in the northern
suburbs a rate of approximately $40 per metre is
charged. Headworks charges in Mundaring or the
upper levels of the Swan Valley capture a charge
of $1 736 per additional lot whereas in the north-
ern suburbs it is $868- 1 know that the MWA will
protect those charges because of the provisions
within the Act. However, I draw to the Minister's
attention that other major service authorities
cross-subsidise between areas of different geo-
graphic nature and distance of that service fa-
cility.

The summary of my appeals to the Minister are
as follows-

(1) 1 seek a commitment from the Minister
to consider the different criteria utilised
to establish residential classification by
the separate authorities with a view to
standardising the process and achieving
a similar water rate charge.

(2) 1 seek an examination of the present rate
relief programme from "non-residential"
status properties so that a rate equivalent
to the "residcntial" rate applies to
properties using water solely for a resi-
dential function.

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Minister for
Water Resources) [5.04 pm.]: In reply to the
member for Mundaring. whom I congratulate for
the vigour with which he is pursuing the problems
of the supply of water to the hills area, there are
two particular problems in that area. One is that
there are two or three authorities supplying water
to areas that are very similar in nature and the
other concerns the problems he referred to relating
to the different ways in which these authorities
assess the rates and so on.

The member's interpretation of the answer I
gave to the question without notice is correct. It is
certainly not envisaged that by I July next year
there will be complete uniformity between the two
areas. This will take some time. He has referred to
the fact that areas which are primarily residential
may be, in fact, classified as non-residential under
the Act because it is very difficult, of course, to
determine what is "residential" and what is not.

I believe the Metropolitan Water Authority
should not be involved in the area of taxing people
because of the dwelling in which they live or the
fact that they like a lifestyle with many acres of
land around them. The Metropolitan Water Auth-
ority should be in the business of selling water and
taking away waste water rather than seeking to
impose a form of taxation. We have a very diffi-
cult situation-and I found this out when I went
on tour with the member for Mundaring last year
to look at the situation-where one looks at an
area where people have some vines or horses and
the question is, "Is it primarily residential, or is it
not?" It is a largely subjective decision-what
does "primarily" mean?

If a person grows some vegetables and sells
them, does he mean that he is using the area as a
"non-residential" area? I have been guilty of
growing vegetables in my time and at no stage did
anyone say, 'You are now 'non-residential' and
you will have to be rated differently". I lived in an
area that was accepted as "residential" and the
question never came up. The Metropolitan Water
Authority should get out of the area of making
subjective judgments by deciding whether people's
properties are "residential" or "non-residential".
Of course, this cannot be done at the moment
because of the existing Act.

I would think that at some time a Minister will
come to the Parliament and ask it to alter the Act
so as to take the authority out of the taxation
business and to put it in the business of the pro-
vision of water, the taking away of waste water,
and the control of drainage which is its proper
function.

Mr Mensaros: You will find that, for example,
most people growing vegetables who ask for resi-
dential water rates will at the same time ask the
Commonwealth to allow an investment allowance
on their market gardens.

Mr TONKIN: That may be so. but the point is
that the authority should not be in the business of
deciding whether properties are "residential" or
not. It should be in the business of selling water.

Historically this whole system has grown up, and
to change it rapidly would cause a rapid shift in
the incidence of costs. The situation would be
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harsh on some people, even though it would lift the
burden from others. Obviously we have to move
carefully in this area. We are moving and I hope
we will move further.

It is true I gave that answer to a question with-
out notice that I did not envisage there would be
changes on I July 1985. Certainly the new auth-
ority will be moving towards change. There is no
question about that and we will be addressing
these matters to see that there is some rationalis-
ation.

It is unfortunate that in a similar area one
group of people come under the Public Works
Department system and are charged $254.21-to
use the member's example-while the owner of a
similar property under the Metropolitan Water
Authority is charged $174.50. Obviously, there
will have to be changes over a period of time.
However, the matter is complicated. The Metro-
politan Water Authority charges people the cost
incurred to provide water to the metropolitan area
which is an homogenous, largely residential area.
The cost structure is very different from that used
for country areas. To bring the two together will
take time and careful consideration. I look for-
ward to that happening as the authority studies
the matter and brings it to the attention of
whomever the Minister may be at the time.

It is very galling for people in that area to be
charged at the "other than residential" classifi-
cation because they are legitimately "other than
residential" yet all their water is purely for dom-
estic purposes and they provide "other than resi-
dential" water themselves by means of bores.
Therefore, they are paying the "other than resi-
dential" rate for water which they use for dom-
estic purposes only. That is galling and it is a
problem which needs to be addressed by the auth-
ority and by the Government.

I undertake, as long as I am the Minister, to
develop changes. The authority and the board will
be developing changes as time goes on, but, of
course, it will take time to solve the problems.

Mr Mensaros: Do you have in mind a non-
rateable policy? Schools pay less for water than
you and 1, whereas they pay the same for elec-
tricity.

Mr TONKIN: All these anomalies will be
addressed by the board, which will bring in
recommendations to the Government, and we en-
visage a Minister coming to this place some time
in the future to amend the Act in various ways.

Another matter which has caused many prob-
lems and about which I have had discussions with
the member is the question of the double head-
works charge above the 60-metre mark. That is

something which really needs to be addressed. All
these things will take time, and the Public Works
Department provides a very different service with
very different costs from the Metropolitan Water
Authority. We must be patient.

I invite the member to sit down with people
from the authority and with the Minister. I invite
all members, if they have this kind of problem in
their areas, to approach the Goverment and to
approach the board of the Metropolitan Water
Authority of Western Australia to find a means of
ameliorating these problems. These arc historical
problems which have built up over a century. They
will not disappear quickly, but we must be
dedicated to getting rid of them, to seeing there is
some equity between different people with similar
kinds of problems or similar properties.

The amalgamation of the water supply
authorities of this State is to enable a policy to be
followed which is fair to everyone, and to reduce
these anomalies. I look forward to the time when
these problems are overcome. I am quite confident
that with co-operation from members, with the
authority, and with the Government, we will be
able to make progress in this area.

QUESTIONS
Questions were taken at this stage.

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 715 p.m.

GAMBLING: LOTTERIES

Instant Lottery, Grants: Grievance
MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [7.16 p.m.]: My

grievance relates to the Instant Lottery grants for
culture and impropriety on the part of the Minis-
ter who distributes those grants. In the latest
edition of the Government PR blurb-W.A.
Government Notes issue number nine-the State
Government patted itself on the back and said-

The State Government approved
$4 352 774 in Instant Lottery grants to art in
1983-84.

Arts Minister, Mr Ron Davies, said more
than 300 organisations received grants and of
these 138 (about 45 per cent) were country
arts organisations.

It is all very well for the Government to pat itself
on the back in that way, but the Opposition be-
lieves that some of the grants have been made in
an illegal way and I wish to draw the attention of
the House to one instance.

The grant to which I refer was a grant for
$I 000 made to the Authors' Advisory Service
which is a business conducted by a woman named
Miriam Howard-Wright. The Opposition believes
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this to be an illegal grant because under the terms
of the Instant Lottery it is clearly laid out that
individuals are not eligible for such grants.

Even in literature put out by the Western
Australian Arts Council and headed. "Grants for
arts projects", reference is made to the Instant
Lottery (Culture) Programmes and it states-

At present, Grants arc not available for
individuals from Instant Lotteries.

That is the situation as the Opposition under-
stands it and the Minister knows that because he
has pointed out clearly that grants cannot be made
available to individuals.

In fact4 the Australian Writers' Guild (Ltd.)
drew attention to this matter when it advertised a
meeting which was held earlier this year. The ad-
vertisement read-

,.,it appears that the necessary legislation to
release the Instant Lottery funds for individ-
uals has not been drawn-up.

I also have information regarding a number of
people who have sought funds through the Instant
Lottery. One application was from a chap by the
name of Roger Young and the staff report on the
application form read as follows-

.. individuals are not eligible for assistance
from Instant Lottery.

Another application was received from Lloyd
Stuart and the following comment was included in
the staff report--

No guidelines exist for funding an individ-
ual in this manner.

Another application was received from the
Quairading Tourist Promotion Centre and the
comment included in the staff report read as
follows-

As a privately owned residence the building
is not eligible for assistance.

A person by the name of Helena Williams wanted
to go to summer school in San Francisco and the
recommendation on the application form read as
follows-

Not eligible for funding from instant Lot-
tery.

I have a number of examples where it has been
clearly set down in the application form that a
grant cannot be made because it would be a grant
to an individual and the Minister has no right to
make -such grants.

We have followed some of these grants through
and have found that. in fact, the grant made to the
Authors' Advisory Service was illegal, because it
was a grant to a single person.

The point of my grievance is this: Here we have
a Government Minister acting improperly. It is
along the same line as other dirty deals that the
Government has done during its term in office.
One need only look at the'Chinese restaurant proj-
ect that has been undertaken by the Government
and the Fagan affair. Now, of course, we have this
instance of an illegal grant to a woman who runs a
business.

The last point I want to make concerning this
illegal grant is brought about by the fact that I
asked a question of the Minister in this Chamber.
I asked him if the Government intended to legis-
late in order to make it legal to make grants to
individuals. The answer the Minister gave was,
"Yes", and he indicated that he would legislate
later in this session to make it lega]. The Minister
is aware that if he intends to legislate to make it
legal for grants to be made to individuals, it must
be illegal at the present time to make such a grant.
That is the point on which the Opposition wants to
concentrate. The Minister was well aware that the
grant to the Authors' Advisory Service was illegal
and should not have been made.

I understand the business name of the Authors'
Advisory Service has been registered in one per-
son's name only. I also understand that the funds
were used to obtain legal advice and they were not
used in accordance with the ways these funds
should be used; that is, to further the arts or cul-
tural affairs.

The Opposition was very concerned about the
allegation that the Minister had acted improperly,
or, even worse, illegally. The Opposition sought
advice from a barrister, which advice I have with
me. The barrister has indicated that the account
which establishes these funds was set up by section
9(Ia) of the Lotteries (Control) Act as substituted
by amending Act No. 72 of 1982. The Lotteries
Commission is directed to pay into the account
"such percentage as is prescribed of all moneys
received by the Commission in respect of instant
lotteries". Further on the opinion states the follow-
ing-

The disposition of the moneys so paid is
regulated by s.9(lb), which provides, inter
alia, that half of the moneys are to be paid to
the Minister for Cultural Affairs, who "shall
distribute that half in such proportions as he
thinks fit among bodies engaged in the con-
duct of cultural activities in the State".

My legal opinion states also that while the words
"body" and "cultural activities" are not defined
for the purposes of the Act, as a matter of ordi-
nary English usage the body or cultural activity in
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this case was not in line with the purposes for
which the funds were established.

The opinion also states that under the Business
Names Act, a business must be registered in a
particular way: In order to properly register a
business name the documentation must set forth
the following-

(1) The business name itself;

(2) a concise description of the true nature
of the business carried on or proposed to
be carried on by the applicants; and

(3) the christian names and surname, and
any former christian names and sur-
name, and the usual place of residence of
each applicant who is a natural person.

If more than one person is involved the Business
Names Act requires each person to be registered.
The only registered name shown in respect of the
Authors' Advisory Service was Mrs Miriam
Howard-Wright. That is only one individual. I
believe that information was known by the body
which makes recommendations to the Minister
and it is the Minister who carries responsibility for
disbursement of these funds.

I conclude my comments with the summation of
this legal opinion-

I think we are entitled to assume that Mrs
Howard Wright was telling the truth and that
she was and is the sole proprietor of the
Authors' Advisory Service.

If this is so, then in My opinion this pay-
ment was made without authority and was
unlawful.

The Government has patted itself on the back
about the amount it has given out. However there
are rules and conditions, as with all things, with
which the Government must comply. J bring to the
attention of the House an illegal payment made by
the Minister. The Minister has proved his guilt
already by indicating that he will legislate
retrospectively to cover the act he has already
perpetrated. The Minister and his Government
have a great deal to answer for in respect of the
illegal payments made in this connection.

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Minister for the
Arts) (7.26 p.m.]: I thank the member for
Gascoyne for bringing this matter to my attention.
If this organisation is a one-person organisation,
as he claims, I shall want to know why the
recommending authority did not tell me so and
why the grant was recommended. The
recommending authority knows the rules as well
as I do. There is no excuse in this case.

The Act is being amended because there are
many excellent people who deserve some help

from the Government. However, the Crown Law
Department advises that we cannot give grants to
individuals under the present Act. There is not the
slightest argument about that point. We do not
intend to legislate retrospectively. Indeed, I am
not preparing legislation at all because the Act
does not come under my jurisdiction. It is under
the jurisdiction of the Minister for Administrative
Services. I understand that he is ready to present a
suitable Bill to the House and I will be grateful
when he does so.

A total of $4.5 million has been distributed
under this scheme and the Opposition has been
going through those grants with a fine tooth comb
looking for things to criticise. Unfortunately poli-
tics have become involved with the Arts Council.
It does not say much for the Opposition if this is
the best case it can bring forward. Some of the
politics associated with the Arts Council involve
Mrs Miriam Howard-Wright. This lady has been
asking me to do all kinds of things. However,
many of the things she has asked for action onl do
not come under my jurisdiction or the jurisdiction
of the Arts Council.

I will certainly look at the matter raised but 1
am not unduly concerned about it.

The member for Gascoyne read parts of the
Act. I do not know who gave him the legal advice
but it is a question of how this looks in the eye of
the beholder. If the matters relate to cultural ac-
tivities, the Crown Law Department has advised
me that it is okay to go ahead. However, the
project officers of the Arts Council could have
slipped up when investigating this matter. I think
it would have been taken for granted that the
Authors' Advisory Service involved more -than one
person. It would be reasonable to expect that a
group of people rather than an individual person
was involved. I have to admit that I did not know
there was a business name registered.
Unfortunately I do not have the time to look at
these things.

I approve of 95 per cent or more of the
recommendations that come to me. 1 have a quick
look at the applications to see whether they fall
within the general Government policy, if they are
worthy, and if there would be some benefit. I think
the system has worked out well along those lines.

Now the pattern has fallen into place. In fact,
we could probably have some group having a look
at the applications between the Arts Council and
myself, rather than letting the Arts Council office
do the lot and pass on the recommendations
directly to me. Like everybody else, the Arts
Council is understaffed, and every one of the
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hundreds of applications must be considered sep-
arately.

We have laid down broad rules. For instance, I
think it is generally required that applicants be
incorporated bodies. They must give details of how
the money is to be spent, and it must be spent in
accordance with the purpose for which it was
asked. On a couple of occasions. I understand the
Arts Council has allowed some changes to be
made. At the appropriate time at the end of the
period for which the money was granted, the
Authors' Advisory Service must satisfy us about
how the money was spent. If I remember rightly,
they felt-I use the word "they" but perhapsI
should be using 'lt"-that some authors were
having problems that needed co-ordination. From
memory, I believe that is the background of the
grant.

It is not much when one is dealing with $1 000
in $4.5 million; but l am sure we could always find
somebody who could put $1 000 to good advan-
tage.

I am well aware of the fact, and regret, that we
are not able to give grants to individuals, because
plenty of worthy applicants come forward. The
matter is being progressed by legislation. I believe
the Minister for Administrative Services is on the
point of bringing an amending Bill to the Parlia-
ment which will enable us to help many worthy
applicants as single people.

The recommendation would have come to me
from the Arts Council after its usual very
thorough investigation. I was not aware that the
applicant was a single person; but I suppose some-
one had to make the application, and it may have
been in the name of Mrs Miriam Howard-Wright.
I will certainly make the necessary investigations
and let the member know the result.

We have no reason to break the policy. I know
that Mrs Howard-Wright is an author who is dis-
satisfied with the way many authors have been
treated. I know there is much bitterness in the
community about one publishing firm in particu-
lar; and I know that that firm has an indirect
association with the Arts Council.

Mr Peter Jones: Mrs Howard-Wright was one
of those who publicly attacked that particular
publishing firm.

Mr DAVIES: Yes. I just remind the Opposition
that one of its members raised Mrs Howard-
Wright's name. I am not anxious to bring brawls
of that nature into the public arena.

As I say, I have been hard pressed by Mrs
Howard-Wright to have the Government take ac-
tion, and I said that that was not the responsibility
of the Government.

The circumstances surrounding this are a mat-
ter for me to investigate. I do not look on it as very
serious. Certainly I do not want to break the law.

Mr Laurance: In your position, you have a re-
sponsibility not to.

Mr DAVIES: If someone has sent me a
recommendation that is not in accordance with
our usual policy, I will want to know why. I am
quite happy to make inquiries and let the member
know the result.

I imagine that within a short period we will
have the amending Bill before us; but I assure the
member its effect will not be retrospective.

I can only repeat that if this is the best the
Opposition can find, it does not have much to
complain about. More than $4.5 million has been
allocated, and this complaint relates to only
$1 000. I know that the Opposition has been going
through the applications with a fine tooth comb. I
have not been the slightest bit embarrassed about
publishing every figure in relation to every grant.
Indeed, I make it my practice when I award a
grant or accept a recommendation in regard to a
grant to write to the member concerned, whether
that member is from the Government or Oppo-
sition, so that he or she can obtain some personal
kudos if the member wants to make use of the
information in that way.

I am sorry that I am not privy to the WA
Government Notes from which the member
quoted. I thank him for referring to the fact that I
received a mention in the notes. I do not look (or
publicity; but I believe that the Government has
spread the money around wisely.

I will certainly be pleased to consider this ques-
tion to learn why the recommendation came to me
in the form it did.

At the end of the period for which the grant was
made, the people concerned-in accepting the
grant, they accepted responsibility to use it for the
purpose for which it was requested-must report
on how the money has been spent. If it has not
been used for the proper purpose, the Arts Council
will have to go through the process of obtaining
satisfactory answers or referring the matter to the
Crown Law Department. It is as simple as that.

COURTS: SMALL CLAIMS TRIBUNAL

Decisions: Grievance
MR 1. F. TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie) [7.35 p.m.]:

My grievance relates to the operations of the
Small Claims Tribunal. The tribunal was estab-
lished in 1974. Members would be aware that the
operations of the tribunal are related to the Con-
sumer Affairs Bureau. In the second reading
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speech relating to the establishment of that tri-
bunal, the following was said-

The bureau normally refers a complaint to
a trader seeking an explanation and the mat-
ter often results in a satisfactory settlement
being reached. The power of the bureau is
limited somewhat to negotiation. There are,
of course, other cases where the supplier
either ignores the approach from the Con-
sumer Protection Bureau or refuses to correct
the cause of complaint where it is a justifiable
claim.

In such cases the consumer may be
required to take civil proceedings but the
thought of doing so and the likely cost
involved deters a person from continuing with
the complaint and, by not doing so, his case
may not receive the justice it merits. Many
people, particularly those more elderly, have
a fear of courts or a dislike of court atmos-
phere and arc unwilling to prosecute claims
by appearing in court to give sworn evidence
fromt a witness box. As an alternative method.
the Hill will provide a cheap and speedy
method of settling small claims by the use of
informal proceedings.

It is my personal belief that it is an indictment of
the legal system, not only in Australia but also
throughout the western world, that it should be
necessary to etablish a Small Claims Tribunal.

Be that as it may. the fact is that we do have a
tribunal, which is not a court of law. Its proceed-
ings are not governed by the normal rules of evi-
dence. Negotiation and compromise play their
part, and the referee is supposed to act as a con-
ciliator and arbitrator. The primary function of
the referee is to attempt to bring the parties in a
dispute to a settlement acceptable to both of them.
If that is impossible, the referee can make an
order with respect to the hearing, or otherwise
dismiss the claim.

Basically the tribunal is designed to play a less
expensive and less formal role than the traditional
court system. The only right of appeal as far as the
tribunal is concerned relates first of all to the lack
of jurisdiction, to the denial of' natural justice, or,
according to the amendments made in the Parlia-
ment last year, the referee on the application of
either party or by his own motion can transfer the
matter to the Local Court. That is permitted only
in respect of claims for an amount exceeding
$1 000 or when a complex point of law is involved.

Over recent years. I have received a number of
approaches by business people in my electorate
who have expressed concern about the operations
of the tribunal and the fairness of some of the

decisions of the tribunal. I know that the matter
has been raised by other members in this House
and in the Parliament in general. While I realise
that one swallow does not make a summer, I have
tonight a case in point relating to the operations of
the Small Claims Tribunal.

In quoting from the details of the matter that
has been brought to my attention, it is my inten-
tion not to use the names involved because I do not
believe that is necessary. However, on the con-
clusion of this grievance, I intend to draw the
matter to the attention of the Minister. I have
spoken to the person who raised this matter with
me, and I can speak for the honesty of his ap-
proach to me. In writing to me, that person said-

I am filled with a sense of outrage at the
decision given against mec at the so called
hearing of the Small Claims Tribunal June
22nd 1984.

In May, 1984, I was sent a summons to
appear before the Small Claims Tribunal to
answer a claim of damages for $1 300 done to
a Headstone completed in February 198 1
claiming the damage was due to poor work-
manship and disclaiming vandalism.

On inspection of damage I could clearly see
that the Headstone was still intact when it
was pushed over and did not fall to pieces as
suggested in . . .. I took one piece of Head-
stone to produce at the hearing to prove this.

At the hearing I suggested that the first
thing to decide was if it was vandalism or
faulty workmanship to which the Referee told
me he wasn't interested. I insisted that this
must have a big bearing on the case and was
told by the Referee that he was there to find
out what the Claimant wanted and what I
was prepared to do about it. The Claimant
said they wanted the Headstone restored to
its original condition. I offered to restore it
for $500 ..

Further-
I then challenged the cost of repairs

claimed to which the Referee did not ask one
question or view any quotes. We were then
hurried out and told we would receive his
decision by mail.

I wrote to three monumental firms..to
get quotes for the replacement of the head-
stone ..

He goes on-
From this case there must arise in any

fair minded persons thinking.
(1) Why is the Claimant the one to decide

the cost of damage.
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(2) How can the Referee decide on the ex-
tent of damage done by vandals and that
attributed to poor workmanship without
even going out to look at the headstone.

(3) How can I be expected to pay $900 when
the total cost would be less than seven
especially when $900 is only towards the
cost of restoring.

(4) Can a monument be built vandal proof in
view of the fact that they have to be
made so they can be re-opened or taken
apart for the burial of other bodies in the
same grave.

That person went on to say that the quote he
received for restoring the headstone amounted to
$500, whereas he was required to pay $900. The
letter continued as follows-

I have exhausted every avenue of appeal
and am now left with the decision to pay
$3000 of which no one benefits except the
legal people or to pay the iniquitous $900 in
which the Claimant can restore the Head-
stone and have a few hundred to spend on
themselves. This is a very unsatisfactory situ-
ation and one which must be rectified so that
others will not be faced with a similar one.

Of course, the 53 000 to which he refers represents
the costs of an appeal to the Supreme Court.

In bringing this case to the attention of the
Minister, I must also say that I realise t hat the
referees of the Small Claims Tribunal have a very
important and difficult task. It is difficult to make
decisions that are seen by only one of the parties
as fair and reasonable. In itself, that indicates the
problems faced by the referees. However, I note
that in reply to a parliamentary quesion about the
Small Claims Tribunal, the Minister replied to the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition as follows-

1593 claims were determined during the
period 1/ 1/83 -31/12/83.

Of this figure 550 were totally in favour of
the claimant. 70 were in favour of the respon-
dent a nd 403 were pa rtialIly i n favour of each.

There seems to be an overwhelming number in
favour of the claimants, whereas there were only
70 in favour of the respondents.

I ani really saying there is a need for the Minis-
ter, the Crown Law Department, and the tribunal
to reassess the current process to ensure that fair
and equitable decisions are reached at all times. In
saying that, I am well aware that more often than
not a consumer who goes before the tribunal is the
one who may have just cause for complaint. How-
ever, the referee has the responsibility to ensure

that, as far as possible, both parties are satisfied
with the decision that he makes.

As I read the legislation that governs the oper-
ations of the tribunal, there is no requirement for
the tribunal to report to the Parliament. It must
report LO the Minister on any unusual matters that
come before it. I do not know how often the tri-
bunal reports to the Minister; but there is no
reason that it could not report to Lhe Parliament
on its operations.

As virtually a decade has passed since the estab-
lishiment of the tribunal, I believe that the time
has come for a re-examination of its operations. I
do not believe a further right of appeal should be
introduced into the tribunal's proceedings, for a
very good reason; and 1 am not saying there
should be the involvement of legal practioners-in
fact, far from it.

What I am saying is that the roles of the ref-
erees themselves Must be re-examined to try to
ensure that a reasonable solution is obtained at
most times. [ am definitely not saying that there
should not be any further appeal apart from the
appeal provisions already in the legislation. What
I am saying is that, where necessary, an oppor-
tunity should be provided for the Minister to be
involved in this process.

MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Minister for
Water Resouces) [7.45 prm.]: The idea of the
Small Claims Tribunal is that it is a cheap source
of justice to resolve coniflict between traders and
consumers where the sum of money involved is not
too great. In order to keep the system cheap and
simple, there is very limited right of appeal, as the
member for Kalgoorlie has said. To extend the
limited right of appeal that exists presently would
no doubt defeat the purpose Of the legislation.
However, the member for Kalgoorlie has asked
that the Minister be involved. I do not know how
the Minister can be involved unless there is pro-
vision for appeal to the Minister, and I would have
thought ant appeal to another court would have
been superior to an appeal to the Minister.

When I was Minister for Consumer Affairs I
found it was a very vexatious area. I received lots
of complaints and I tried to deal with them; but, of
course, it is a very important part of our system
that the Executive does not interfere with the
administration of justice and the Attorney Gen-
eral certainly does not involve himself in the oper-
ations of courts of law. This emphasises the fact
that what is absolutely essential to the proper
working of any judicial system is the persons
dispensing justice; that is, the judicial officers
themselves-the magistrates and judges. If we do
not have that, we can have many problems. In
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order to ensure that the system does not run off
the rails we, therefore, have an appeal system. So
if we do not have an appeal system, how are we to
ensure that justice is done?

I have listened with a great deal of sympathy to
the member for Kalgoorlie and I shall relate his
comments to thc Minister for Consumer Affairs.
When I was Minister for Consumer Affairs, I
undertook to review the workings of the system,
because I was not satisfied with it. Of course, l am
no longer the Minister, but I shall relate my views
and those of the member for Kalgoorlie to the
Minister concerned, because I believe that we
should reconsider the way in which this Statute is
working,

The SPEAKER: Grievances noted.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: TERMINATION
CHANGE AND REDUNDANCY CASE

Flow-on: Moi ion

MR HASSELL (Cottesloc- Leader of the Op-
position) [7.48 p.m.]: I move-

This House calls on the Government to op-
pose an application to the State Industrial
Commission for the Federal Arbitration
Commission's 'termination change and re-
dundancy case" decision to flow through to
State awards because:

I . The flow-on of such a decision to State
awards will have a severe economic ef-
fect on small and large business oper-
ators in Western Australia.

2. It will make employers very cauti .ous on
recruiting and employing people.

3. The decision will further reduce
Australia's export competitiveness and
therefore reduce employment
opportunities.

4. The decision will add significantly to em-
ployment on-costs, already the major
emiplopyment problems for business.

5. The effect on small business, the largest
employers of people in Australia, was not
taken into proper consideration by the
Federal Arbitration Commission when
making its decision.

The simple position is this: We have had a decision
in the Federal Arbitration Commission called the
"Termination Change and Redundancy Case".
According to my last information that decision
had reached the stage of being a draft order. It
may have progressed Further since then.

Mr Parker: It has not.
Mr HASSELL: It is still a draft order.

Mr Parker: In fact it is not even a draft order.

Mr HASSELL: It certainly was a draft order,
because there is the draft. There may be argument
about the detail, but the substance has been de-
cided by the Federal Arbitration Commission.

That termination change and redundancy case
has been adopted by the Federal Arbitration Com-
mission on the application of the trade union
movement represented by the ACTU. It has been
adopted with the support, amongst others, of this
State Government.

A series of questions has been asked of the
Government as to its position in relation to the
order and the Government has made no secret of
the fact that it has supported the decision in gen-
eral terms, although it has not been prepared to
commit itself as to whether it supports the decision
precisely.

The Government did not support the ambit
claim that was made originally before the Federal
Arbitration Commission, but it did support the
claim. It does support the decision and the concept
of introducing this further significant cost to busi-
ness and this further significant disincentive to
employment.

The Opposition believes that there is a real need
for the Government to reconsider its position in
this matter before any claim is made in the State
commission for the decision to flow on. It is not
yet a formal decision of the Federal commission,
so it cannot yet apply to Federal awards, but in the
fullness of time it will flow on to Federal awards.
Inevitably then it will flow through to the States,
if it is supported by the States.

We are saying clearly and unequivocally to the
Government that this decision will be damaging to
business; it will be damaging to employment; it
will be damaging to the economy: and it ought not
to be supported in any form.

There are many reasons for opposing the de-
cision and all of those reasons ultimately get back
to one reason which is more important than any
other; namely that the decision will be a
disincentive to employment and will reduce the
number of jobs available.

The Government has a key role to play in this
matter. It must consider whether it is prepared to
take on the issue and consider realistically the
rising toll on employment of the costs of
employment imposed by this out-of-date, creaking
arbitration system which is increasingly
recognised as being out of touch with the realities
of the economic times in which we live.

The effect of the decision will be to add an
estimated $1 500 million to the national wage bill,
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assuming that it flows on to State awards. Other
effects will include: Reduced job creation: reduced
job opportunity: greater unemployment: in par-
ticular, reduced employment opportunities for
men and women over 45 years of age; a reduction
in managerial prerogative as employers are forced
to negotiate not only redundancy with unions, but
also many issues which are essentially those of
their entitlement as employers to decide how they
operate their businesses; a strengthening of the
power of the groups involved in centralised indus-
trial relations-that is big government, big unions,
and big employers-with small business left on the
outer and further disadvantaged;, and a reduced
equity for small business proprietors as the contin-
gent liability created by the proposals eats into the
capital value of their businesses. It requires that
that liability be deducted from the value of a busi-
ness when it changes hands or remains as a liab-
ility in the hands of the new proprietor, thereby
reducing the profit on sale to the old proprietor.

In addition to increasing wage oncosts, the new
provisions will further reduce the competitveness
of Australian industry and Australian goods and
services, and will reduce our capacity to sell on
world markets.

The effect of the draft order if translated into a
formal order and awards will be to increase the
costs of goods and services on the domestic mar-
ket. This will, in its way, add to the Consumer
Price Index, reduce demand, and, in turn, weaken
the labour market and add to the factors which
contribute to unemployment.

Once the implications of this proposal are
understood fully. it is expected that this landmark
decision-and it is a landmark decision-will
force employers., particularly small employers, to
look for alternative means of employing labour to
try to avoid the effects of the proposal.

Subcontract, casual, part-time. and fixed-term
contracts will all become more attractive as em-
ployers seek to avoid the implications and the ap-
plication of this award, which can be described in
no other term than pernicious.

The new provisions will not lead to job
-security". It is one of those misnomiers. It is one
of those "nhewspeak" words that says one thing
when in fact the description more accurately fits
something entirely different. There will be less
stability and less security for employees and em-
ployers: rewards for labour may actually decline
progressively as labour will be forced to obtain
jobs in which rewards will be more closely geared
to productivity.

In the short term, union power will be greatly
enhanced by this decision. Let us look very care-

fully at what the draft order provides, because
increasingly business people are seeing the terms
and implications of this draft order.

In general terms, no-one can be dismissed on
the grounds of race, colour, sex, marital or family
responsibilities, pregnancy, religion, political
opinion, national extraction, or social origin. All
that sounds like motherhood-something no-one
could argue with-and in respect of most of those
categories there would be no argument from this
side of the House; but realistically let me say quite
bluntly that some of the provisions coming in in
relation to people having rights to reclaim their
jobs after they have had to leave for one reason or
another, such as pregnancy, are imposing burdens
which small business simply cannot carry.

It is one thing to say to a company the size of
BHP, to a Government department. or to any
other institution which employs thousands of
people that when a few employees out of those
thousands are forced to leave because they are
pregnant women, at a certain time in the future
they must be re-employed after they have had
their maternity leave in the case of women, or
after they have had their paternity leave in the
case of men. However, it is entirely different when
one is dealing with a small business.

It is simply ridiculous to say to a small business
proprietor who employs one or two people that, if
he has a pregnant woman on the staff who has to
leave to have her child, at a future time, after he
has employed an alternative person to do the
job-after he has trained that person and given
that person a job-he must then take back the
original employee. That is not reasonable and it
cannot work. It is just the sort of thing that is
being promoted by this kind of order.

The order goes on to provide that termination in
general shall not be harsh, unjust or unreasonable.
In addition to generally requiring the employer to
give more notice of termination or to pay the
equivalent in wages, which is really what it is all
about, the employer is required, firstly, to allow
the employee one day a week on full pay during
the period of notice to seek alternative employ-
ment and, secondly, to report to the union on any
dispute arising out of the termination which can-
not be settled with the employee.

What kind of outrage are those two provisions?
How practical is it to say to an employer that he
will have to give a day off to an employee who has
given notice over an extended period? Everyone
knows that the reality of the employment place is
that, in the main, notice periods are not worked
out but paid out. Therefore, a day's leave on full
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pay for each week of the notice is simply a further
burden of cost in terms of that employee's leaving.

What an outrage it is to impose on employers
the obligation to report to unions. What kind of
society arc we developing in which people who are
engaged in business activities airc required by act
of law to report to a voluntary association of em-
ployees'? The employer makes a contract with his
employee and that is his arrangement. The law
interposes through the arbitration system, often
wrongly, to impose certain standards of wages and
conditions. That is the law and the social require-
ment. Now we are imposing a new set of social
requirements and a new set of burdens on
businesses and people. We are not talking about
BHP, CSR, or CRA. We are talking about the
enormous proportion of people who are employers
of one, two, three, four, and five people. They are
the people who provide the employment in the
community and that is the kind of burden which
this Government is supporting to be imposed on
employers.

We are saying to the Government that it should
rethink its attitude. We arc saying in a proposed
resolution of this House that it should oppose an
application in the State Industrial Commission. In
addition to those other requirements the draft or-
der proposes that a termination notice shall consist
of, firstly, one week's notice-that is the normal
award requiremnent-plus one week's notice for
each two years of service, with a maximum of four
weeks, plus one additional week's notice for em-
ployees over 45 years with at least two years'
service. The notie conditions do not apply to dis-
missal for misconduct, casual, part-time or
seasonal employees or daily or hourly hire.

The implications of ihe termination conditions
are very wide. While it will be argued that the
order will benefit employers at least to the extent
of providing more time to obtain replacement
labour, the main cost of the new provisions will be
carried as always by the employer. It simply is not
realistic to assume that notice provisions will be
worked out because in practice they very largely
are not. At the very least the employer will have to
bear the cost of 20 per cent down time during the
period of notice as employees are to be paid while
seeking alternative employment. At worst the em-
ployer will have to bear the cost of the unwanted
labour for a period of up to six weeks.

The national price tag for these provisions has
been estimated at between $86 million and $432
million per annum. That is the national price tag
added to the cost in other areas and some of the
other costs to which I refer.

Mr Parker: Estimated by whom?

Mr HASSELL: I will give the Minister all the
details if he wants them. I am prepared to lay
them on the Table of the House or have them
incorporated in Hansard if that is what he wants
me to do. I have them here in detail and I have
plenty of others which confirm that they might be
conservative. I will not go through those now be-
cause there is a lot of minute detail.

Mr Parker: I want to know who made the as-
sessments.

Mr HASSELL: They were made by my re-
search people and confirmed on the basis of stat-
istical information.

Mr Parker: They are not made by some authori-
tative persons.

Mr HASSELL: They were made by very auth-
oritative people. My research people are very
authoritative and very thorough. The Minister for
Works can brush this aside, but he has a lot of
small employers in his electorate and they are very
concerned about this, as are all small employers.
We are talking about a very real cost and very real
additions to wage oncosts. It is the greatest single
employment problem in Australia today apart
from industrial disputation and the abuse of union
power.

In addition employers will incur an incalculable
cost of having to justify dismissals to unions
through negotiations a nd/or representations be-
fore the commission. All sorts of requirements ap-
ply in that area. They are requirements to appear
in person to justify and to be subject to trial in the
generally hostile atmosphere of industrial com-
missions. These new termination provisions and
procedures will provide an additional vehicle for
unions to blackmail employers for improved em-
ployment conditions. All sorts of deals are opened
up and many possibilities are open under these
provisions. Because of the definition of "reasons
which do not constitute valid reasons for dis-
missal", a single dismissal could be readily used as
a vehicle for creating a dispute and subsequent
negotiations used to bargain for improved con-
ditions across a whole range of areas.

The next area that the order covers is the intro-
duction of changes. The provisions with the
potentially most far-reaching implications which
have yet to be fully appreciated are those related
to the introduction of change in the workplace
where an employer proposes changes in pro-
duction, programme, structure, or technology and
that change is likely to have "significant effects"
on employees. The employer will be required to
notify employees and their unions of the proposals
and all relevant information must be supplied in
writing.
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What kind of an imposition is that on an em-
ployer to notify. not only his employees, but his
employees' union? The employee has not got the
capacity or the responsibility even to go to his own
representative body, his union, and convey the no-
tification. The employer is to be put in the position
of having to produce in detail and in writing to a
union the changes which he proposes to his busi-
ness, to his production, to his work, to his invest-
ment and the time lhe has put into it during his
lifetime. What kind of system is that? What kind
of lunacy have we come to when this kind of power
is being given to an outsider? The employer is put
in the position from the outset of having to justify
what he wants to do in his business to some outside
body on the assumption that if he is making a
change, it has to be open to question by someone
else.

Let us look at what the words "significant ef-
fects" include. They include termination of em-
ployment: major changes in the composition, oper-
ation or size of the workfore, major changes in
skills required: elimination or diminution of job
opportunities: promotional opportunities or job
tenure; alteration of hours of work; need for
retraining; need for transfer of employees to other
work or locations; and the need for restructuring
of jobs. The full implications of these provisions
are impossible to assess, but Lhey potentially rep-
resent a substantial diminution of managerial pre-
rogatlive.

Whilst the order not only requires notification
and discussion between management and unions
based on all relevant information, in the ultimate
the unions have the strike weapon to force man-
agement to modify plans and are given plenty of
opportunities to do so, especially as that oppor-
tunity is likely to be taken up by militant unions in
militant industries. Imagine what will happen in
the construction or building industry where we
have the BLF and the RWltJ.

These provisions, in addition to all the incon-
venience and all the "wrongness"of what they
mean in practice, contain substantial hidden cost
which have to be borne by the employer at the
same time as greatly increasing the power or the
unions.

Let us look at the next area: redundancy pro-
visions. It has been estimated the redundancy pro-
visions contained in the order would add $1 184
million per annum to the national wage bill. The
order provides firstly a scale of severance pay-
ments as follows: Service less than one year, sever-
ance pay nil: one to two years' service, severance
pay four weeks; two to three years' service, sever-
ance pay six weeks: three to four years' service,
severance pay seven weeks: four years-plus service,

severance pay eight weeks. That is the first re-
quirement.

The second requirement is that employers with
50 or more employees hold discussions with affec-
ted employees and their unions immediately a firm
decision is taken. That also ties in with the
termination conditions previously referred to.
Thirdly, the employer must provide in writing "all
relevant information" to affected employees and
their unions. fourthly, there is a requirement that
the employer must notify the Commonwealth Em-
ployment Service and provide all relevant infor-
mation, including reasons for terminations.
Fifthly, the order requires termination conditions
for employees as previously outlined. Sixthly, it
prevents a change in the proprietorship of a busi-
ness being used to deny employees proper redun-
dancy and termination conditions; at the same
time it provides that severance pay is not appli-
cable to terminations involving misconduct, casual
and seasonal employees, or employees engaged by
the day or the hour.

These provisions are horrifying in their extent,
in their application and in their cost. They are
more horrifying in some respects in terms of the
power that they propose to transfer to the union
movement against the interest and the fundamen-
tal rights of employers. I ask the Minister, if he is
going to defend all these provisions, -will his
Government go into the State commission and
support these provisions being applied here? Is the
Minister not prepared to say that the Government
will be consistent or inconsistent with what it has
done before, because this Government is respon-
sible for this order? It had contributed to this
order.

Mr Parker. I will respond when I speak.
Mr HASSELL: The Minister should not forget

that this is his order. He went into that court-
Mr Parker: It is not my order. That is not true.

Mr HASSELL: It is the Minister's order. I-e
supported redundancy.

Mr Parker: I did not support that Order. I will
tell the House-

Mr HASSELL: I am asking the Minister, is he
going to tell the House which part he does not
support?

Mr Parker: 1 am not going to tell the House
what you want me to tell it. I will tell the House
exactly what I want to tell it.

Mr HASSELL: Can the Minister simply tell
the House is there any part of this order that he
does not support?

Mr Parker: I will tell the House when I am
ready.

2551



2552 [ASSEMBLY]

Mr HASSELL: The Minister is entitled to tell
the House what hc wants to.

An Opposition member: The Minister is run-
ning for cover.

Mr Parker: I am going to speak on this matter.
That is hardly running for cover.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister might talk about
nonsense, but all I have done so far is describe
precisely and accurately what is in the order.

Mr Parker: That is not true, either.

Mr HASSELL: Together of course with some
comment on it. The substance of what I have said
is simply what is in the order. Is the Minister
denying the accuracy of any part of what 1 have
said?

Mr Parker: I will talk about it when I speak.

Mr HASSELL: Let me tell the Minister that I
am worried about it; the small business com-
munity of this State is worried about it; and the
large business community of this State is very
worried about it. I think the Minister has to think
long and hard, and for a moment he might be able
to think without wearing a union hat. The Minis-
ter has to think long and hard as to whether it is
right for Western Australia, for him, and for his
colleagues to support this kind of arrangement
applying in this State. In addition, he has done
enormous damage by going into the Common-
wealth commission and supporting this order and
hel pi ng i t to coni into being.

.Mr Parker: We have not had the opportunity of
speaking to that order at all.

Several members interjected.

Mr HASSELL: I have here a number of ques-
tions that have been asked and answered. On 23
August 1983 question 771 was asked of the
Premier as follows:

Does the State Government support the
provisions of redundancy payments?

The Premier replied "Yes".

Mr Parker: Yes, we have, but that is not the
order. A draft order was issued in August 1984.*
The Government had not seen it before then and
has not had the opportunity to comment on it in
any case which has taken place. The Government
did not support the order or have anything to do
with it.

Mr MacKinnon: You appeared in support of it.

M r Parker: We supported the principle.

Mr MacKinnon: That is like saying you support
capital punishment in principle. It does not matter
whether it is by the electric chair or by the rope.

Mr H-ASSELL: Question 474 of 5 August 1984
was asked by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
of the Acting Premier. It was as follows-

(1) Did the Western Australian Government
appear before the Arbitration Comn-
mission in support of the redundancy
payments award just granted?

(2) If so, why did the Government decide to
intervene?

(3) What did this representation cost West-
ern Australian taxpayers?

Mr BRYCE replied-
(1) The Western Australian Government

intervened in the ACTU job security test
ease to support the principle of job secur-
ity but declined to support the various
quantumns being sought by the ACILJ.

(2) There was a need to establish general
standards.

(3) Representation was provided by Govern-
ment officers whose normal duties in-
clude appearing on behalf of the Govern-
ment in such matters.

It is on the record of this House that the Deputy
Premier has admitted the Government appeared
in the case and supported it.

Mr Parker interjected.

Mr HASSELL: The Government has supported
the case. I understand the Minister is saying he
will reply in his own time, but I point out I will be
waiting to hear from him very precisely what sec-
tions of this order this Government does not sup-
port. That is the question the business community
and the wider community in this State are
interested in having answered.

Mr Clarko: They support the lot.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister must be prepared
to tell us and the public what it is the Government
will oppose when an application is made in the
Western Australian Industrial Commission. I
know there will not be any application before the
elections are safely out of the way and the the
Government does not feel quite so exposed as it
does on this and quite a number of other issues.

This Government is accountable for its stance
on this matter. It has not raised a word of protest
in the public arena about any of the terms of this
order-not a word of protest or d issent-athough
it was given opportunity after opportunity in the
questions raised in this House by the Opposition.
On not one occasion has the Government been
prepared to say it did not support any aspect of
this order. It said it had not gone to the court and
supported the proposals which the ACTIJ was
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putting forward. True, that is not in dispute, but it
has not been prepared to say that it does not
support any part of the order.

When the Minister replies we will be waiting to
hear an unequivocal statement from the Govern-
ment as to what it does not support. Up to date it
has not said so, and it has had plenty of
opportunities,

The implications of the redundancy provisions
are very wide. The order leaves no doubt that the
full provisions apply even if only one job is made
redundant and as a consequence leads to an em-
ployee being terminated. The implications are
enormous in terms of union power.

The discussion provisions mean the unions will
be given full access to areas of employment which
traditionally have been beyond their capacity to
unionise, especially in the small business area.
That is no doubt one of the clear intentions of the
Government and ACTU in moving in this direc-
tion. According to a 1982 study by Ibis Corpor-
ation Services Ltd. small business-that is one to
50 em ployees-em ploys 46 per cent of all
employed people in Australia.

Significantly, this roughly corresponds with the
percentage of non-unionised labour in Australia.
The implications of being given the means of
recruiting in this area cannot be over-emphasised.
The long term implications of nearly 100 per cent
unionisation in Australia place the $1 000 million
cost of the redundancy provisions in the irrelevent
category.

I want to look at the overall implications for
small business. The implication of a unionised
small business sector has been referred to, but the
order facilitates union activity through three
specific requirements-the redundancy dis-
ctussions provisions. In other words, one has to give
a union the information as well as dealing with
one's own employees as one should be. Secondly, it
facilitates union activity through the changed pro-
visions. Again the requirement is that the union be
involved in determining, discussing and consider-
ing what change a business may bring about to its
own operations.

If a small business proprietor decides that in-
stead of having one laneway for cars at a service
station he will have two, he must have discussions
with the union because it has implications for his
employees. They will have to walk across one
driveway to get to another, If a baker decides on
another shift to catch another market he must
discuss that with the union.

Mr Parker: He has to do that now.

Mr HASSELL: Should he have to?

Mr Parker: If he is going to introduce. a new
shift roster, of course.

Mr HASSELL: Why should he discuss it with
the union?

Mr Parker: It is a matter of industrial relations.
Mr HASSELL: Why cannot he make an ar-

rangement With his employees? What if he has
complete agreement With his employees? Why
does he have to go to the union?

Mr Parker: It has been the situation for at least
60 or 70 years. Hei has to do that to introduce shift
rosters.

Mr Clarko interjected.
Mr HASSELL: These examples are the tip of

the iceberg.
Mr Parker: It is a sensible way of proceeding.
Mr H-ASSELL: A sensible way of proceeding is

to reach agreement with one's employees which
may not involve union intervention, If employees
feel the need of union intervention to represent
them, it is open to them to go to the union. Why
write into an order which has the force of an Act
the requirement that the proprietor confer with
the union whether or not he wants to and whether
or not his employees want him to?

Mr Court: Some of the best examples of good
industrial relations are in non-unionised business.

Mr HASSELL: Or course they are.
The truth is that the Minister and his colleague

have revealed that this order is about union power
and its extension and promotion into the oper-
ations of business. That is completely in line with
the objectives of this Government in breaking
down the provisions of the State's industrial law to
give unions more power in relation so the oper-
ations of business.

Mr H-odge: Your whole speech is about your
phobia about unions.

Mr H-ASSELL: I do not have a phobia about
unions. The Minister should not talk such absolute
nonsense. Unions have an important and proper
role so play in representing their members, but
they do not have a right so be above the law or so
tell employers how to operate their businesses.

Mr Hodge: You supported legislation which
required the Confederation of Western Australian
Industry to be consulted about a whole range of
things. What is wrong with that?

Mr H-ASSELL: What have I supported that
requires that is be consulted?

Mr IHodge: Numerous pieces of legislation have
gone through which require the Government or
other bodies to consult the confederation and the
Trades and Labor Council.
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Mr HASSELL: There is certainly legislation
which requires both to be consulted, but in the
normal course of events those sorts of organis-
ations are consulted about certain things.

Mr Hodge: What is so horrific about this?
Mr HASSELL: We are not talking about that

sort of situation. There is no comparison between
the situation the Minister is referring to-and he
has given no examples-and that which 1 am
talking about.

This is what the Government is saying in this
order: A garage proprietor proposes to have two
driveways instead of one for his customers. He
employs three or four people at the most, but he
has to write to the union and say he is going to
make those changes.

Mr Hodge: That is good industrial relations.
Mr HASSELL: Why is it good industrial re-

lations?
Mr Court: It is nothing to do with the union.
Mr HASSELL: What if the employees are not

interested? Why should the union be informed?
M r Hodge: They a re pa rties to the award cover-

ing the industry.
Mr HASSELL: Most of the employees have

never seen a union representative and do not want
to.

Mr Hodge: The union covers the industry; it has
an interest in that industry.

Mr HASSELL: The union has no right to be
involved in a matter between employer and em-
ployee when it is perfectly capable of being ami-
cably resolved.

Mr H-odge: That is your jaundiced view of
unions.

Mr H-ASSELL: That they are entitled to inter-
fere in the management of the business?

Several members interjected.
Mr Hodge: The union is interested in the mem-

bership.
Mr H-ASSELL: The Minister is saying the ser-

vice station proprietor has to write-

Mr Hodge: You are taking a fairly extreme
example.

Mr HASSELL: It is not extreme; it applies
every day of the week. I will give an example from
my background in a professional office. Let us say
one decides to eliminate the practice of employing
individual secretaries, which has occurred in a lot
of law offices in recent years where one-to-one
secretarial arrangements have been changed and a
great deal of word processing equipment has been
installed on the basis of the use input from various

sources. None of the people who worked in the
office I owned ever belonged to a union or wanted
to because it was a subject of discussion.

Mrs Henderson: They probably would have lost
their jobs.

Mr HASSELL: What absolute nonsense! They
were entitled to join the union. The law says they
cannot be discriminated against if they join a
union. Despite the Government support of the
John O'Connor situation where people are trying
to rise above the law, the Government supports a
situation in which employees would be entitled to
prosecute their employer if he discriminated
against someone who joined the union. The mem-
ber is raising a red herring. What does it have to
do with a union which does not represent people
employed in that place where the changes are be-
ing made?

Mr Hodge: We have just been through that and
I told you the answer.

Mr HASSELL: I have never heard such non-
sense in my life. We will see that duplicated not a
thousandfold but a millionfold in Western
Australia in a year in all small businesses.

This is the sort of provision this Government
supports. I thought the Government might con-
sider this motion seriously because I do not think
members opposite realise that if they do not con-
sider it seriously they do not begin to understand
the extent to which small business in this State is
desperately concerned about these matters.

Mr Court: I think their hands are tied.

Mr HASSELL: They certainly are.
Mr Williams: [ think they are tying their hands.

Mr HASSELL: The third area in which the
order facilitates an increase in union activity,
whether the employer or employees want it, is
through the provision for termination disputes as I
have detailed. There is a further and more sinister
implication for small business. A feature of small
business is private proprietorship. Outside profits,
the value of the business is the goodwill built up
over a period of years. Effectively this is the re-
ward for the risk taken-the superannuation for
the day the proprietor retires. The order proposes
a confiscation of part of this retirement benefit
through the creation of a contingent liability for
the new owner.

Goodwill is normally set at two years' net profit.
That is a common measure. Let us take a small
manufacturing business with an annual turnover
of $1 million and 10 employees. In a good year,
net profit could be ive per cent of turnover, or
550 000. A purchaser would have to assume maxi-
mum contingent liability calculated in this way:
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Ten employees times eight weeks' redundancy
times $300, equals $24 000. Termination of 10
employees by five weeks by one-Fifth of $300
equals $3 000, making a total contingent liability
of $27 000.

Of the goodwill of $100000 nearly one-third
would be taken by the new contingent liability
being created under this order. Of course, other
contingent liabilities transfer with the business.
Accumulated sick leave, annual leave, and long
service leave are already built-in to the wage
system. Redundancy provisions add to these and
will either be absorbed by the new owner, thus
reducing his profitability, or will be retained by
the vendor, in which case, as shown by the
example, his reward for risk taken over the years
will be reduced from $100000 to $72 000. In bad
times the vendor could be expected to be left with
nothing. Under those circumstances he might just
as easily close the business.

The Opposition has looked at this matter from
as many points of view as it can and has made as
many accurate calculations as possible.
Unfortunately it is not possible to be precise about
a number of specific cases, but the fact of the
matter is that these provisions are simply diaboli-
cal in terms of business. Any businessman who
takes the trouble to read these provisions and to
understand them is aware of what is happening.

The new provisions proposed by the order rep-
resent a further impost of at least three per cent,
and possibly five per cent, of wage oncosts at a
time when employers are already having to cope
with some of the highest standards of paying con-
ditions in the world. Hidden costs which cannot be
qualified or quantified are contained in provisions
that enhance union power over management.

The most immediate effects of this order will be
a reluctance on the part of employers to invest in
new jobs. Business failures will increase, and em-
ployers will be forced to enforce new methods of
engaging labour which will reduce security for
employees and lead to a general lowering of
awards. Many examples can be taken and some of
those may be useful to the Minister. If he is
seriously interested I will make them available to
him.

I now want to refer to the attitudes expressed by
some other people, and I refer in particular to the
general issue of employment oncosts, which is the
dominant problem showing today. I refer to a let-
ter I received from the Electrical Contractors As-
sociation of Western Australia and it refers to its
own industry. The letter states-

The labour cost increase occurring outside
Direct Wages is causing great concern and

will have exactly the same effect as wage
increases through the system, increased
labour component costs is the end product
thus increased sales prices.

The principle areas of these costs are-
(1) Site Allowances
(2) Termination Payments
(3) Redundancy Payments
(4) I ndustry Superannuation
(5) Portable Long Service Leave
(6) Occupational Health and Safety
(7) Training Costs.

There then follows, in the detailed information I
have been provided, an analysis of the enormous
costs to Western Australian industry alone from
these employment oncosts which are increasing all
the time. Amongst other things there is the com-
ment. which is very relevant to the current debate
about the Opposition's positive proposals for new
employment opportunities for young people; that
is, that apprentices are overpaid.

The writer of the letter tries to explain the mag-
nitude of the problems, particularly when he con-
siders that these actions are being taken not only
outside the guide i nes-outside the guidelines of
the wages accord-and outside or underneath the
accord, but also with the apparent blessing of both
the Australian and the Western Australian
Governments. He said that under the scheme of
things industry can only look to the Opposition for
help. The letter concludes as follows-

Those increases all gained or about to be
gained outside the Accord and guidelines,
with I might add the apparent support of
Government represents an increased cost of
20.8% all payable to employees just as though
it were wages.

Mr Parker: What sort of increases are those?

Mr HASSELL: I have listed all the increases
that have been carefully analysed. It continues-

That figure should be added to the wage
increases which will occur during the period
say March 84-85. by which time most of the
projected changes should be in place, the total
would then be approximately 25% in the
Electrical Contracting industry.

Based on assessment that the Building In-
dustry in Western Australia employs
approximately 25 000 workers at an average
38 hours wage of 5350.00 per week, the
existing gains made by the union increment
through the system, one way or another, ap-
pear to be:-
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Site Allowances
Termination Payment

$M14.6 peryear
SM 6.8 per year

$M20.4
To this add the proposed change-
Redundancy- SM 5.0
Termination Notice
Redundancy $M35.0
Superannuation $Ml14.3
Portable Long Service $M 11 .4
Leave
Occupational Health & $M -X"
Safety

Total Cost at Least $M86.)

That is Western Australia alone and one industry
alone. The new oncost to employment is $86.1
million per year. The letter continues-

Finally a comnment about the figures used,"
they are factual where facts were available
and estimated otherwise, statistics in the
Building Industry do not come to hand easily
even when they do exist. No assessments have
been included to cover company
administration overhead, or profits where
these should properly he taken into account.
One might expect the administration and
profit component of small business in the
Building Industry to be 65%-70%.

1 trust the foregoing has been of some
interest and offer the Association's services
by way of discussion or otherwise, should you
feel the circumstances warrant further action.

That is a detailed and thorough analysis from one
industry about a whole series of employment
oncosts which arc causing concern across the
board. I come back to the question that this
Government is supporting the extension and the
increase in these oncosts through what it is doing.

I refer members to the magazine titled The
Review of the Institute of Trading Standards, vol-
ume 30, No. 4, which was issued a couple of
months ago. In the first few pages there is an
article headed "Industrial Relations
Act-trmination of employment becomes diffi-
cult-An employers' view." it reads as follows-

Employers today are becoming more and
more apprehensive and concerned at the rap-
idly enlarging authority and involvement of
unions in a widening range of areas, not the
least of which is the constant erosion of that
fundamental right, the right to hire and fire.

That is one view of industry.

In the Confederation of Western Australian In-
dustry's report of September 1984, under the

heading "Employers' nightmare compounds job-
less tragedy", it stated as fol lows-

THE so-called job security decision handed
down by the Federal Arbitration Commission
last month will go down in history as a de-
cision against those it set out to help (See
story, Industry News Page 6.)

By forcing all employers to meet a whole
range of new rules and regulations concerning
employment, termination, redundancy and
the introduction of changes at the workplace,
the Commission has effectively closed the
door to any chance of strong growth in job
opportunities in the private sector.

At the same time, this decision which
involved the Commission in so much 'heavy
thinking' over the past three years, attacks
the traditional managerial prerogative of all
employers-the right to decide on changes
affecting their company and its profitability
without telling the world beforehand. In fu-
ture, employers will have to consult unions
and/or employers before making such de-
cisions.

Adding hip pocket reality to this new
nightmnare, the Commission has seen Cit to list
a range of penalties for non-compliance suif-
ficient to bankrupt most small businesses.

On redundancy alone the pay-outs are
staggering. Apart from annual leave pay-
ment, a 21-year-old shop assistant made re-
dundant (through no fault of the employer)
after five years' service, would be entitled to
$3020.

A 46-year-old metal tradesman with five
years' service, whose employer goes broke be-
cause of want of orders must receive $3 779 if
paid in lieu of notice.

Because the Commission's decision applies
only to full-time employees, many employers
are being forced to change the basis on which
they employ people. Indeed, some firms in
WA are already doing so.

This is the rub-

But the real losers in this sorry mess are the
unemployed who, in an ironic twist, can
blame the Commission for endleavouring to
over protect the jobs of those who are
employed.

Surely that is the story of so much of what is being
decided and of what has been decided by the in-
dustrial commissions in Australia today. They are
out of touch with the economic reality which has
dominated Australian business for several years,
both under better times and under current times.
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Decisions are made which ignore the reality that
we cannot load more and more costs onto em-
players less and less profitability with, and still
have jobs for employees. The confederation report
goes on, in an article covering more than a page, to
describe the redundancy decision as an employers'
nightmare.

There is not an ounce of support for thi 15Issue.
The Western Australian Confederation of Indus-
try does not support it. Nor does the chamber of
commerce or the Australian Small Business As-
sociation. The business community does not sup-
port it. All those areas of alleged support, which
the Government is keen on trotting out day after
day when it tries to bludgeon the Opposition into
accepting its extreme industrial relations legis-
lation relating to the removal of provisions
prohibiting standover tactics, are opposed to the
redundancy case. Yet, this Government went into
the Federal commission and supported the ease
and is now lining up to support it here.

This proposal will do incalculable damage to the
supporters of the Labor Party, the unemployed.
whom it most wishes to woo. I am not suggesting,
for one minute, that all of the unemployed support
the Labor Party, because increasing numbers of
them recognise that their salvation lies in the suc-
cess of the private enterprise sector and in its
profitability.

The Minister and his colleagues might have all
sorts of ideological hang-ups about business
profitability, but if this Government has one ounce
of sincerity about job prospects, the best it could
do would be to oppose the extension of the
termination change and redundancy ease and
campaign against it and try to persuade the unions
to campaign against it. The Government should
get the industrial relations adviser to the
Premier-that whizzbang who goes around solv-
ing industrial disputes such as the O*Connor dis-
pute. which, by the way he has not solved-to do
something about this Matter.

It would be proper if the proposal went forward
not in terms of capitalism or socialism, but in
terms of jobs for ordinary people. That is what it is
about and everyone in business knows that is what
it is about.

When the Minister rises to his feet we will be
listening to hear whether this Government has the
courage and the sense to reverse its decision and
its stance and be prepared to say that it made a
mistake by going into the Federal commission and
supporting this proposal and that it will oppose it
and work against it in this State.

I therefore commend my motion.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [8.45 p.m.]: I second
the motion. In supporting the motion which urges
the Government to oppose the application before
the Industrial Commission, I want to make my
comments specifically in connection with the small
business sector. I also make it clear that this de-
cision has very important ramifications, not only
for the employers, bout also for their employees. It
affects employees at all levels, whether they be in
big businesses or small businesses.

In my experience in recent months, it is cer-
tainly the small business sector which has become
very concerned and very vocal about this decision.
It is very sad that, as the Australian economy is
beginning to show some signs of recovery, the
Australian Council of Trade Unions, the Concili-
ation and Arbitration Commission, and the State
and Federal Labor Governments have decided to
introduce what can only be described as a dam-
ning disincentive to employment.

The only growth area in the Australian econ-
omy, small business, is being attacked by this de-
cisiont.

The Leader of the Opposition pointed out that
the decision will hurt small businesses as it will
hurt employers and, hence, the employees.

The interesting thing about the debate now go-
ing on in the community about this decision is that
employers are only too well aware of how it can
seriously affect their employment opportunities.
That was brought home to me very clearly re-
cently when I was visiting a number or the
businesses in the light industry area of Albany.
The interesting thing was that the employers sat
down in the workplace, Often over morning tea or
lunch, and explained and discussed the ramifi-
cat ions of this decision with the employees.

Many country centres, such as Albany and
liunbury, are starting to feel some of the good
effects of the recovery in the agricultural sector
for this coming year. Some business people
associated with the agricultural sector now have
filled order books and have an opportunity to em-
ploy more people and to put on more apprentices
now that the prospects are good. However, they
are reluctant to do so because of the ramifications
of this decision. They are afraid of this decision
which, as we know, has been made already by the
Federal court and will be dealt with as a test case
in the State Industrial Commission.

This decision will wipe out the capital of many
small businesses. It will make many small
businesses unsaleable. Overnight, businesses are
being forced to set aside funds for those contingent
liabilities. Auditors already require that amounts
of severance payments be included in balance
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sheets as contingent liabilities. Australia really re-
quires the deregulation of labour markets if it is to
return to any semblance of full employment and,
certainly, to have small business prosperity. This
decision is not deregulating. It has had the reverse
effect on the labour market. The Labor Party has
lain very low on this decision.

Last year we brought to the public's attention
purposely the fact that this Government was sup-
porting the case before the Australian Concili-
ation and Arbitration Commission. Now that that
decision has become public we have heard very
little from the Government. It is really ducking for
cover. I think that the uncertainty with which the
Government seems to want to take part in this
debate shows that it realises there are serious im-
plications in this issue, I will be interested to see
what advice the Small Business Development Cor-
poration gives to the Deputy Premier.

It has been said, in answer to questions. that the
Small Business Development Corporation is cur-
rently seeking opinions from the small business
sector on this issue.

Mr MacKinnon: It is a bit late to seek its
opinion.

Mr COURT: It certainly is, because this matter
has been before the Federal commission for many
years. However, it will be interesting to see what
advice the Small Business Development Corpor-
ation gives to the Government on this issue and
whether the Government heeds that advice. The
Government had better make that advice known
pretty soon, because I can assure it that 99.9 per
cent of all small businesses which are approached
for their opinion will be opposed to this decision.

The Commonwealth Conciliation and Arbi-
tration Commission has been criticised in recent
weeks by John Stone, recently by Mr Justice
Kirby-I would not say that he is one of our
friends-and by a number of senior people in our
community. as being no longer able to handle the
problems which business is facing or problems
which arc being faced by employees in this mod-
ern industrial world.

The Australian Conciliation and Arbitration
Commission has become the great destroyer of
employers and, hence, employees.

1 recap a little on what the Labor Government
said it would do for the small business sector when
it came into Government. It made a lot of noise
about helping small business people, but the only
thing it has done is to change the name of the
Small Business Advisory Service to the Small
Business Development Corporation. Since doing
that it has ignored all the real problems facing the
smallf business sector.

A number of groups and individuals have writ-
ten to the Premier and the Deputy Premier on
different issues and they have not received replies.
The Albany small business group wrote to the
Premier expressing its concern at the effects of the
redundancy decision and its feeling of helplessness
at not being involved in these decisions. It did not
receive a reply. If it does the reply will probably
say that the Small Business Development Corpor-
ation is looking into this matter or carrying out a
survey. It is too late for that. The Government
must make its position clear now.

It was convenient for the Government to woo
the small business people before the last election.
The Deputy Premier, who is not in the House
tonight, has said so much about what he is going
to do that he is treated as a joke because he will
not tackle the major issues affecting small busi-
ness people. In that regard irst priority must be
given to the arbitration system which does not
eater for the needs of the small business sector.
There are many other things which the Govern-
ment cannot tackle, perhaps because of its ideol-
ogy, but top of the list is the centralised arbi-
tration system. As a result of the system this de-
cision has come from the courts.

In the Press on Monday, Mr Justice Kirby
commented on this decision and described how
this type ofdecision could come from the court.

If the Government realised just what small busi-
ness people feel about these decisions it would
certainly have second thoughts. The small business
people are sick and tired of picking up the Daily
News and reading such headlines as "Wages up
$10" or "New deal on redundancy payments".
Decisions such as this are being made without
their making any input in the decision-making
process. The first they know about such things is
when they pick up the paper and read what, they
are in for. The Government, and certainly the
arbitration commission, do not seem to give suf-
ficient consideration to profitability, productivity
and sales performance. Everyone is grouped into
one large pool.

!f there is a downturn in their business, em-
ployers do not have any option but to lay people
off. They do not have the option of sitting down
and working out an agreement with their em-
ployers for a cut in salary until the business gets
on its feet. There is no flexibility. Under the cur-
rent system the employers must lay off those em-
ployees. even long-term employees who are often
close friends of the employer. If the small business
people get into difficult circumstances and ind it
necessary to lay off people or, even worse, they go
broke, they will be hit with new liabilities which
will make the situation worse.
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When small business people read about the de-
cision in the newspaper there was a sense of help-
lessness regarding their position. Large businesses
may be able to afford these decisions-and I em-
phasise the word 'niay"-although I believe that
is a myth because the contingent liabilities or
businesses have increased dramatically. As the
Leader of the Opposition said, they not only have
to face the rapidly increasing workers' compen-
sation payments, long service leave provisions, hol-
iday pay and leave loading, but also this additional
liability will be thrust upon them.

I shudder to think of the consequences of this
decision on employment in this country at a time
when high levels of unemployment are
unfortunately being maintained. In that situation
we must find incentives to employ more people,
not disincentives. Other speakers on this side will
be emphasising the employment consequences of
this decision. However, I briefly refer to the situ-
ation in the United Kingdom which has operated
for nearly 20 years under similar provisions. The
Redundancy Payments Act was introduced in
1964 and this was followed in 1975 by the Em-
ployment Protection Act. The main effect of those
two Acts was that employers became more cau-
tious about recruiting and employing people.
Rather than increasing the number of employees,
they found ways to increase production;, that is,
they introduced more automation or their existing
employees worked more overtime. The employers
were less flexible about taking risks for expansion.
One thinks twice about starting a new investment
with new emiployees with these provisions hanging
over one's head. The standard of those obtaining
jobs improved, leaving even more people out of the
work force. Employers were reluctant to employ
people unless they could meet high standards so
that there was less chance of finding it necessary
to lay them off. There was a delay in filling jobs.
The overall effect of the legislation has been con-
siderably less employment. It has become less at-
tractive to employ people and it has substantially
increased the cost of employing workers.

Labor members of Parliament, particularly the
Minister for Health, do not seem to understand
what is involved in employing people. It is all very
well to run a department which employs thousands
of people and to talk blandly about employment.
However, they must realise that it is a major de-
cision for a small business operator to put on an
additional employee. It is also a very marginal
decision. The small businessman will operate with
his existing staff for as long as he can because the
cost of employing an extra person could well mean
going from a profitable operation to one making a
loss. I am sure that members opposite do not

understand what a major decision this is for small
businessmen. They should give it some consider-
ation. Often that one extra person can make or
break a business. We now have the Situation where
employers will be reluctant to put on additional
persons because of the increased liability. it will
make life very difficult fior the small business; it
cuts out the flexibility in connection with plans to
expand upwards or downwards.

It is an absolute disgrace to have a high level of
unemployment in a country which has as few
people and as much natural wealth as has
Australia. It is a disgrace that the young people
are locked out of the employment market by a
Government that has shown by its actions that it is
prepared to advocate some workers should get
increased entitlements to the detriment of those
who are out of work or who will be in the future.

The unemployed in this country have no say
through the ACTU. They do not seem to worry
about that once they are unemployed and they are
not involved in union activities; they lose their say
through the ACTU.

We now have the pathetic situation of parents
of young children asking employers to employ
their children and to give them some training for
nothing. No employer wants that. They are pre-
pa red to pay a fa ir wa ge to you ng chil dren co ming
up, but as we know, with the system as it is, there
are many disincentives.

Mr B~arnett: I do find people offering to train
youngsters free of charge, but I do not find plenty
who are prepared to train them for a charge.

Mr COURT: I said no employer wants to have
a young employee there without paying him a fair
wage. We have now come to the stage where it is
difficult and expensive, and there are many
disincentives, particularly for small employers.
Parents are now getting desperate. Members op-
posite know what the levels of youth unemploy-
ment are, and they should be concerned about
them, because they are very important issues for
the electorate.

This Government has written off the unem-
ployed people. I know that this Government can-
not help small business because its hands are tied
by the TLC and the ACTU nationally. That will
be obvious by the way Government will support
the extension of Federal redundancy decisions
through the State Industrial Commission.

in the last year, with my responsibilities as the
Opposition spokesman on small business, I have
travelled a great deal throughout the State and I
have spoken to small business people and their
employees, and I have spoken to small business
lobby groups. As 1 mentioned earlier, these people
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have a sense of helplessness. This is one decision
with which they can identify themselves, and they
know only too well what the consequences will be
to their particular businesses.

They also know that Labor Governments, both
State and Federal, seem to be determined to wipe
out subcontractors. They do not like the concept of
subcontractors, probably the best example of ef-
ficient small businesses in the world. They are
trying to wipe them out, with amendments to in-
dustrial legislation, or sudden changes in taxation
laws, where subcontractors are treated more and
more as employees rather than as employers in
their own right.

I urge this Government not to support the flow-
on of this decision when the case comes up in the
State Industrial Commission. The Leader of the
Opposition and I have explained very clearly to
this House that this decision will result in an
inimmediate increase in business contingent
liabilities. It will add to their already crippling on-
costs. It will affect their profitability. The end
result will be harmi to employment opportunities.

Hurting small business employers automatically
hurts their employees. This Government must
realise the very close relationship between the two.
It must also realise, contrary to what the Minister
for Health says, that the industrial relations per-
formance record in the thousands of small
businesses throughout the State-many of which
do not have any involvement in the union move-
menit and many of which do-is very good.

Unfortunately this decision will create some
very difficult and embarrassing situations in many
f irmns around t he Sia te. A very tell ing joke a ppea rs
in a cartoon in The Australian. The boss is talking
to a potential employee and he says, "Look at it
from my side. If 1 cannot afford to sack you, I
cannot afford to hire you". I think that sums up
what the redundancy decision is all about.

I would like briefly to mention also that it is of
great concern to me that the Labor Government in
this State is obviously doing what its TLC masters
command. We are very concerned that the
Government has automatically rejected the pro-
posal put forward by the Opposition on the con-
cept of family employment contracts. This par-
ticular concept enables the labour market to work
correctly. It gives somec hope to small business and
a lot of hope for the unemployed in this country.

Before rejecting this proposal, the Government
should be prepared to realise what we were trying
to put forward; what the small businessman gener-
ally wants introduced into the industrial relations
system of this country. Instead of going forward
and trying to talk about some new initiatives to

help improve the industrial relations system,
which presently does not cater for today's needs,
we have the exact opposite: We have a Govern-
ment which is supporting a redundancy decision
which passes through the Federal arbitration com-
mission.

With those comments I support the motion. I
would like to think that the Government has sec-
ond thoughts about its support for this whole con-
cept. I hope we have made it clear that the busi-
ness community out there and its employees-not
just the employers but also the employees-are
well and truly aware that this burden will be an
additional crippling blow to those business people
who are already struggling in what are pretty dif-
ficult economic times.

MR PARKER (Fremantle-Minisier for Min-
erals and Energy) [9.07 p.m.]: This motion, which
the Opposition has put before the House and
which it is now debating-

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Hurkett): Or-
der! If the Opposition Whip wishes to speak or
interject, would he please resume his seat.

Mr PARKER: it is premature for a number of
reasons. The first reason-and it is one which was
explicit in the early statements made by the
Leader of the Opposition-is that the Federal de-
cision is some time away from finalisation. As the
Leader of the Opposition indicated, the Federal
decision is a draft decision. That decision has set
concepts which the Federal commission would be
prepared to endorse with specific awards on appli-
cat ion.

As well as that, even the specific concepts and
principles laid down are not firm, nor is the de-
cision firm, because the commission has sought
discussion between the parties as part of its char-
ter of conciliation on these matters on the terms of
the minutes and the draft order which it proposed
when it handed its decision down in August this
year.

The handing down of that decision followed
three years of hearing the matter. The first sitting
of the commission was in November 1981. It has
taken all that time and a lot of arguments back-
wards and forwards to reach the situation where
we are now.

I understand that the Confederation of
Australian Industry, which by and large
represented the employer bodies before the com-
mission, and the Australian Council of Trade
Unions, have been arguing the clauses of the draft
order outside the aegis of the Australian Concili-
ation and Arbitration Commission. ] also under-
stand that some conferences have been held, not
before the full bench but chaired by a member of
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the bench. Together with other discussions that
have taken place privately, they have not resulted
in any measure of agreement between the parties
concerning the minutes of the proposed order. It is
likely that the proposed order will need to be the
subject of further arbitration proceedings in which
the order will be argued by the various parties
before the Federal Commission. As I understand
the procedure that will be followed, the parties are
separately to draw up their proposed orders,'
reflecting their differing interpretations of the de-cision. Time will be set aside so that the matter
can be argued before the full bench which made
the original decision. Therefore, the Federal appli-
cation is a long way away.

In the case of the State, there is no definition of
the State matter. Obviously, if the matter is
restricted to the Federal awards which have appli-
cation in Western Australia, no doubt the decision
will have effect in so far as those awards are
concerned. I point out that the only Federal
awards which apply in this State are those which
relate to fairly substantial industries or industries
which have a wide range of sectors within them. I
refer to industries such as the building industry;
but it will not be affected by the order.

The Leader of the Opposition made play of
what might happen with the building industry
considering the involvement of the Builders
Labourers' Federation. The fact is that if he read
the report of the decision and the minute more
closely, or if he understood the building industry,
he would realise that the decision will not have any
impact on the building industry. That will be the
case no matter what decision is made by the Fed-
eral commission or the State commission because
industries in which people are hired by the day or
the hour are specifically excluded. In the case of
the building industry, the hiring is by the day, so
the building industry, the Builders Labourers'
Federation, the Building Workers' Industrial
Union, the painters, the plumbers, and the elec-
tricians working on construction projects in the
building industry will not be covered by this de-
cision.

Mr Macl~innon: You know as well as I do that
in the building and construction industries, redun-
dancy arrangements are already part of the agree-
ments that they negotiate every time a contract is
signed.

Mr PARKER: Sure, various agreements are
negotiated on all sorts of sites; but I do not know
the details of them.

This decision of the Federal commission will not
have any impact as such on the building industry.

Mr MacKinnon: It does not need to, because it
is already in place.

Mr PARKER: I am simply saying these orders
will not apply to the minutes to which the Leader
of the Opposition referred, and they will not apply
to the building industry.

I understand that the Trades and Labor Council
in this State has not filed any ambit claims, let
alone specific claims concerning such a matter in
Western Australia. However, the TLC has said
that at some later time a specific series of
proposed amendments will be forwarded.

At one stage, the Western Australian chief
commissioner requested the parties to attend a
conference. However, as a result of the advice by
the TLC that it did not wish to proceed with the
matter, the conference was not held. Of course, in
terms of what goes before the State commission,
the Government is obviously unable to formulate a
response until such time as it has seen the claims
put forward. We do not know what the claims will
be. Not only do we not know what the claims will
be, but also we do not know what the position of
the Federal commission will be.

It is important to have an idea of the general
concepts which have been sought by the ACTU in
its Federal application. The issues should be con-
sidered. When delivering the judgment on 2
August this year, the president of the commission
made the point in his opening comments that it
was the most complex case on which he had ever
sat. He said that obviously such a decision could
be easily misunderstood, and opponents of it could
exaggerate particular parts of the decision.

The Federal commission determined as fol-
lows-

that the notice period required to terminate
a contract of employment should be extended
from the present one week to 4 weeks for
most employees. An employee with more than
6 years service and aged over 45 years is
entitled to 5 weeks notice.

It should be understood that almost all salaried
employees already have an entitlement to one
month's notice. That is one of the bases on which
the decision was made. When talking about wages
employees, the commissioner made the following
point-

The decision recognises that a long serving
employee builds up some "stake" in the or-
ganisation and if his employment is to end
then he is entitled to a month's notice to en-
able him to make alternative arrangements.

Secondly, in the case of the right of review if the
determination is considered to be unfair, it is very

(81)
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important thai the House understand that this is
not something new to Western Australia. It has
always been the case that the Western Australian
commission has had the power to review unfair
dismissals. The precise words which have been
used in the decisions of the Federal commission
have been used from time immemorial in the Stale
commission when determining questions of unfair,
harsh, or unjust dismissal. Of course, the Federal
jurisdiction is limited because of the constitutional
difficulties. Because of the constitutional basis on
which the Federal commission was set up, it has
always been understood that the Federal com-
mission does nol have the power to order reinstate-
ments because that power has always resided with
the State commissions. A myriad case law defines
the circumstances in which the State commission
can order reinstatement and on what basis. There
is nothing in the orders which relate to unfair
dismissal or the review of termination which
would have any impact whatsoever in Western
Australia where much more far-reaching powers
have been available and have been used frequently
by the State commission for decades.

In the area of consultation on change, it seems
to me this must relate to major changes. It does
not relate to anything as minor as the sorts of
things suggested by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition-second driveways and things of that sort.

Mr Hassell: How do you know?

Mr PARKER: Because it talks about major
changes. If the Leader of the Opposition wants to
argue that, I do not think he will obtain much
support from the business community. However,
the definition of a major change will be one of the
matters the subject of further argument before the
commission.

The decision in relation to major changes re-
quires that an employer consult with the em-
ployees and the unions in relation to major
changes in production, programme, organisation,
structure, or technology which are likely to affect
employees significantly. Of course, that is some-
thing which a good manager of labour would do in
any event. Such consultation is required, accord-
ing to the draft minute, as early as practicable
after a firm decision has been made; so the man-
agement prerogative is not interfered with in any
sense.

In the case of redundancy, there is a requi re-
ment for consultation once a firm decision has
been made. Once a firm decision has been made,
an employer is required to hold discussions with
the employees and the unions about the redun-
dancy. In the case of redundancy, that does not
apply to any firm employing fewer than 15 em-

ployees. That is a matter of distinction, and it is
one that the Government will examine closely.

The Leader of the Opposition asked me to ad-
dress this issue so that the Government examined
its position in Western Australia. In New South
Wales, Mr Justice Fisher of the Arbitration Com-
mission brought down an order similar to the one
proposed by the Federal commission. Mr Justice
Fisher exempted all businesses which had fewer
than 15 employebs from any application of the
order.

In other words, the order was to operate only in
respect of businesses with more than 15 em-
ployees. That is not the case in the Federal de-
cision and in the draft minute that was brought
down. It may be one of the matters which will be
argued. It is normally the case that Federal
awards tend to apply to larger organisations than
those to which State awards apply; but we shall
have to examine whether we believe that a
threshold such as applies in New South Wales is
appropriate.

The Government has not considered these mat-
ters, because the issue has not come before it in
any sense. I am advised that, if the commission in
Western Australia were to adopt the 15-employee
threshold, a total of only five per cent of what are
normally described as small businesses would be
affected by this order, because only 5 per cent of
small businesses in Western Australia have more
than 15 employees.

Mr Court: That is not right.

Mr PARKER: That is what I am advised.
Mr Williams: What are you going to do?
Mr PARKER: The Government has not made a

decision on that. We do not make our decisions
simply because the Opposition chooses to debate
something here tonight. We make our decisions in
response to claims put before us and in relation to
relevant matters with which we are dealing. In this
case the claim would be made by the Trades and
Labor Council.

Mr Court interjected.
Mr PARKER: Obviously the member for

Nedlands would prefer not to have this order at
all, but would he rather have a IS-person limit
than no limit at all?

That is one of the sorts of things which the
Government will have to consider when it evalu-
ates what it is to do in respect of any application
which might be made and pursued by the TLC on
the matter here in Western Australia.

The Federal commission has determined that an
employee who is retrenched shall be entitled to
compensation for benefits he is prevented from
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earning. That is nothing new. On a one-off basis,
when retrenchments take place, there is no doubt
that a standard has been emerging and where
Firms have retrenched employees who have
claimed retrenchment pay, there has not been one
case where such an order has not been made.

A little later I shall turn to the situation in other
parts of the world and I shall go through some of
the conditions which exist in some of the areas
which have been referred to by the Opposition. In
fact, of course, what has been suggested here is
that a fairly minimal retrenchment scale-a scale
which is rather low by the standards which have
been arbitrated on or agreed between employers
and employees in many industries throughout
Australia-has been provided. For example, many
claims have simply been agreed between em-
ployers and employees and Up to a year's Wages
may be provided on retrenchment. These are
things which have been agreed to between em-
ployers and employees and they are not unusual.

Mr Williams: They are unusual.

Mr PARKER: In the case of this order, the
maximum severance payment proposed is eight
weeks' pay.

One of the matters which the decision recog-
nises is that a major contribution to any organi.s-
ation's success is the efforts of the employees of
that organisation.

Mr MacKinnon: We have not denied that.

Mr Williams: What about the employers? Don't
they get any recognition whatsoever?

Mr PARKER: Obviously the longer an em-
ployee stays with a firm, the more valuable he is to
the organisation.

Mr Williams: I have news for you.

Mr PARKER: The decision recognises that an
employee builds up a stake in the organisation
and, if he is removed, he is entitled to some form
of compensation. Obviously it is an arguable ques-
tion as to what the entitlement may be. However,
that is the case just as much as employees who
have built up a period of employment in an organ-
isation are entitled to some recognition.

Employees who are ineffective or non-contribu-
lts can be terminated, providing the employee is
given the opportunity to remedy those short-
comings. The Federal decision does not alter that
in any way.

An important part of economic growth is a de-
gree of stability in the work force. An employee
who devotes time and work to his employer no
doubt has some entitlement when his employer
unilaterally ends his employment.

The Government itself has set in motion a wide
range of initiatives in the small business area
which I will not refer to in detail tonight, but I
shall just mention three which have commenced
this year. They are: The Small Business Develop-
ment Corporation; the inquiry into commercial
tenancy agreements the recommendations of
which are now being framed into legislation in
consultation with industry; and the current inquiry
into shop trading hours and other associated mat-
ters.

Mr Williams: What the hell does that have to
do with this?

Mr PARKER: If the member for Clontarf has
decided to come into the House from the bar, that
is his business-

Mr Williams: I object to that remark.
Mr PARKER: -but I simply suggest-

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr WILLIAMS: I ask that the Minister with-

draw that remark. I have not come into the House
from the bar and I ask that he withdraw what he
said.

The ACTING SPEAKER: (Mr Burkett): Or-
der! Having considered the remark, I think it
would be proper if the Minister withdrew it.

Mr PARKER: I am prepared to withdraw it. I
do not know precisely where the member has come
from-

Mr Blaikie: Withdraw it without qualification.

Mr PARKER: I withdrew it. The member is
certainly talking as though he has been in a place
very similar to that and I am not in a position to
say that is not the case.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
Several members interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Everyone
will get an opportunity to speak in this House
before the night is through.

Points of Order
Mr H-ASSELL: At your request, Sir, the Minis-

ter was forced to withdraw a most irregular and
improper remark. He then proceeded to make
exactly the same imputation against the member
in his succeeding remarks. He made a very serious
remark and I draw your attention, Sir, to Standing
Orders, and I ask you to rule that the Minister
should withdraw all of his remarks without quali-
fication and that he should not repeat them.
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The ACTING SPEAKER: I believe the Minis-
ter has withdrawn and I am happy with the with-
drawal he made, If members of the Opposition
would desist from their interjections which have
been particularly noticeable in the last 20 minutes,
it might give the Minister the opportunity to talk
about the matter that is before the House and we
could proceed in a proper manner. However, I
believe that, as I requested, the remark was with-
drawn.

Mr HASSELL: On a further point of order,
with great respect to you, Sir, perhaps you did not
hear the subsequent remarks that the Minister
made.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Yes, I did.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister withdrew the
remark and there is no dispute about that, but he
then went on to imply very clearly exactly what he
had said before. It is not a light matter. It is a very
serious remark to make about a member. It is
most improper and it is simply not acceptable fr
the Minister to repeat the remark as he did, by
implication. I have to treat the matter seriously
and I shall ask you to reconsider your ruling or to
confer with Mr Speaker on the basis ofthe record.

The ACTING SPEAKER: I believe that the
Minister made a withdrawal. I do not regard his
subsequent comments when he was about to con-
tinue to address the matter before the House as a
reiteration of what he had said previously, If the
Leader of the Opposition construes it differently,
that is his opinion; but that is not my opinion from
the Chair.

Mr BLAIKIE: On a further point of order, I
draw your attention, Sir, to Standing Order No.
145. I believe that you correctly and properly
ruled for the withdrawal of the remark made by
the Minister; but I also draw your attention to the
fact that that Standing Order does not give the
Minister the opportunity to qualify the remarks
you ordered him to withdraw. Therefore, I
repeetfully submit that, if the Minister were a
little more reasonable in this matter and made the
withdrawal in the spirit in which you indicated,
the House would make progress and the matter
would be resolved.

The ACTING SPEAKER: I believe that the
withdrawal that the Minister made was quite sat-
isfactory and I wish that we could proceed with
the debate before the House.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
Mr PA RKER: At this stage we do not have any

idea of the nature of the claim on this matter by
the TLC. When we receive a claim we will give
detailed consideration to all it aspects.

As I said, we do not formulate our policy on
these matters based on notices of motion put be-
fore the House by the Opposition.

We will underline the real implications for busi-
ness of any claims that are made, not only those
which are simply based on estimates concerning
the application. Of course, when the Western
Australian Industrial Commission determines this
matter it is required to take into account not
only the interests of the employers who will no
doubt appear before it, whether they be public
sector employers or private sector employers, but
also, in the case of the Western Australian Arbi-
tration Act, the public interest. In that regard it
must have consideration for the implications of its
decisions for all sections of the community.

Mr Court: What about the ACTU claim, the
Federal case?

Mr PARKER: We do not know the final de-
cision in the Federal case and we will obviously
need to review that matter before we finally
formulate an attitude towards it. Secondly, we will
have to take that into account together with the
claim that the TLC will make, which might be the
same as the original ACTU claim which we have
already indicated we oppose, so far as the specific
provisions are concerned.

Mr MacKinnon: Which specific provisions?

Mr PARKER: So far as the quanrums are con-
cerned.

Mr MacKinnon: So far as the what are con-
cerned?

Mr PARKER: The principle. We will have to
consider our position in regard to whatever comes
out in the case or the decision which will be
reached at some stage by the Federal commission.
This matter has been ongoing for a very long time
and it certainly looks as though it will continue to
be ongoing for a considerable time in the future.
The Government has not felt any urgency in the
matter because obviously we need to be in a
position to properly evaluate the case rather than
hypothetical questions of what might occur. Cer-
tainly we are not engaged in any scaremongering
tactics and do not respond to scaremongering.

I want to make some comparisons between this
provision and similar provisions which exist in
European countries and other Australian States.
Firstly, all European countries have legislation
which controls termination of employment and in
those countries the situation is far more controlled
than that which applies in Australia, or that which
is proposed to apply in so far as the national case
is concerned.
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Mr Court: Look what is happening in those
countries. They are being annihilated.

Mr PARKER: The decision provides for a right
of review via a settlement of disputes clause and,'of course, in the case of unfair dismissal the Fed-
eral decision will be subject to a right of review.

All State jurisdictions, including the WA juris-
diction, have always allowed for a right of review
for unfair dismissal. The State's powers and prac-
tices for action in that regard have been contem-
plated by the Federal decision and European
countries, I am advised, already have this juris-
diction.

Mr MacKinnon: What do Japanese companies
do?

Mr PARKER: In respect of Japanese
companies it is virtually illegal to dismiss anyone
in any circumstance. That is the situation with
Nippon Steel.

Mr MacKinnon: How are Nippon Steel's wages
set? How do they vary?

Mr PARKER: I do not know how they are set
or how, they vary but they are substantially higher
than in Australia.

Mr Peter Jones: By annual negotiation.
Mr MacKinnon: They go up and down with the

wealth of the country.
Mr Court: You mentioned Nippon Steel. What

percentage of people working in, say, a steelworks
arc full-time employees and what percentage are
subcontractors?

Mr PARKER: I do not know the answer to that
overall question, but certainly I have been told by
Nippon Steel, which as I recall, has about 70 000
or 80 000 employees, that it can produce the same
quantity with 20 000 fewer employees but it does
not do so because the Government will not let it
dismiss those employees.

Mr Court: One of Nippon Steel's steelworks has
a 9 000 work force of which some are part-lime,
some full-time and $ 000 are subcontractors.

Mr PARKER: They are not subcontractors to
Nippon Steel in the sense of subcontractors to the
building industry here in Australia. The member
has misunderstood the position if that is his under-
standing of it. The plant in Japan has
subcontractor companies doing substantial pro-
portions of the work. For example, some steel
companies have great control and employ
companies to do their raw material handling. They
do not have individual subcontractors such as
bricklaying subcontractors as we know them. I am
talking about the steelworks' own employees. Cer-
tainly I have been told that they could do the same
job they do now and produce the same amount of

steel, or indeed more steel, than they produce now
with 20 000 fewer employees: but because of
Government policy-I am not sure if it is a legis-
lative measure or because of substantial pressure
placed on them by the Government, MITI or
someone else-they are not entitled to dismiss
those people. I understand a similar position
applies in Korea. There they do not have redun-
dancy provi sions.

[Quorum formed.]

Mr PARKER: The point I was making is that
although I do not think Nippon Steel and other
Japanese companies have substantial redundancy
provisions, they do not need them because the
employees cannot be dismissed except for normal
reasons of misconduct and so on. When I was in
Japan in April of this year I visited the Toshiba
turbine factory which is operating at about 40 or
50 per cent capacity at the moment. At the end of
next year it will not have any orders unless it
receives some in the interim period. Toshiba has
indicated that, notwithstanding that situation, it
will retain all its employees, who are part of the
principal Toshiba organisation.

Of course, other sections of Toshiba are
carrying that section in respect of any particular
problems it may have.

Mr Court: Did you get some cheap gas tur-
bine?

Mr PARKER: We are looking for some gas
turbines around the place and the member will
find we will get some very good ones.

In respect of the question of the period of notice,
the Australian Conciliation and Arbitration Com-
mission requires four weeks' notice. Salaried em-
ployees in WA and indeed throughout the Com-
monwealth, by and large, already have an
entitlement to one month's notice. In most
European countries employees have at least one
month's notice and in some countries it has been
raised to six months, being the value of holidays
and service.

The decision to allow one paid day off work to
seek another job was referred to by the Leader of
the Opposition. He suggested if a person was to be
paid up for the period of notice he should also be
paid for the days off he would have taken had he
worked until the end of the period of notice. I do
not know if that is what he intended, but that is
simply not true. That is not the situation. How-
ever, most western European countries certainly
would pay a person to seek other employment; for
example, in Belgium a day a week is granted, in
France it is two hours a day, and this applies to
various other places.
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Mr MacKinnon: Countries leading the world's
economic recovery?

Mr PARKER: Germany certainly is a country
which is fairly successful constantly in the area of
economic growth and activity.

Mr MacKinnon: In the past.

Mr PARKER: The decision by the Federal
commission requires conciliation by the employer
over a person's employment as soon as a firm
decision has been made. In some European
countries including Austria, Germany, and the
Netherlands, of course, legislation actually sets up
workers' councils which are required to be
informed of decisions before their implementation.

I am not saying I support it. I am simply
comparing it with what happens in other parts of
the world, and with what is proposed by this de-
cision. The Federal commission decision requires
consultation after the employer has made the de-
cision, whereas in Europe the consultation is
required prior to any final decision being made.
There needs to be employee involvement in the
decision-making process itself.

In general terms the existing severance payment
schemes which have been negotiated between em-
ployers and employees and in some cases arbi-
trated between employers and employees in
Australia, the UK, and in western European
countries are superior to that awarded by the
Commonwealth decision. The point about Japan is
that their schemes are infinitely superior, and one
does not have to question how much money one
gets if one is dismissed because unless one does
something dreadful one is not dismissed at all.

The other point I want to make concerns some
phone-around that the Liberal Party in this State
has been doing. I am advised that the Liberal
Party has been conducting a telephone campaign
in relation, not to this matter specifically, but to
its amendments to our industrial relations Sill
which has just completed its passage through the
Legislative Council and very shortly will be
coming into this House. In these telephone calls
the Liberal Party officials who made them have
been making the untruthful claim that a job re-
dundancy provision is included in the Govern-
ment's industrial relations Bill. It has been said to
small businessmen that if the industrial relations
Bill is passed, they will be liable for severance pay
for any employees who have worked for three
years or more where such employees are made
redundant. That is not the case at all.

Points of Order
Mr MacKINNON: May I ask the Minister to

table this document at the conclusion of the
speech?

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett): Yes, I
think that would be quite appropriate.

Mr PARKER: These are notes to which I am
referring.

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am sorry I thought
the Minister had a document-

Mr PARKER: These are simply notes that have
been provided to me by the Minister's office. This
is not my portfolio and I am representing the
Minister.

Mr Pearce: He is not reading his speech, as the
Leader of the Opposition did.

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I think it is

quite a proper request that a copy of those particu-
lar notes be tabled. I would request that that be
done at the conclusion of the Minister's speech.

Mr PARKER: The Standing Orders state quite
clearly that where a speaker is referring to notes,
those notes need not be tabled. I have simply been
referring to notes provided to me by the Minister.

Mr MacKinnon: You were quoting directly
from them.

Mr PARKER: I am not quoting from a docu-
men t.

Mr I. F. Taylor: The previous Leader of the
Opposition did exactly the same thing.

Mr PARKER: I am quoting from notes which
have been provided to me by the Minister for
Industrial Relations regarding an area which is
not within my portfolio and there is absolutely no
doubt that these are notes. Mr Acting Speaker,
under the Standing Orders I must decline your
request that I table the document.

Mr Clarke: You cannot decline.
Mr Pearce: Can I suggest that the Acting

Speaker leave the Chair?
The ACTING SPEAKER: I need to clarify this

point. Members, I will leave the chair until the
ringing of the bells. I will give my deliberation at
that point.

Sitting suspended from 9.45 to 9.50 p.m.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett): I refer

members to page 79 of the Standing Orders and
point out that there is a definite distinction be-
tween Ministers and members of this House when
it comes to the requirement to table documents.
Documents, files, etc., quoted in debate by Minis-
ters must be tabled, if requested. However, I
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would also point out that there is a further distinc-
tion: Private letters and papers need not be tabled.

Mr !vacKINNON: I ask your guidance Sir.
Are you ruling therefore that the Minister was
quoting from a private paper? I also ask, if that is
the case, how did you determine, with respect, Sir,
that it was a private paper when the Minister has
not indicated accordingly?

The ACTING SPEAKER: I think if the mem-
ber had not been so hasty to call me to that point
of order, the Minister was about to clarify the
position and he is the only person who can do that.

Mr PARKER: The document is a letter
addressed to me from an officer of the Depart-
ment of Industrial Relations and as it is addressed
to me and signed by that officer 1 consider it to be
a private paper or letter. It is certainly of that
nature.

The ACTING SPEAKER: I ask the Minister to
please continue with the debate.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
Mr PARKER: As I was saying, the Liberal

Party officials who are making these telephone
calls have been saying untruthfully that a job re-
dundancy provision is included in the industrial
relations Bill which is before the Parliament at the
moment, introduced by the Government.

Mr MacKinnon: Have your Government ad-
visers been supervising what the Liberal Party is
doing?

Mr PARKER: We are getting inquiries in my
department from people who are concerned when
they get these telephone calls.

The industrial relations legislation is in no way
related to the job protection decision which has
been handed down by the Commonwealth.

Mr MacKinnon interjected.

Mr PARKER: I have been told by the people
receiving the telephone calls.

Mr MacKinnon: Do you believe every phone
call?

Mr PARKER: Several different people have
rung us with the advice that they have been
phoned about this matter. Does the member deny
that his party is conducting such a telephone in-
qui ry?

Mr MacK innon interjected.

Mr PARKER: Do not talk to me about what
the Public Service does on political grounds. When
I was the Minister for Employment last year I
discovered that the head of my Department of
Employment and Training had been asked to write

the Liberal Party's speech in the area and then
had been given the speech to correct.

Several members interjected.
Mr PARKER: Do not talk to me with a straight

face, about what public servants are asked to do.
The Minister in the last Government-

Mr MacKinnon: Will you table this?
Mr PARKER: I will table the document about

the Liberal Party policy speech if the member
likes. I have not got it with me at the moment. I
think it will be very much more to the member's
embarrassment than it would be to ours, and
unfortunately it will probably embarrass the par-
ticular public servant as well. The Minister was
the now Leader of the Opposition. I might say that
the corrections which were attempted to be made
by this public servant would have corrected the
policy speech in certain material respects. H-ow-
ever, when the Premier or t he day (M r O'Connor)
read the policy speech he did not include the cor-
rections.

Several members interjected.
Mr Court: When you came into that portfolio

you were going to do wonderful things for the
employment situation.

Mr PARKER: Certainly that request was
made. I have all the documents involved on my
files, arid I am more than happy to table them.

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett): Or-

der!
Mr PARKER: Of course there is no link at all

between the Commonwealth decision and the in-
dustrial relations Bill which is before the Parlia-
ment. Whether or not the Industrial Commission
should make an order of this type is of course a
matter for argument, as I have said before. Pre-
cisely what order it should make is also a matter
for argument and, as I have indicated, it is a
matter the Government will consider at an appro-
priate time.

However, to suggest that there is any link what-
soever between the introduction of the Bill and the
Commonwealth decision is absolute nonsense, be-
cause the Industrial Commission has to say
whether or not it should exercise it. Whatever
jurisdiction it needs to make such an order is given
under the current provisions of the Industrial Ar-
bitration Act which was amended so substantially
by the Liberal Party when it was the Government
of this State.

This motion is premature; it is not needed. The
Government will evaluate the position, if and
when it comes before the tribunal in Western
Australia, which it has not done to date, and there
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is no sign of its coming in the foreseeable future, If
it does, we will certainly take into account the
points that have been made by the Opposition and
other points concerning particular aspects. Any
valid points that the business community wants to
make-and there are very serious minded people
who have expressed concern about this issue-will
be taken into account by the Government before
determining its position.

However, as I said before, this Government will
not determine its position based on a motion put
forward by the Opposition. I do not believe this
House should either, and accordingly the Govern-
ment opposes the motion.

Mr MacKinnon: Mr Acting Speaker!

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Burkett)l: The
member for Gosnells was the first person to her
feet. I call the member for Gosnells.

Mr MacKinnon: I did not hear her.

MRS HENDERSON (Gosnells) [10.10 p.m.]: I
am pleased to enter this debate because what has
been said his evening typifies the Opposition's dia-
tribe-

Several members interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The only
voice I would like to hear is that of the member for
Gosnells. Those members wishing to speak may
get an opportunity at the proper time.

Mrs HENDERSON: The Opposition's com-
ments have revealed a tendency it frequently has
to criticise the umpire when it does not like the
umpire's decision. The Australian Conciliation
and Arbitration Commission has been in existence
for something like 100 years. I refer to the fifth
part of the Opposition's motion which states-

The effect on small business, the largest
employers of people in Australia, was not
taken into proper consideration by the Feder-
al Arbitration Commission when making its
decision.

I find that an extremely arrogant statement. Who
is the Opposition to say what was in the mind of
the Australian Conciliation and Arbitration Com-
mission when it made its decision? Howv are Oppo-
sition members to know what was gi ven proper
consideration and what was not.

Several members interjected.

Mr Peter Jones: Rcad the judgment.

Mrs HENDERSON: That is a very serious re-
flection on the Federal commission.

Mr Court: That is exactly our point. The small
business people had no say in the decision what-
ever.

Mrs HENDERSON: The Federal and State
arbitration systems are the envy of many Western
industrialised countries. They are based on the
Australian "fair go" ethic. Each side presents its
case-

Several members interjected.

Mrs HENDERSON: -the umpire adjudicates,
and normally both sides accept the decision.

Mr Williams: Ask the unemployed.

Mrs HENDERSON: If the umpire is criticised
and his decision is not accepted, the whole system
comes under attack and is placed in jeopardy. Is
this what the Opposition wants? Does it want the
whole system to crumble? Is it saying it would like
to see the end or the Commonwealth and State
arbitration systems and that we should revert to
the law of the jungle in industrial relations?

Mr Court: We have not said that.

Mrs HENDERSON: The member for
Nedlands had an opportunity to make his com-
men ts.

Does the Opposition want to see a situation in
which the strong and powerful get stronger and
obtain what they want by industrial action if
necessary? Industrial relations is an area that re-
quires sensitivity and give and take. The Oppo-
sition has no understanding of this and does not
realise that sledge-hammer tactics do not work in
industrial relations.

Sir John Moore, the highly respected President
of the Arbitration Commission, described this case
as the "most complex on which I have ever sat".
Despite Sir John Moore's trepidation and hu-
mility-he is the most experienced and respected
adjudicator in industrial matters in this
country-the Leader of the Opposition shows no
such trepidation in sallying forth with this
simplistic motion.

Does the Opposition want to create and foster a
two-class system in Western Australia in which
workers under State awards have different con-
ditions from those working under Federal awards
when they work alongside each other in relation to
dismissal and redundancy? Is the Opposition
suggesting that, and then ignoring the fact that
this will have immediate industrial implications,
and that such a system would cause unrest and
disruption leading to lost production? It seems to
me the Leader of the Opposition was suggesting
that the State Government should go to the indus-
trial commission and oppose an application for
any flow-on of that which was granted in the Fed-
eral commission, and ignore the industrial reality
of what would follow.
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In The West Australian of 4 August the Leader
of the Opposition described the Conciliation and
Arbitration Commission as living in cuckooland.
What arrogance! What an in~credible and amazing
statement to make about a body with a history of
adjudication such as the Federal arbitration com-
mission.

Mr Clarko: It is hopeless.

Mrs HENDERSON: This body commands re-
spect from the ACTU and employers.

Several members interjected.

Mrs HENDERSON: If anyone is living in
cuckooland it is the Leader of the Opposition. The
Opposition is taking a totally irresponsible atti-
tude in suggesting that the Western Australian
Government should promote a course of action
which would lead to people working under State
and Federal awards having quite different working
conditions.

Mr Clarko: Conditions are different.

Mrs HENDERSON: If that is the attitude
promoted during the nine years members opposite
were in Government it is no wonder that period
was marked by constant industrial disputes, stop-
pages, and unrest. Since we came into Govern-
ment there has been no area of more marked con-
trast with that which previously existed than that
of industrial relations.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: They went out of their way to
create industrial chaos at a cost to Australia.

Mrs HENDERSON: I would like to turn to the
draft order which was quoted by the Leader of the
Opposition in support of his motion. I hope all
members who do not have a copy of the draft
order in front of them will obtain one. 1 would be
happy to table mine if members want to read it.
The Leader of the Opposition was very selective in
what he read.

The first point under the draft order states-

Termination of employment by an em-
ployer shall not be harsh, unjust or unreason-
able.

Can any member tell me it is -an unreasonable
statement to say that termination of employment
shall not be harsh, unjust, or unreasonable?

Mr MacKinnon: Your Minister indicated that is
already part of awards in this State.

Mrs HENDERSON: Thai is right. It does not
impinge on the right of any employer to fire a
person for a reason which is~not harsh or unjust.

Mr MacKinnon: It is already in the award.

Mrs HENDERSON: The Leader of the Oppo-
sition said this would create further impediments

for employers and they would have to go before
commissions and answer for unjust dismissals.

Mr MacKinnon: The Leader of the Opposition
did not say that about-point one, but about C( 1).

M rs H E N DERSON: The Depu ty Lead er of t he
Opposition will have his turn after me.

Mr MacKinnon: You bet I will.

Mrs HENDERSON: The Opposition in 1979
extended the capacity for individuals to appear
before the State Industrial Commission to argue
that they had been unfairly dismissed. If the Op-
position claims this impedes managerial preroga-
tive and wastes the time of small business people
in having to answer for dismissals, Opposition
members should remember that they broadened
the base on which people can go to the commission
and argue that point.

Mr MacKinnon: Is there no part of the docu-
ment with which you disagree?

Mrs HENDERSON: I am going through it
point by point and the member will get his turn to
speak. I have 22 minutes left and I think I should
have the opportunity to make my speech.

Mr MacKinnon: You would make a good Min-
ister; you do not answer the question.

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Gosnells has said she does not want to respond to
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition's unterjee-
tions.

Mrs HENDERSON: The second point in the
draft order states-

Except where a distinction, exclusion or
preference is based on the inherent require-
ments of a particular position, race, colour,
sex, marital status, family responsibilities,
pregnancy, religion, political opinion,
national extraction and social origin shall not
constitute valid reasons for dismissal.

That is what the Equal Opportunity Bill was
about and the Opposition supported that legis-
lation. The Leader of the Opposition described
that as a "motherhood" statement and an impedi-
ment to employers, and then started ro talk about
maternity leave. That is already in awards granted
by Federal and State Industrial Commissions. It
bears no relationship whatever to this termination,
change, and redundancy ease and the order which
came from it.

The Leader of the Opposition talked about pa-
ternity leave. I would like to know any award
which contains that provision. Commonwealth
public servants used to get it but it was removed.

The draft order states in point three-

2569



2570 ASSEMBLY]I

The employer shall, in the event of
termination of employment, provide upon re-
quest to the employee who has been
terminated, a written statement specifying
the period of his/her employment and the
classification of or the type of work
performed by the employee.

In other words, a simple reference could state that
somebody worked for an employer from 1 January
1983 until 17 September and that that worker
performed his or her duties well. What on earth is
objectionable about that? How could it be an im-
pediment for an employer '!o provide that, as the
minimum statement, on request from an em-
ployee? I suggest to the Opposition that a Federal
body had to write that in as an order because
employers refused to provide that information to
employees who left their employment or who may
have been made redundant.

The fourth paragraph says-
In order to terminate the employment of an

employee the employer shall give to the em-
ployee one week's notice plus, if the period of
employment is more than one year, one
week's notice for each two years of service
with a maximum period of four weeks.

This could relate to a person, for example, who has
worked for 27 years. There are many constit uents
in my electorate who have worked for 27 years and
who have been made redundant. This order would
allow those people to have a maximum of four
weeks' notice that their livelihood is to be
terminated. Under that order it will be required
that four weeks' notice be given that the gates are
going to close and that those persons' jobs are
going to be abolished. Many of those people are
over 40 and have great difficulty in finding
alternative employment. I think this is a minimum
basic right of a person who is going to be made
redundant.

I find it incredible that the Opposition calls this
some kind of impediment to management. Most
good employers do that anyway. Almost daily we
hear of employers who give employees no notice at
all, not even the minimum standard of one week.
There have been many cases where up to 300
employees have been turned out of car plants with
only one week's pay being given in lieu of notice.

Paragraph 4(b) states-
.. ,. employees over 45 years of age shall be
entitled to an additional week's notice after
two years' service.

What is unreasonable about that? A person who is
over 45 years of age deserves special consider-
ation. He or she will find it very difficult to find an
alternative job. To give him or her one week's

notice that his or her job is to be abolished is
terrible, yet the Opposition is saying that this draft
order is unreasonable.

Then there is the savings clause. The Leader of
the Opposition conveniently did not mention the
savings clause. It states-

The period of notice in this paragraph shall
not apply in the case of dismissal for miscon-
duct that justified instant dismissal or in the
case of casual, part-time or seasonal em-
ployees or to employees on daily or hourly
hire.

In other words, anyone who is dismissed for mis-
conduct or does not fall within the ambit of that
order and is not covered. It covers any objections
that any reasonable person could have.

The fifth point states-

The notice of termination required to be
given by an employee shall be the same as
that required of an employer ...

What could be more even-handed than that? If an
employer has to give four weeks' notice, so must
the employee. If an employee fails to give that
notice he forfeits the wages held in hand by the
employer. What could be more reasonable than
that? Is it any wonder that the Leader of the
Opposition did not quote that section of the draft
order?

The seventh section of the draft order states-

During the period of notice of termination
given by the employer an employee shall he
allowed up to one day's time off without lass
of pay during each week of notice for the
pu rpose of seeki ng ot he r emrnpl oymrent.

This covers the situation of a person who is made
redundant and who has been given four weeks in
which he has to find alternative work. That has
somehow been misrepresented as being unreason-
able.

The second major part of the draft order refers;
to new changes in the workplace. It states-

Where an employer proposes to make
major changes in production, program,
organization, structure or technology that are
likely to have significant effects on em-
ployees, the employer shall notify the em-
ployees who may be affected by the proposed
changes and their union or unions.

It then goes on-

(b)"Significant effects" include
termination of employment, major changes in
the composition, operation or size of the em-
ployer's workforce or in the skills required;
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Those are pretty significant effects for anyone who
is at the end of his or her time for earning a
livelihood.

Mr MacKinnon: What is wrong with that?

Mrs HENDERSON: It means somebody is go-
ing to be laid off. Somebody is going to lose his job
if the skills required are changed. If that happens
somebody will find that he does not have the skills
to do the job. I maintain, as a minimum, that they
should be told that is going to happen.

Mr 1. F. Taylor: The Opposition is totally lack-
ing in care and compassion.

Mrs HENDERSON: That is right.
The section continues-

the elimination or diminution of job
opportunities, promotional opportunities or
job tenure; the alteration of hours of work;
the need for retraining or transfer of em-
ployees to other work or locations and the
restructuring of jobs.

This section entitles employees to be told
about proposed changes in their hours of
work. For example, if a person has been
working during the day and is now to be
required to work at night, he or she is to be
informed. Is this unreasonable?

This section also relates to a person's being
employed and suspecting that he has a job for five
years and then being told that the job is for only
three weeks. That person should be told about
that.

The next order states-
..the need for retraining or transfer of em-

ployees to other work.

Ithink it is absolutely incredible that, in
Australia, there should be a need to have this sort
of provision in this order, There are people in
Australia, obviously, who are not told about dras-
tic changes in their workplaces and whose jobs are
restructured out of existence. They, obviously, are
given no notice of that.

The second part of this changed section states-
The employer shall discuss with the em-

ployees affected and their union or unions,
inter alia, the introduction of the changes re-
ferred to in paragraph B.1 hereof, the effects
the changes are likely to have on employees
and measures to avert or mitigate the adverse
effects of such changes on employees.

The word "discuss" is used. That is hardly very
draconian. The second section states-

The discussions shall commence as early as
practicable after a firm decision has been

made by the employer to make the changes
referred to ..

In other words, the employer, having decided that
he is going to restructure the workplace and put
half of his employees out of work cannot wait until
five minutes before he begins to lay off workers
before he informs them that this is to happen. The
next section states-

For the purposes of such discussion, the
employer shall provide in writing to the em-
ployees concerned and their union or unions,
all relevant information about the changes
including the nature of the changes proposed;

That section particularly rankled the Leader of
the Opposition because he is not prepared to ac-
cept that unions are bona ide representatives of
workers. The section states that the employer
should tell the union. The union should be
informed because the union is a recognised body
which looks after the worker.

That is recognised in the Statutes of this Parlia-
ment and it is recognised around the world. How-
ever, there is a savings clause. The Leader of the
Opposition did not mention that. It states-

.. any employer shall not be required to dis-
close confidential information the disclosure
of which would be inimical to his/her
interests.

That strong savings clause was not mentioned by
the Leader of the Opposition. The third section of
the draft order refers to redundancy. It states-

Where an employer has made a firm de-
cision that he/she no longer wishes the job
the employee has been doing done by anyone
which may lead to termination of employ-
ment the employer shall hold discussions with
the employees directly affected and where
relevant with their union or unions.

It states "shall hold discussions". That is very mild
and basic. It also states-

The discussions shall take place as soon as
is practicable after the employer has made a
firm decision which will invoke the provisions
of (a).

In other words, people should receive some notice.
If 500 people are to be retrenched at the rate of
100 every six months, people should be able to
make provision for that in order to do some
retraining or look for other areas of employment.

Again there is a savings clause which was not
mentioned by the Leader of the Opposition. It
states-

For the purposes of the discussion the em-
ployer shall, as soon as practicable, provide in
writing to the employees concerned and their
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union or unions all relevant information
about the proposed terminations including
the reasons for the proposed terminations, the
number and categories of employees likely to
be affected, the number of workers normally
employed and the period over which the
terminations are likely to be carried out.
Provided that any employer shall not be
required to disclose confidential information
the disclosure of which would be inimical to
its interests.

That is another savings clause not mentioned, ex-
cept by the Minister. The next clause states-

This clause shall not apply to employers
who employ less than fifteen employees.

We then turn to the section dealing with severance
pay. People who have been employed for less than
one year do not receive any severance pay at all. If
they have worked for one year and less than two
years they receive four weeks' pay. That is the
standard rate that most salaried employees get. If
they have worked for more than two years and less
than three years they receive six weeks' pay. If
they have worked for more than three years and
less than four years they receive seven weeks' pay
and if they have worked for more than four years
they will receive eight weeks' pay. That is the
maximum that a person who has worked for more
than 35 years can get. If anyone can tell me that
that is unreasonable, let them tell me now.

Finally, the last section of the order is the gen-
eral savings clause. The order shall not apply
where the employment -is terminated as a
consequence of misconduct or where the em-
ployees are engaged for a specific period of time,
for example, on contract to do a specific job, or to
casual employees, seasonal employees, etc.

The current situation is that, in most Federal
awards people can be dismissed on one week's
notice. I suggest that is an archaic provision; it has
been in existence for a long time. There has been
no change and no improvement in this provision
with the passage of time. The time has certainly
come to give people who work under those Federal
awards the same kind of protection as most people
who work for salaries currently enjoy. At the mo-
ment no reason for the sacking need be given. The
employer can sack an employee on one week's
notice or one week's pay in lieu of notice.

No notice is required for the introduction of
new technology, no matter what the effect may be
on the worker. Some new technology can result in
half the jobs disappearing. People who work for an
employer, and who have given their time, loyalty,
and years of service, do not have to be told of
major changes that threaten their jobs.

No retrenchment benefits are required, and
they can be agreed to on a case-by-case basis and
by negotiation. Of course, at present a person is
not allowed time off to seek new work.

It has been suggested that this is an extreme
and extravagant decision. What else did the
ACTU ask for that it did not get? It asked for six
months' notice before the introduction of any new
technology, but it did not get that. It asked that
the burden of proof should be on the employer to
justify the dismissal of an employee and that if a
person is working and performing his duties, the
burden of proof should be on the employer to show
that he was not performing his duties and should
be dismissed. The ACTU did not get that. The
ACTU asked for four weeks' pay plus four weeks'
pay for each year of service, and one week's pay
for each year of service for a person aged over 35
years. It did not get that.

I would like to read a few comments that have
been made about that decision because I believe
that it was a landmark decision.

Mr Blaikie interjected.

Mrs HENDERSON: I have only nine minutes
left and I am not going to answer the member for
Vasse. I would like to read from an article which
appeared in The Age-a newspaper which enjoys
a very high reputation in the community. It is
dated 5 August and is headed, "Brave step into
uncharted territory" and reads as follows-

Like an explorer in uncharted land, the
Arbitration Commission has travelled
through the unknown, treacherous regions of
job security with a mixture of caution and
courage.

It was a case the president of the com-
mission, Sir John Moore, described as being
of "mammoth proportions", and "the most
complex on which I have ever sat".

The result of the three-year hearing is a
document which, for the first time in
Australian history, seeks to provide national
standards of treatment for workers dismissed
or made redundant.

The decision itself reflects the sensitivity of
the whole area of payment to, and treatment
of, workers who are about to be "terminated"
for one reason or another.

The decision is also practical. Where firm
rules would not have worked, flexible
guidelines have been introduced. On those
matters where a balance had to be struck
between the economic needs of an employer
and the basic rights of his employees, a re-
alistic compromise has been reached.
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The decision will undoubtedly benefit the
great majority of workers under Federal
awards.

Further on the article reads-

But in a society of growing consumer
credit, and in which a simple standard of
living assumes a stable income, there was a
strong case that the "one week's pay in lieu of
notice" was an anachronism which had to go,
even if it made the economy a little inflexible.

Essentially the bench faced a choice be-
tween continuing the chaotic, unfair rules of
sacking workers, or taking a few costly steps
towards introducing a consistent, equitable
system. As the decision shows, it was no
choice at all.

Mr Williams: Who said that?

Mrs HENDERSON: It was in an article
subheaded "News Analysis" by Peter Stephens,
and it appeared in The Age.

I would like to read another comment in the
editorial of the The Age dated 6 August at the
time the decision was handed down. it is headed,
"Job standards a step forward", and reads as fol-
lows-

The elated response from the ACTU and
the pained reaction from employers to the
Arbitration Commission's landmark decision
on dismissal, redundancy and severance pay
amplify how far Australia has been behind
most other advanced industrial nations in this
area.

Further on it reads-
The decision announced last week was the

result of three years of hearings and deliber-
ations by the Arbitration Commission, whose
president. Sir John Moore, has described this
as the most complcx case on which he has
ever sat. The result was, as might have been
expected, a compromise between employers'
economic circumstances and their workers'
basic rights: the ACTU won less than it
wanted, but employers have been placed
under more onerous obligations than they
would wish to meet. Although the com-
mission's approach was a practical and flex-
ible one, the bench being conscious of a re-
sponsibility not to impose more than "a very
small addition to overall labor costs", the de-
cision does establish a significant new stan-
dard of what might be termed employment
ethics.

Employers retain the right to fire as well as
hire, but dismissal must not be harsh, unjust
or unreasonable; a scale of notice is

prescribed according to length of service and
age; time off with pay is to be given to seek
work; employees and unions must be notified
of the introduction of technological change
and, together with the Commonwealth Em-
ployment Service, of retrenchments; and a
scale of severance pay is laid down for redun-
dant workers. All this is right and proper in
principle, and still leaves private sector em-
ployees with less job security than the
feather-bedded Public Service.

Employers, of course, see it differently.
They complain of added labor costs, and
point to disincentives to efficiency and re-
cruitment. There is some truth in this, but
probably not as much as some of them assert.
It is also true that the new rules confer ben-
efits on those already in the workforce while
making the employment of additional labor
marginally less attractive.

The paper gives recognition to some of the argu-
ments put forward by the Opposition, however, the
article concludes-

These points are not valid arguments
against implementing the new provisions.
They simply strengthen the case for greater
efforts by Governments, unions and business
to reduce labor costs in other ways and to
promote economic conditions that will en-
hance job opportunities.

Mr Williams: How do you reduce labour costs?
Mrs HENDERSON: I would like to mention

briefly in my remaining four minutes that on 4
August, the date of this landmark decision, the
editorial of The West Australian, also not re-
nowned as a left-wing newspaper, stated-

On the positive side, the decision should
help solidify the Government's pay accord
and encourage the unions to accept continued
wage restraint.

Mr MacKinnon: What did it say before that?
Mrs HENDERSON: I will leave that to the

Deputy Leader of the Opposition and he can make
his own arguments.

Mr MacKinnon: They are selective quotes.
Mrs HENDERSON: The Leader of the Oppo-

sition has selectively quoted at great length from
the order. I did not make any selective quotes from
the order. I will quote from newspapers as I
choose. I read every single point that was in the
order.

Mr MacKinnon: You are making selective
quotes.

Mrs HENDERSON: I read the whole order. I
can select from my newspaper clippings.
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Mr MacKinnon: You did not read the whole
order. I will do that in a moment.

Mrs HENDERSON: The Minister explained
the situation in Australia compared with the situ-
ation in other countries around the world and
showed clearly that Australia has been far behind
most European countries in this area.

Mr MacKinnon: Rubbish!

Mrs HENDERSON: Australia is one of the
only countries where employers have the right to
terminate employees with one week's notice re-
gardless of how long they have been employed,
regardless of their record, regardless of their loy-
alty, and regardless of their circumstances.

Several members interjected.

Mrs HENDERSON: I would like to mention
one final point because it is a point which has been
raised many times: that is, the issue of managerial
prerogative. I would like to quote from a ruling of
the High Court of Australia in regard to a suc-
cessful appeal against a division of the Full Court
of Victoria. The appeal was lodged by the
Confederated Clerks' Union against the Victorian
Employers' Federation in relation to the introduc-
tion of technological change. Part of the decision
reads-

It is an error to regard managerial preroga-
tives and industrial matters as mutually ex-
clusive areas. For decades, the argument has
been advanced that a dispute cannot be an
industrial dispute (or cannot concern an in-
dustrial matter) because it concerns manage-
ment prerogatives (or management policy or
functions).

Further on it reads-

In the history of industrial law many mat-
ters which were within the exclusive mana-
gerial prerogative of employers have been
brought within the scope of industrial regu-
lation, by the legislature or industrial tri-
bunals. Sometimes the former prerogative has
been eliminated, for example by health and
safety laws which prohibit certain practices.
Sometimes it has been restricted, for example
by minimum wage provisions. Various privi-
leges which were once exclusive to the em-
ployer are now shared with employees (or
their organizations).

During this generation, there has been an
accelerating trend towards concentration of
economic power in fewer and fewer persons.
The growth of the great national corpor-
ations, their mergers and expansion -... have
transformed the methods of production.

Further on it states-
A reaction to the submergence of the indi-

vidual worker is the demand by organized
workers for some share in deciding what work
is to be done, by whom and when, where, and
how it is to be done. The thrust of the demand
is not merely the improvement in existing pay
and conditions. It extends to tne protection of
jobs, for themselves and other workers, but is
more than that; it is a demand to be treated
as more than wage-hands-to be treated as
men and women who should be informed
about decisions which might materially affect
their future, and to be consulted on them. It is
a demand to be emancipated from the indus-
trial serfdom which will otherwise be
produced by the domination of the corpor-
ations; a demand to be treated with respect
and dignity.

Over 70 years ago this Court recognised
that industrial disputes are not confined to
what directly affects the work . .-

And it states further down-
.. Justice Isaacs . .. observed that a worker

is not a "mere instrument, a living but mech-
anical contrivance" recognised by the arbi-
tration clause of the Constitution "simply as
art adjunct of the work he does"...

I oppose the motion.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Deputy Leader
of the Opposition) [10.40 p.m.]: It is particularly
interesting to note that the two Government
speakers have avoided two points. They have
studiously avoided commenting on one of the most
important groups in the community today-the
unemployed. Not one mention was made about
unemployment by the Minister whom one would
have expected to have some interest therein, be-
cause the Premier keeps referring to his and his
Government's interest in unemployment. The
member for Gosnells also did not refer to the
unemployed.

Mr Clarko: Is it true that Western Australia
has an unemployment rate of 9.3 per cent and the
Australian rate is 8.7 per cent?

Mr MacKINNON: It is true that the Western
Australian rate is higher than the Australian aver-
age.

I too read editorials and have a quotation from
a well respected newspaper-The Australian of
Tuesday, I8 September 1984. It reads as fol-
lows-

Add to this Australia's excessive oncosts,
such as leave loadings, long service provisions
and so on, also awarded or approved by the
centralised system, not to mention the recent
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job security provisions, and you have what
seems to be almost a conspiracy against
creating jobs.

Mr Pearce interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: If the Minister for Edu-

cation wants to speak he has ample opportunity to
do so. I am on record as saying that I do not agree
with 17.5 per cent leave loadings and I never will.
They were wrong in principle and they still are. I
am not committing the Opposition. That is my
view and I am entitled to it.

Several members interjected.
Mr MacKINNON: The second point the

Government members did not mention this even-
ing was the motion. I apologise to the member for
Gosnells; she referred to the fifth item in the
motion. The Government did not refer to the rest
of the motion and the fact that. "The flow-on of
such a decision to State awards will have a severe
economic effect on small and large business oper-
ators in Western Australia". That was not
mentioned by the Minister nor the member for
Gosnells; it is a fact that they have not denied and
cannot deny.

Secondly, the motion states that, "It will make
employers very cautious on recruiting and
employing people". That has not been denied or
refuted in any way by the Government speakers.

Thirdly, the motion states that, "The decision
will further reduce Australia's export
competitiveness and therefore reduce employment
opportunities". Without doubt this decision will do
just that. I repeat that neither the Minister nor the
member for Gosnells denied that that will be the
impact of this decision. They cannot deny it.

Fourthly, the motion states that, "The decision
will add significantly to employment on-costs,
already the major employment problem for busi-
ness". Again, that was not denied by the Minister
or the member for Gosnells.

I refer to the comments made by the Minister.
The Leader of the Opposition challenged the Min-
ister in words to the effect that we have this redun-
daney case draft order and would the Minister tell
him of onc section in that award with which the
Minister or his Government disagrees. T -here was
no response to the challenge by the Leader of the
Opposition. Neither the Minister nor the member
for Gosnells has indicated any part of the award
with which they disagree. I am particularly
pleased that that is the case. I can assure the
Minister, the member for Gosnells, and other
members of the Government, that the broad cross-
section of the business community in Western
Australia understands quite clearly the context of
the redundancy agreement and, almost to a man
or woman, rejects it.

If the Government does not reject it we shall be
pleased in political terms to be able to say this is
the clear difference between the two parties. It is a
stark difference that we shall make sure the people
understand.

In my view the Minister was unimpressive in his
response. In fact, the member for Gosnells at-
tacked the motion far more enthusiastically than
did the Minister. He attempted to indicate that
this Federal decision was a long way from im-
plementation and hence we should not worry
about it.

Mr Court: He was not his usual self on indus-
trial matters.

Mr MacKINNON: I wonder why that was so.

It may be some time before this decision is
implemented. However, when the award is
implemented, both nationally and in Western
Australia, it will have the impact to which we have
referred in the motion: It will reduce Australia's
export competitiveness and reduce employment
opportunities. Surely at this time in our nation's
history we should be looking at methods and
means of encouraging employment and making
our industries competitive. It has nothing to do
with the points made by the member for Gosnells,
in her effort to indicate that we are heartless or
not concerned with the interests of workers. Our
aim is directly opposite to that proposition: Our
aim is to increase employment in Australia and in
Western Australia; to ensure that all unemployed
people have some hope of a job and a feeling that
their futures will not be destroyed; and, to ensure
that we do not support agreements like this which
are concerned with protecting those with jobs and
do absolutely nothing towards creating jobs for
those out of work.

The Minister said that the decision would apply
only to large firms. He tried to draw that red
herring across the trail. He indicated that perhaps
we could take some heart from the fact that the
agreement provides that the clauses shall not ap-
ply to employers with less than 15 employees. I
hasten to say that it will be only a Short time
before the agreement applies to all employers, no
matter how many people they employ. Even if that
exemption were applied in Western Australia it
would affect a significant number of the most
active and entrepreneurial businesses in this State.
We are concerned about this agreement no matter
when it will be implemented and to whomever it
will apply. We do not take the cop-out which the
Mi nister has taken.

He has indicated a strange brand of logic. Lie
said that the Government is unable to respond to
this because the matter is not before the Industrial
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Commission in Western Australia. What a load of
poppycock! The Opposition parties are willing to
respond to it before it gets to the Industrial Com-
mission; we are willing and able to stand up and be
counted right now. We are willing to make our
position clear to the community before, during and
after the election. Why is the Government unable
to respond now? Why has the Trades and Labor
Council not bothered to take the matter before the
Industrial Commission in Western Australia,
when invited to do so? A by-election and a Federal
election are around the corner and I bet my bot-
tom dollar that as soon as these events are out of
the way the Trades and Labor Council will
eagerly accept that invitation, It will begin the
inevitable step of taking this matter to the com-
mission and imposing it on the employers of this
State, at the ultimate cost of their employees and
the unemployed people in this State.

I take issue with a few points raised by the
member for Gosnells. Firstly, she indicated that
we were only critical of the umpire in this in-
stance. I urge her to refer again to the motion,
which reads-

This House calls on the Government-

The Government, not the industrial commission,
Federal or State. To continue-

-to oppose an application to the State In-
dustrial Commission for the Federal Arbi-
tration Commission's "termination change
and redundancy case" decision to flow
through to State awards ...

And the reasons arc given. We are trying to make
the Government see its position clearly. It is the
Government which is running away from the
position, not the umpire. The umpire has made its
decision federally. We are saying this Government
in Western Australia should stand up and be
counted; it should make its position quite clear
right now.

Mrs Henderson: You criticise the umpire.

Mr MacKINNON: We are able to criticise um-
pires at any time we like, as is the Government.
The Government should make its position clear.

Several members interjected.

Mr MacKiN NON: We do not spend taxpayers'
money flying across Australia to appear in support
of particular eases.

Mrs Henderson: You should be ashamed.

Mr MacKINNON: I am pleased the member
has made that statement on behalf of her Govern-
ment. The member for Gosnells also tried to indi-
cate that we do not understand the case being
made or the redundancy agreement. We quite

clearly understand that position, and as I have
indicated before, so does the community.

To illustrate, let me quote some correspondence
I have had from constituents concerning this par-
ticular agreement. The first letter happens to be
from an insurance broker, and he indicates as fol-
lows-

My own personal thoughts relate mainly to
the young seeking employment. How the
Labor Government can expect employers to
appoint young permanent staff under such
socialist conditions is beyond my comprehen-
sion.

Mr Pearce: Are you going to table that letter?
Mr MacKINNON: I have taken the precaution

of cutting the top and bottom off the letter to
protect the names of the people concerned. If the
Minister wants to look at the letter afterwards
with their names and addresses I shall be happy to
let him have a look. This insurance broker is
clearly indicating his concern in two areas: Firstly,
the impact it will have on the young unemployed
in this State, and secondly, how it will lead, be-
cause of the wording of this agreement, to a large-
scale increase in the employment of casual em-
ployees rather than permanents.

A small insulation company in my electorate
says this-

It is also interesting to note that our em-
ployees, albeit only three in number, support
your campaign.

That is our campaign of opposition.
The employees in this State understand the im-

plications of this agreement and are willing to
stand up and be counted along with those
hundreds of thousands in small businesses in this
State.

Mr Pearce: You mean three of them?
Mr NMacKiNNON: A health club proprietor

says this-

I support all your statements on its impli-
cations and suggest that if it becomes law it
will be just another nail in the coffin for small
business driven by the hand of this Govern-
ment.

The member for Gosnells talks about the trend in
this country for bigger businesses and bigger
unions. As sure as night follows day it will come
true even more quickly with this redundancy
agreement which will not encourage the develop-
ment of small business.

A supermarket employer says this-
It shows to us how little the Government

understands about the difficulty of investors
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getting a proper reward for investing in indus-
try.

A very successful manufacturer who exports to all
States in Australia and overseas, and employs
almost 30 people, says this-

We regard our industry as one of the
"backbones" of the country; but if such hid-
den costs as six weeks notice of termination,
union consultation and eight weeks redun-
dancy pay arc successfully introduced, our
very survival must be considered in jeopardy.

This is a manufacturer who clearly understands
how and why it is that he has to maintain export
competitiveness both interstate and overseas.

Mrs Henderson interjected.

Mr MacKINNON: The member had better
speak up because I cannot hear her.

The next comes from a company associated
with the electronics industry. This letter says-

This company, along with many others,
would be made insolvent should it be required
to outlay the sums as indicated and could
therefore no longer have any control of it's
staff situation. I have no doubt that this as-
pect. if not the intention of the Labor Govern-
ment, is for them a fortunate side effect of it's
proposals.

Mr Clarko: If you cannot afford to lire them
you cannot afford to take them on.

Mr MacKINNON: One cannot afford to fire
them; one cannot afford to take them on. In fact
that was the cartoon on the front page of The
Australian on the day this decision was handed
down. That was supposed to be a joke, a very sick
joke, which this Government is supporting.

I left the worst letter, in my opinion, to last.
This is a handwritten letter from a chemist in my
electorate, a small businessman, who says this-

I have taken action myself regarding this
report-I have sacked a junior worker who
was employed full time and replaced her with
a senior "casual". I know this is only a drop
in the ocean as far as unemployment is con-
cerned but if my case is adopted by all small
businesses then unemployment for the young
is going to snowball at an alarming rate.

There is one employer who, whether this Govern-
ment likes it or not, is concerned about the impact
that this agreement will have on his business; who
is concerned enough to take that action and one
young person's job has now been sacrificed by this
Government.

Mrs Henderson interjected.

Mr MacKIN NON: By this Government's sup-
porting that sort of action.

Finally, that great home of conservatism, the
Cockburn City Council-

Mr Pearce: It is hardly that.

Mr MacK INNON: The Minister does know the
Cockburn City Council. Nearly every member of
that council would be a supporter of the Govern-
ment, although probably one or two may not be. I
can discuss that with the Minister later, but the
Cockburn City Council finance committee, on 21
August 1 984, resolved that the council support the
Confederation of Western Australian Industry in
its opposition to the introduction of the job secur-
ity case into all Federal awards. If that council has
any political bias in any way-and I am not saying
it has-it would not favour our side of po'litics.
Here it is expressing its concern about the impli-
cations of that agreement for its councillors, em-
ployees, and ratepayers.

In conclusion it seems passing strange to me
that the Deputy Premier, the Minister for Min-
erals and Energy, the Premier, and other members
of the Government are actually standing up and
stating that they are very happy to support this
agreement; they were happy to be able to inter-
vene in that case when it was being held federally,
and when the Treasurer, in his Budget speech, had
the absolute gall to say this-

The impact of non-wage labour costs is one
factor which has concerned the Government
for some time, particularly in relation to the
employment of apprentices.

Mr Speaker, if this Government has any concern
whatsoever about non-wage labour costs or on-
costs , which the next paragraph of the Premier's
speech deals with, it must support this motion.

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

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Coyne
Mr Crane

Mr Barnett
Mrs Beggs
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
M r Davies
M r Evans
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Hodge

Ayes 10
Mr Peter Jones
M r Laura ne
Mr MacKininon
Mr Mensarus
M r Williams

Noes 20
M r Tom Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Parker
M r Pearce
M r Read
Mr D. L. Smith
M r P.1J. Smith
"Mr 1. F. To ylor
Mrs Watkins
Mr Gordon Hill

(Teller)

(Toiler)
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Pairs
Noes

Mr Wilson
M r Bryce
Mr Bertram
Mr Terry Burke
Mr Bateman
M r Jamnieson
Mr Troy
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Tonkin

Question thus negatived.
Motion defeated.

ACTS AMENDMENT AND REPEAL
(INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS) BILL (No. 2)

Receipt and First Reading
Bill received from the Council; and, on motion

by Mr Parker (Minister for Minerals and En-
ergy), read a first timne.

ORD RIVER DAM CATCHMENT AREA
(STRAYING CATTLE) AMENDMENT BILL

Returned
Bill returned from the Council without amend-

men t.
House adjourned at 1.,04 p.m.
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Ayes

M r Thom pson
Mr Grayden
Mr McNee
Mr Tubby
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Spriggs
Mr Old
Mr Stephens
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

TOURISM: INDUSTRY
Investment

1153. Mr MacKINNON, to thePremier:
Will he list for me the $1 200 million of
projected tourist industry investment to
which he refers on page 4 of his Budget
speech?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

A list of proposed tourism developments
is tabled herewith.

The list was tabled (see paper No.
218).

STATE FINANCE: CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND:
Education: Schools

1165. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Education:

Will he advise for the following schools
the details of-
(a) capital works;
(b) maintenance works,

this financial year for-
(i) Karragullen Primary School;

(ii) Roleystone District High
School;

(iii) Roleystone Primary School;,
- (iv) Kelmscott Primary School;

(v) Clifton Hills Pri mary
School;

(vi) Kelrnscott Senior High
School;

(vii) Kingsley Primary School;
(viii) Armadale Primary School;
(ix) Forrestdiale Primary School;
(x) Oakford Primary School;

(xi) Armadale Senior High
School;

(xii) Byford Primary School;
(xiii) Mundijong Primary School;
(xiv) Jarrahdale Primary School;
(xv) Serpentine Primary School;

(xvi) North Dandalup Primary
School;

(vii) Dwellingup Primary School;

(xviii) Boddington District High
School;
(xix) Boddington Primary School;
(xx) Wandering Primary School?

Mr

(a)

PEARCE replied:

Capital works

Capital works are to be commenced or
are in progress at-

(i) Karragullen Primary School which
is to have a demountable room
provided for use as a library.

(i i) Roleystone District High School is
to have the next stage of develop-
ment. Manual arts, home econ-
omics, art/crafts, administration
additions; staff facilities and four
general teaching areas with
associated facilities are included.

(iii) Roleystone Primary School will
have a covered area constructed and
modifications made to the
administration area.

(vi) Kelmscott Senior High School is to
have a store shed replaced.

(vii) The administration upgrade at the
Kingsley Primary School is in prog-
ress.

(ix) The Forrestdale Primary School
will be provided with a library.

(x) A replacement site for the Oakford
school is to be purchased and the
school relocated.

No work is scheduled in the 1984-85
capital works programme for-
(iv) Kelmscott Primary
(v) Clifton Hills Primary

(viii) Armadale Primary
(xi) Armadale Senior High School

(xii) Byford Primary
(xiii) Mundijong Primary
(xiv) .Iarrahdale Primary
(xv) Serpentine Primary

(xvi) North Dandalup Primary
(xvii) Owellingup Primary

(xviii) and (xix) Boddington District High
(xx) Wandering Primary.

(b) Maintenance works
Repairs and renovations are listed by the
Public Works Department. Information
supplied by the Minister for Works is as
follows-

(i) No
(ii) nil
(iii) paving Completed ($3 200)
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(iv) proposed internal repairs and reno-
vations

(v)
(vi)

nil
proposed internal and external re-
pairs and renovations to part of the
school

(vii) nil
(viii) nil

(ix) proposed internal and external re-
pairs and renovations

(x) nil
(xi) proposed part internal repairs and

renovations
(xii) proposed reseal of paving

(xiii) pre-primary-proposed external
and internal repairs and renovations

(xiv) proposed external repairs and reno-
vations

(xv) nil
(xvi) nil

(xvii) nil
(xviii) nil
(xix) nil
(xx) repairs and renovations in progress

Note:
(i) Proposed repairs and renovations

are subject to availability of funds.
(ii) Cost estimates for the proposed

work cannot be given at this stage
as their public knowledge may
prejudice tender results.

TOURISM
Nanga and Peron Peninsulas

1181. Dr DADOUR. to the Premier:
(1) (a) Does the Government have a plan

for the development of the tourist
industry of the Peron and Nanga
peninsulas;

(b) if so, will he table a copy of that
plan?

(2) If no such plan is in existence, can he
assure this House that any development
of the peninsulas will occur in accord-
ance with National Parks Authority
management policies?

(3) In particular, can he assure this House
that, as a long-term objective, the im-
portant Monkey Mia area will be
managed as a day use only area?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(I) (a) No;

(b) see(l)(a).
(2) The Department of Conservation and

Environment is currently assisting con-
sultants to the Shire of Shark Bay in the
preparation of a town planning scheme
which will include consideration of
potential tourist requirements. This plan
is intended 10 complement the eventual
declaration of the Shark Bay area as a
national park in accordance with EPA
recommendation 9.1.4 of 1976.

(3) Refer to (2) above.

STATE FINANCE: CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND

Tourism Commission: Grants and Subsidies
1185. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:

Will he list for me the grants and
subsidies made by the Tourism Com-
mission during the year ended 30 June
1984 to the total of $495 036 as listed in
the Consolidated Revenue Fund esti-
mates?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
A list of grants and subsidies is tabled
herewith.
The paper was tabled (see paper No.
219).

1186. Postponed.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT: WESTERN
AUSTRALIAN DEVELOPMENT

CORPORATION
Money Alarket Operation: Expertise

1206. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:
(1) What expertise does the Western

Australian Development Corporation
have in the running of a large money
market operation?

(2) Who is responsible for managing the
Western Australian Development Cor-
poration's Treasury operation?

(3) What is his/her experience in managing
a corporate Treasury and a short-term
money market book?

(4) (a) Is the Government considering the
Western Australian Development
Corporation's Treasury manage-
ment to take over the Government's
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short-term money market oper-
at ions;

(b) if "No", will it establish a new
money market operation within the
Western Australian Development
Corporation?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) It is not the Government's intention to
disclose confidential information on the
commercial operations of the Western
Australian Development Corporation.

(2) The import of "the Western Australian
Development Corporation's Treasury op-
eration" is not clear from the member's
question. However, under the WADC
Act, the board and management would
have ultimate responsibility for the in-
vestment activities of the corporation.

(3) The expertise and experience of senior
staff engaged by the corporation would
need to satisfy the requirements of the
Board of the WADC as provided in sec-
tion 15 of the Act.

(4) The Government is considering a com-
mercial proposal from the WADC on the
investment of Treasury cash surpluses.
However, it should be clearly understood
that should such a proposal be adopted
the arrangements would not include tra-
ditional Treasury activities such as the
administration of the Government's daily
cash flows, acting as an intermediary to
the State's departments and agencies or
any direct involvement in the activities of
the Central Borrowing Authority.
The administrative and managerial con-
trol of these activities are quite properly
the primary responsibility of the
Treasury Department and its officers.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT: WESTERN
AUSTRALIAN DEVELOPMENT

CORPORATION ACT:
"Temporary Purposes" Definition

1207. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:
Does the definition of "temporary pur-
poses" in the Western Australian Devel-
opment Corporation Act allow for the
Western Australian Development Cor-
poration to borrow large sums from the
State Treasury on an unsecured basis?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

The member is referred to Standing Or-
der No. 106 of the Legislative Assembly

concerning questions seeking an ex-
pression of opinion and an interpretation
of the law.

STATE FINANCE: TREASURY

Short-term Funds: WA DC
1212. Mr COURT, to the Treasurer:

(1) Why Will the Western Australian Devel-
opment Corporation be able to earn an
additional 1.5 per cent return on the
Treasury's short-term funds if the West-
ern Australian Development Corpor-
ation will continue to invest these funds
in~ accordance with the Public Moneys
Investment Act 1981 ?

(2) Why is not the Treasury earning this
additional revenue now?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) Press reports that the WADC
will earn an additional 1.5 per cent re-
turn on the investment of Treasury cash
balances are speculative.

TRAFFIC: NOISE
Wattle Grove

1216. Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister for
Transport:

In view of the noise nuisance factor af-
fecting residents in the Wattle Grove
area plus a heavy haulage build-up in the
same district, when will construction of
the Roe Freeway be commenced in order
to carry traffic from Gosnells/Beeehboro
Road to Welshpool Road?

Mr GRILL replied:
A request for funding of this section of
Roe Highway from the Australian bicen-
ten niaq IToad development programme
has been submitted to the Common-
wealth Government. On current indi-
cations work could start in 1987.

CHARITABLE COLLECTIONS ACT
Review

1217. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Administrative
Services:

1I) What is the progress of the review of the
Charitable Collections Act inititated
some years ago?

(2) What action is currently being taken?
(3) Is the Act considered to be adequate?
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Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) and (2) The Minister has requested the

charitable collections advisory com-
mittee to review the Act.

(3) No,

ABATTOI RS.
Meat Inspection

1218. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Health:
(1) (a) Is it planned that a State-wide meat

inspection is to be introduced;
(b) if "Yes", when is it envisaged that

this plan will be implemented?
(2) Will it then be necessary for all local

authorities to employ an officer with
meat inspection qualifications?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) (a) Meat inspection services are State-

wide except for those referred to in
question 1219;

(b) it is assumed the member is refer-
ring to Commonwealth proposals
for a single meat inspection system
and this is a matter which is still
under consideration.

(2) This will depend on the outcome of the
considerations referred to in (1) (b).

ABATTOIRS
Country A bat toirs

1219. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Health:
Would he please advise the number and
location of country slaughter houses
where there is no provision for meat in-
spection?

Mr HODGE replied:
Nine country slaughter houses are not
provided with a meat inspection service
due to intermittent minor slaughtering
for local consumption.
Loca tions:-Broome, Corrigin, Darkan,
Halls Creek, Kellerberrin, Kondinin,
Lake Grace, Mukinbudin, Quairading.

BUSINESSES
Small Business Development Corporation

1220. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Industrial Development:

What advice has the Small Business De-
velopment Corporation given the
Government on the recent "job security"

decision handed down by the arbitration
commission?

Mr BRYCE replied:

The corporation is considering the impli-
cation of the decision in detail, is seeking
opinion from throughout the small busi-
ness sector and will be advising the Min-
ister in due course.

BUSINESSES
Small Business Development Corporation

1221. Mr COURT, to the Minister Car
Industrial Development:

Does the Small Business Development
Corporation advise small businesses on
industrial relations matters?

Mr BRYCE replied:

No. Inquiries on this subject are referred
to the appropriate organisations.

A BATTO IRS: ROOBB J ETTY

Bone-Stock Building

1222. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Agriculture:

What work is scheduled for the develop-
ment of the bone-stock building at Robb
Jetty?

Mr EVANS replied:
No work is scheduled for the develop-
ment of the bone-stock building at Robb
Jetty. This matter may be further
examined after the Government has con-
sidered the final report of the committee
oF inquiry into the meat industry.

FISHERI ES
Swan-Canning Estuary

1223. Mr TRETHOWAN, to the Minister for
Fisheries and Wildlife:

(1) Referring to his reply to my question 664
of 18 September 1984, which indicated
he would shortly receive the report of the
working group on the Swan Canning es-
tuary fishery, has he now received the
report?

(2) If not, when does he expect to receive it?

Mr EVANS replied:

(1) No.

(2) The report has been completed. It is cur-
rently with the Government Printer for
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printing. I anticipate receiving the report
early next month.

PORTS AND HARBOURS,
Marinas: Swan River

1224. Mr TRETHOWAN, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) What processes have to be completed be-

fore anyone in either a private or com-
mercial capacity is able to receive per-
mission to build a-
(a) jetty;
(b) marina;or
(c) mooring,
in the Swan Rivcr adjacent to their prop-
erty?

(2) What departments or statutory
authorities would be involved in any of
the processes outlined in the answer to
(I)?

(3) What avenues of appeal or public consul-
tation are available in the processes
outlined in answer to (1)?

(4) With whom does the final decision rest
in relation to the building of a-
(a) jetty;
(b) mnarina; or
(c) mooring,
on the Swan River?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) (a) (i) The issue of a licence pursuant

to the provisions of the Jetties
Act 1926;

(ii) the issue of a licence pursuant
to the provisions of the water-
ways conservation regulations.
However, in practice the issue
of a licence pursuant to the Jet-
tics Act is accepted as com-
pliance with this requirement;,

(iii) Metropolitan Region Planning
Authority approval to com-
mence development;

(iv) East Fremantle Town Council
when the development is within
that council's municipal dis-
trict.

(b) As in (a) above plus an environmen-
tal impact study.

(c) Approval from the Department of
Marine and Harbours in accordance
with the navigable waters regu-
lations and the issue of a mooring

area licence pursuant to the pro-
visions of the Western Australian
Marine Act.

(2) Department of Marine and Harbours,
Swan River Management Authority,
Metropolitan Region Planning
Authority, Department of Conservation
and Environment, East Fremantle Town
Council when applicable and, if the de-
velopment is in a particular area of the
Swan River, the Perth Waters and
Burswood Island foreshore advisory
committee and the Perth central area
technical advisory committee are
required to be consulted.

(3) With respect to the issue of a licence
pursuant to the Jetties Act, there is no
statutory avenue of appeal available.
However, in practice any appeal is given
consideration by me. I am not in a
position to comment on appeal or public
consultation procedures available in re-
spect of legislation administered by other
Ministers.

(4) (a) and (b) The final decision as to the
issue of a licence pursuant to the
Jetties Act and the Western
Australian Marine Act rests with
me. Such licences would not be
issued unless all other approvals
necessary had been obtained.

(c) Me, as the Minister for Transport.

POLICE: CRIME
Assaults

1225. Mr TRETHOWAN, to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services:
(1) How many assaults were reported as

having occurred in each of the years-
(a) 1979;
(b) 1980;
(c) 1981:
(d) 1982;and
(e) 1983?

(2) How many assaults have been reported
so far this year?

(3) How many sexual assaults were reported
as having occurred in each of the years-
(a) 1979;
(b) 1980;
(c) 198l1;
(d) l982;and
(e) 1983?
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(4) How many sexual assaults have been
reported so far this year?

(5) What is the percentage in-
crease/decrease between each of the
years-
(a) 1979;
(b) 1980;
(c) 1981;
(d) 1982;and
(e) 1983,
for both assaults and sexual assaults
reported?

Mr CARR replied:
(I) (a) 2668;

(b) 3252;
(c) 2992;
(d) 3854;
(c) 4182.

(2) 3316.
(3) (a) 110;

(b) 124;
(c) 183;
(d) 160;
(e) 228.

(4) 195.
(5) (a) 26.2 per cent inerease-6 per cent

decrease;
(b) 21.9 per cent inerease-12.7 per

cent increase;
(c) 8.0 per cent decrease-47.6 per cent

increase;
(d) 28.8 per cent increase-]l2.6 per

cent decrease;
(e) 8.5 per cent increase-42.5 per cent

increase.

Information above relates to each calen-
dlar year.

ELECTORAL
Rolls

1226. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister ror
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:

Will the process to be introduced as a
result of the enactment of the amending
Bill to the Election of Senators Act allow
members of the State Parliament to have
access to the addresses of their constitu-
ents which were deleted from the roll?

Mr TONKIN replied:
There is no process contemplated in the
amending Bill to the Election of Senators
Act which touches upon access to the
addresses of electors deleted from the
rolls.

WATER RESOURCES: METROPOLITAN
WATER AUTHORITY
Workers' Compensation

1227, Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

(a) Has a decision been reached by the
Metropolitan Water Authority regard-
ing workers' compensation self-in-
surance;

(b) if so, would he please give details of the
scheme;

(c) if not, would he explain why is it that
after years of various studies this import-
ant matter has not yet been decided?

M rTON KIN replied:
(a) No.

(b) Not applicable.
(c) The board of the authority has deferred

further consideration of self-insurance
for workers' compensation until Govern-
ment policy on a sole management auth-
ority for workers' compensation in-
surance is finalised.
In the meantime the authority has ac-
tively pursued important management
initiatives to reduce the incidence and
cost of workers' compensation. This will
have a direct effect on the insurance pre-
miums payable in future years.

WATER RESOURCES; METROPOLITAN
WATER AUTHORITY

Retrenchments

1228. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

In view of the answers given by him to
parliamentary questions, is he now in a
position to describe the conditions of re-
trenchments-which for good measure
have been described as a voluntary sever-
ance scheme-planned within the wages
and employees of the Metropolitan
Water Authority?

Mr TON KIN replied:
No, I am still discussing the details of
the implementation of the scheme with
the unions involved.
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WATER RESOURCES: METROPOLITAN
WATER AUTHORITY

Maintenance
1229. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for

Water Resources:
(1) Is there any maintenance work

pertaining to the Metropolitan Water
Authority which has not been executed
within the originally planned and due
date?

(2) If so. what is the value of such
aeccumulated postponed maintenance
work, separately as to--
(a) water:
(b) sewerage; and
(c) drainage services?

M rTON K IN replied:
(1) As at 30 June 1984. there was some pre-

vcntive maintenance work originally
planned for the 1 983-84 year which had
not been completed. This is not unusual
and is no cause for concern.

(2) The maintenance equalisation provision,
which includes an allocation for incom-
plete maintenance at the end of the
financial year and an allocation for cycli-
cal maintenance where the actual cost I .s
not incurred annually, as at 30 June
1984 was-
(a) $2 565 000;
(b) $2 869 000;
(c) $202 000.

WATER RESOURCES: METROPOLITAN
WATER AUTHORITY

Assets
1230. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for

Water Resources:
(1) Have the amounts to be spent for invest-

ment in the Metropolitan Water Auth-
ority assets for 1984-85 been decided
yet?

(2) 1Irso, would he give these amounts separ-
ately for-
(a) water;
(b) sewerage;
(c) drainage; and

(d) general purposes?

Mr TON KIN replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) (a) $22.2 million;

(b) $35.8 million;
(c) $1 .6 million;
(d) $23.4 million.

STATE FINANCE: CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND

Metropolitan Water Authority

1231. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

In setting the amounts for the Metropoli-
tan Water Authority's 1984-85 capital
programme, has the project expenditure
been calculated with "minimal" or
1current" mufll sewerage programme?

Mr TONKIN replied:
In setting the budget for its 1984-85
capital works programme the authority
has provided for a reduced level of infill
sewerage works. The total programme
allows some flexibility to accommodate
the actual timing of final inil! sewerage
approvals, planned reductions in the
work force, etc.

STATE FINANCE: CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND

Metropolitan Water Authority

1232. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

(1) (a) Have the 1984-85 depreciation rates
to be used for internal financing
reached the maximum projected
percentage on replacement value of
assets with the Metropolitan Water
Authority;

(b) if not, why was the decision taken
not to increase this rate to the same
gradual extent and within the same
time frame as previously decided
and mentioned in subsequent five-
year development plans?

(2) In any event, what is the depreciation
rate for 1984-85 on replacement value of
assets and, if not uniform, separately,
pertaining to-
(a) water;

(b) sewerage; and
(c) drainage services?

MrTONK IN replied:
(1) (a) The authority's Budget estimates

for 1984-85 include a provision for
depreciation based on the Cull cur-
rent cost replacement value of
assets, with a rebate factor to allow
for considerations such as techno-
logical advancements, obsolescence,
etc.

(b) not applicable.
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(2) Studies to date have shown that, for the
authority's assets, appropriate average
depreciation rates are:

(a) 1.9 per cent for water assets;

(b) 2.3 per cent for sewerage assets;

(c) 1 .5 per cent for drainage assets;

and these rates were used for calculating
the budget depreciation provision for
1984-8 5.

STATE FINANCE: GENERAL LOAN FUND
Metropolitan Water Authority

1233. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

What was the total indebtedness of the
Metropolitan Water Authority as at 30
June 1984 for Government-sourced Gen-
eral Loan Funds, for private borrowings
(inc' luding public loans) and other (if
any) categories in each of the last 10
financial years?

M r TON K IN replied:

METROPOLITAN WATER AUTHORITY INDEBTEDNESS

C.L.F
Publipc & Private
Cwlth Sewer

C.L.K
Public & Private
Cwlih Sewer

30/184
304 387 247
2003 J1 700
28 74 2736

30/6/ 77
196 51432
49606216
295308702

30/6/83
37880 380

178340536
28 83922

3016/76
I 514

40 763248
23 428499

30/6/82
301 596746
15493.5276
29016246

30/6/71

30803989
1S 124003

30/6/81
28q4622017
1 31 013 145
29 134 865

30/6/74
147 848 507
22 586 244
3 800 000

30/6/90
263 023 Sti
105 365 394
29242837

30/6/79
24090543
70616 71 5
193 41 119

30/6/78
226494 540
60533940
29430 580

STATE FINANCE: GENERAL LOAN FUND
Mfetropolitan Water Authority

1234. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

What was the amount paid as interest by
Lhe Metropolitan Water Authority on
various loans outstanding during the
financial year 1983-84?

M rTON K IN repl ied:
Interest Paid 1983-84
General Loan Fund

Public & Private Loans

Commonwealth Sewerage

TOTAL

31 707 648

22061 866

2807514

56 577 028

WATER RESOURCES: METROPOLITAN
WATER AUTHORITY

Developers

1235. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

What was the total contribution by
developers for headworks to the Metro-
politan Water Authority (whether
performed by the developers or by the
Metropolitan Water Authority for them)
during the financial year 1984-85?

M rTON K IN repl ied:

Headworks Contributions
1983-84

$7 698 728

TRANSPORT: RAILWAYS

Western A ustralian Government Railways
Cornmission

1236. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) With regard to the S223 500000
estimated revenue of the Western
Australian Government Railways Com-
mission, what estimated grain tonnage
has been used in determining revenue es-
timates?

(2) What is estimated income from-
(a) grain;
(b) fertiliser;
(e) coa%
(d) alumina;
(c) minerals, other than coal and

alumina;
(f) other freight;
(g) other sources of income?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) 4.2 million tonnes.
(2) (a) £68.25 million;

(b) $6.93 million;
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(c) 5 12.905 million;
(d) $1 5.08 million;
(e) $30,817 million;

(f) $63.13 million;

(g) 147.888 million.
These figures represent income and total
$245.0 million or $21.5 million in excess
of the revenue-cash collect ion-figu re
mentioned in (1). The difference is due
to the treatment of the recoup from the
MTT-S25 .2 million-and variations in
the level of outstanding revenue at the
close of the year.

MINERALS: GOLD
Financial Assistance

1237. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) Has the Government provided any

financial assistance to existing or newly
developing gold mining operations in
Western Australia since 1 July 1984?

(2) If "Yes", was the assistance by way of-

(a) loan guarantee;

(b) cash advance;

(c) interest subsidy;
(d) any other form of assistance?

(3) If the answer to (1) is "Yes", what per-
sons or companies have been assisted?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

(3) Not applicable.

MINERALS GOLD
Dust Problems

1238. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) Is he aware of dust problems at Cue

arising from mining and crushing oper-
ations?

(2) (a) Has he received any approaches ex-
pressing concern on this matter;

(b) if so, what action has been taken or
is proposed?

Mr PARKER replied:

(I) Yes
(2) (a) Yes;

(b) I have written to the President of
the Cue Shire Council suggesting
that he consider setting up a com-
mittee similar to the Goldfields
Dust Abatement Committee-.
(Kalgoorlie and Boulder) to
evaluate the dust problem in the
Cue area and to recommend appro-
priate remedial measures. The
Mines Department is prepared to
nominate a representative to such a
committee and to impose any
special conditions on mining ten-
ements that may be considered
necessary.

ROAD
Farrington Road

1239. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) What action is he taking to ensure the
Farrington Road situation is not re-
peated on other road construction pro-
jects in Western Australia, and that he
does not again give an assurance on en-
vironmental significance to the Com-
monwealth Government that is incor-
rect?

(2) Did the application for funding for
Farrington Road include the construc-
tion of Bibra Drive through Roe
Swamp?

(3) What action is now being taken to en-
sure the Roe Highway does not intrude
int, or traverse, the Roe Swamp and the
North Lake wetlands?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) All road projects are assessed for en-
vironmental significance prior to ap-
p roval to commence work. If significant
issues are identified the projects are re-
ferred to the Department of Conser-
vation and Environment. This was the
case with Farrington Road and the En-
vironmental Protection Authority gave a
clearance prior to the Cockburn City
Council being authorised to proceed with
the works.

(2) Yes.

(3) The alignment of the Roe Highway will
be reviewed to ensure that it does not
destroy environmentally significant
a rea s.
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ENVIRONMENT: ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AUTHORITY
Farrington Road: Report No. 179

1240. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
the Environment:

()What further action is he proposing fol-
lowing the release of Report No. 179
relating to Farrington Road?

(2) What consideration is the Government
giving to ensuring all Government
agencies comply with the same level of
environmental assessment as applies to
non-Government agencies and bodies?

(3) Will he table copies of the letters re-
ferred to in the report appendix and
listed at the back of the report as "List
of Attachments in Appendix"?

Mr DAVIES replied:
(I) The EPA has completed its advice and

no further action is required of it. 1 re-
mind the member that the only role of
the authority is to give advice to the
Government. However, the department
has offered to advise the Cockburn
Council on minimising damage to the
wetland during the construction of the
road, and I understand that council has
accepted that offer in addition to ap-
pointing its own environmental consult-
ant.

(2) The Government is currently preparing
legislation which will give the EPA the
necessary powers to require referral of
projects likely to have a detrimental ef-
fect on the environment. rhis will apply
equally to both Government and non-
Government agencies.

(3) No, because this appendix includes
internal departmental memoranda of a
confidential nature. However, if the
member indicates any item on which he
would like further information, I will be
happy to consider his request.

ENVIRONMENT: SYSTEM 6
Reports

1241. Mr PETER JONES. to the Premier:

(1) (a) Did he give an assurance when re-
leasing the System 6 'Red Book" in
May 1984 that there would be con-
siderable and ongoing public in-
volvement and consultation:

(b) if so, why was recommendlation
M93.3 reversed without the
promised consultation?

(2) Will he ensure no further
recommendations are changed without
public involvement and consultation as
he promised and undertook would occur?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) I refer the member to the reply
to question 11 78 asked in the Legislative
Assembly on 16 October 1984.

STATE FINANCE: CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND

American Liaison Activities

1242. Mr PETER JONES, to the Treasurer:
(1) With regard to the Estimates of Revenue

and Expenditure for 1984-85, what are
the precise details of the allocation of
$152 000 appearing under Item 10 in
division 4 on page 35?

(2) For what detailed purposes has $80 000
been allocated for "American Liaison
Activities"?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) See answer to question 1162.

STATE FINANCE: CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND

Perth Mint

1243. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) With regard to the Perth Mint, what

funds are proposed to be expended in
capital, during 1984-85?

(2) What are the details of the Consolidated
Revenue Fund allocation for the Mint in
1984-8 5?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) No amount is specifically budgeted for

capital works at the present time. Pro-
posals have been received for redevelop-
ment, but as yet, no decision has been
reached.

(2) The Perth Mint has received no allo-
cation from the Consolidated Revenue
Fund in 1984-85.

1244. Postponed.

2588



[Wednesday, 17 October 1984) 58

STATE FINANCE: CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND

W.A. Mining and Petrol Research Institute

1245. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) In the 1984-85 Consolidated Revenue

Fund Budget Estimates, what Budget al-
location has been made for the Western
Australian Mining and Petroleum Re-
search I nstitute?

(2) What amount within the allocation is
estimated for administration purposes?

(3) What are the specific expenditure items
for the balance of the allocation?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) $300 000.
(2) $36 000.
(3) Maintaining funding to already ap-

proved projects and providing for new
projects.

STATE FINANCE: CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND
Mines Department

1246. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

(1) Within the 1984-95 Consolidated Rev-
enue Fund allocation for the Mines De-
partment, what allocation has been made
for expanding the computer capacity
within the department?

(2) What are the details of 1 1 369 000 under
Item 4on page 151!?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) $255 000.
(2) This item covers the diamond valuer,

mineral revenues inquiry. computing and
other administrative services.

STATE FINANCE: CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND

Mines Department
1247. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for

Minerals and Energy:

(1) With regard to the estimated income
from the Mines Department of
$1 832 000 appearing on page 17 of the
Consolidated Revenue Fund Estimates,
for what reason is the estimate so much
greater than the actual revenue received
in 1983-84?

(2) From what sources is the revenue
generated?

Mr PARKER replied:
(I) It is expected that there will be an in-

crease in applications for exemptions
from tenement expenditure requirements
with a corresponding increase in appli-
cation fees, coupled with an increase in
the level of fees in some areas to reflect
increases in administration costs.

(2) Registration, surveys and mapping and
geological survey.

STATE FINANCE: CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND

Minerals and Energy

1248. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) With regard to the increased revenue

accruing from 'lease and other rentals"
appearing in the Consolidated Revenue
Fund Estimates, what are the details of
the revenue amounting to $20.200
million?

(2) For what reason is an increase from
$ 14 960 987 being estimated?

(3) What are the precise details of "other
rentals"?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) The amount of 520.200 million is made

up from leases and other rentals under
the Mining Act, the petroleum Acts and
the various agreement Acts.

(2) First year payments of additional rentals
on iron ore shipments under the Mt.
Newman agreement and increased
rentals on prospecting licences and ex-
ploration licences under the Mining Act.

(3) The term "other rentals" refers to
rentals on mining titles that are other
than leases, e.g. exploration and
prospecting licenees. etc.

MINERALS: GOLD
Royalties

1249. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(I) At whose request, or on whose authority

did the Deputy Director of the Depart-
ment of Resources Development, Mr K.
Willett, prepare a submission on mineral
revenues, which includes suggested ar-
rangements for a State royalty on gold?

(2) What submissions have been made by
the Government, or any officer or de-
partment to the Bradley inquiry into
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mineral revenues in support or Mr
Willett's paper?

(3) Does the Government accept Mr
Willett's paper as a basis for policy on
this issue?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Internal papers are regularly prepared

within departments on a variety of policy
issues. Any work carried out by Mr
Willett in connection with mineral rev-
enues in general, or gold in particular,
would fall into that category.

(2) None.
(3) No.

STATE FINANCE: GENERAL LOAN FUND
Metropolitan Transport Trust

1250. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Transport;
(1) With regard to the allocation for the

Metropolitan (Perth) Passenger
Transport Trust, appearing on page 28
of the General Loan Fund Estimates of
Expenditure, what are the details of the
$4 798 000 allocated for expansion of
buses?

(2) For what reason and benefit is $880 000
allocated (or two-way radios?

(3) What are the details of the 3679 000
allocated for new equipment and ve-
hicles?

Mr GRILL replied:

(1) 14 buses ABRD
10 Mini Buses ABRD*
12 Line Buses ABRD

1$500
1500000

2 448 000

$4 798 000

*Not yet approved by Commonwealth.

(2) This is a works in progress item. Benefits
are-

(i) Enhanced operational control
(ii) Improved schedule adherence
(iii) Better public relations
(iv) Improved management/starr re-

lationship
-silent alarm (safety of driver)
-greater involvement in service op-
erations.

(v) Reduced operating costs.

(3) New Equipment and Vehicles $679 000
Work in Progress$

Materials Handling Equip-
ment
Parts Cleaning Machine
Air Compressor
Guillotines and Folders
Storage Shelves and Racks
New Works
Microcomputers
PABX-Xensington Street
Motor Vehicles for replace-
ment
Chassis Cleaning Machine
Bus Washing Ma-
chi ne-Joondalup
Fork Lift Truck
Exhaust Fume Extraction
System

15000
10000
8 000

19000
20 000

28000
35000

350000
60000

72000
21I000

41 000

$679000

STATE FINANCE: GENERAL LOAN FUND

Western Australian Coastal Shipping Commission

1251. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) With regard to the allocation to the
Western Australian Coastal Shipping
Commission from the General Loan
Fund, for what purpose and on what ad-
vice is it proposed to spend $235 000 on
a computer?

(2) What are the details of the $1 000 000
allocated for the Head Office building at
North Quay?

(3) What are the details of the allocation of
$150 000 for minor works?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Following preliminary studies by Arthur

Andersen and Co. and by reference to
the Government Computing Policy Com-
mittee, Stateships has decided to proceed
with the installation of a computer. This
equipment will enhance both efficiency
and management decision-making capa-
bilities. A capital evaluation submitted
by Stateships to the Co-ordinator Gen-
eral of Transport was subsequently
recommended to and authorised by the
Minister for Transport.
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(2) Stateships is to relocate the management
and administrative staff from the current
location in Fremantle to the more func-
tional location at the commission's
terminal at north quay. The cost of the
new office space in the terminal area will
bc funded from the sale of the existing
premises in Fremantle.

(3) This a lloca tion of $150 000 is for cargo
working equipment and other operating
contingency items if incurred.

TRANSPORT: RAILWAYS

Western Australian Government Railways
Commission

1252. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Having regard to the proposed capital

expenditure by the Western Australian
Government Railways Commission,
what are the details and location of
the-
(a) $2.579 million allocated for track

renewals;
(b) $1.143 million allocated for bridge

replacement;
(c) $786 000 allocated (or employee ac-

commoda tion?
(2) On what stations is it proposed to expend

$780 000 on improvements?

Mr GRI LL replied:
(1) (a) Track renewals-$ 2 .5 7 9 million.

Track upgrading works on the fol-
lowing sections- $

(i) Wyalkatchem-
Mukinbudin

(ii) Narrogin-
Yilliminning

(iii) Three Springs-
Dongara

(iv) Yilliminning-
Dudinin

In addition there is a pro;
$274 000 for minor up;
works at various locations.

(b) Bridge
million.

replacements

(i) replace bridge at
location 279.304
km on the
Millendon-
Narngulu Railway

405 000

100 000

500 000

(ii) replace bridge at
location 107.39
kmn on the
YilI iminning-West
Merredin Railway
near Corrigin 48 000

(iii) replace bridge at
location 18,065
km on the
Claisebrook-
Bunbury Railway
near Gosnells 435 000

In addition there is a provision of
$543 000 for replacement of minor
bridges and culverts at various lo-
cations.

(c) Employee
$786000

accommodation-

(i) train crew bar-
racks at-Koorda

(ii) mobile train crew
barracks
(transportable
units)

(iii) replace houses,
located at
Narrogin,
Geraldtoa, Wagin,
Merredin,
Kalgoorlie, and
Northam

90000

196 000

500000
(2) As indicated in the answer to question

1163 of 16 October, this is a nominal
Budget entry only. Specific projects will
be defined once socioeconomic and
financial evaluations currently being
undertaken by the MTT, in conjunction
with Westrail, are completed. Implemen-
tation is dependent upon funds being ap-
proved by the Commonwealth under the
Australian bicentennial road develop-
ment trust fund.

300 000 STATE FINANCE: GENERAL LOAN FUND
rision of Western Australian Government Railways
grading Commission

1253. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
-$1 .143 Transport:

$ (1) With regard to the General Loan Fund
allocation to the Western Australian
Government Railways Commission of
$3.416 million for a quarry joint venture,
for what precise details are the funds

117000 required?
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(2) Who are the partners in the quarry joint
venture?

(3) Is the joint venture incorporated,
registered in accordance with appropri-
ate company legislation or partnership
requirements?

(4) For what detailed purposes was
$271 988 expended on a quarry joint
venture in 1983-84?

(5) What arc the precise details of the
estimated revenue and expenditure
involved in the joint venture for each
year from 1984-85 to 1988-89?

(6) What are the precise advantages of
Westrail and its partner(s) being
involved in such a joint venture?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) The funds will be expended on wagon

conversion, sidings, infrastructure, vari-
ous items of unloading and storing
equipment, and a contribution of work-
ing capital required in connection with
the quarry joint venture.

(2) The Western Australian Government
Railways Commission and Quarry In-
dustries Limited.

(3) The joint venture is a company incorpor-
ated in Western Australia under the
name of Western Quarries Pty. Ltd.

(4) The expenditure in 1983-84 represented
Westrail's share of land purchase costs
and some of the establishment costs such
as land transfer fees, site investigation,
and environmental studies.

(5) The net positive impact on Westrail's
profit and loss statement from income
from haulage of stone, share of profits,
and sale of assets, less expenditure for
haulage of stone and interest on funds
invested is expected to be-

yea r I
year 2
year 3
year 4
year 5

(Constant V'000)
850
250
300
650
700

It is anticipated the company will com-
mence operating in July 1985.

(6) The advantages to Quarry Industries
Lid. arc unknown. However, benefits
accruing to Westrail are-

significant additional traffic volume
on rail utilising existing assets and

resources that are currently
underutilised;

sale of 20 surplus rail wagons;

use of existing capacity in the Mid-
land Workshops to convert surplus
iron ore wagons to bottom dis-
charge;
use of capacity at the workshops to
fabricate steeiwork;
rental income from lease of railway
land at Kewdale;
a share in joint venture company
profi ts.

1254. Postponed.

TRANSPORT: METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORT TRUST

Deficits

1255. Mr RUSHTON. to the Minister for
Transport:
(I) What progress is being made towards

containing and reducing the Metropoli-
tan Transport Trust annual deficit?

(2) What action is being taken in this year's
Budget to contain the predicted annual
deficit?

M r G R ILL replied:
(I) The Metropolitan Transport Trust is

developing a five-year corporate plan
which contains specific
objectives-including a financial
objective of obtaining a positive financial
result on the non-social welfare and non-
community service components of the
MVTT's operations. The plan will include
strategies for attainment of this
objective.

(2) The 1994-8 5 capital works programme
contains a large proportion of projects
aimed at earning profits and reducing
costs.
The scrutiny given to proposed capital
expenditure by the Co-ordinator General
of Transport ensures that, in most cases,
the projects are financially viable.
Fare increases in 1984-85 to increase
revenue consistent with increased costs.

Budgetary control will be exercised
throughout the financial year as in pre-
vious years. The MTT's efficiency is
reflected by the fact that it achieves the
lowest operating cost per kilometre of
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any public transport authority in
Australia.
The trust is confident that providing that
no out of the ordinary expenditure oc-
curs, it will be able to work within the
printed budget.

TRANSPORT: FREIGHT
Joint Venture: Assets

1256. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) (a) Did Total West trade at a profit for

the year ended 30 June 1984;
(b) if 'No", what was the amount of

loss for the year?
(2) What asset restructuring took place

when Gascoyne Transport purchased the
Mayne Nickless Ltd. interests in Total
West?

Mr

(1)
GRILL replied:
(a) and (b) The annual accounts are not

yet finalised for the year 30 June
1984, but anticipated loss by the
company will be around $1.5
million.

(2) If the member is referring to capital
structure of the company, then Westrail
and its new partner have each taken out
an additional 450 000 $1 shares. This
represented a cash injection from
Westrail and a business injection from
the other partner.

TRANSPORT

Subsidised Services

1257. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Transport:

What subsidised transport services that
were in place at the time of deregulation
on I July 1982, have reverted to a service
without subsidy or franchise?

Mr G R ILL replied:
The following subsidised (and
franchised) regular road transport ser-
vices have been discontinued since I July
1982- Dt

(1) Albany-Walpole service
(2) Northam pton- Binn u-Balla

service
(3) Newdegate-Ravensthorpe-

Hopetoun service

Da7t82

1-0-82.

1-6-8 3.

(4) El leker- Den mark service

(5) Newdegate-H-olt Rock
service

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: PERTH
COUNCIL

Riverside Drive

1-1-84.

1-7-84.

CITY

1258. Mr RUSHTON, to the Minister for Local
Government:

(1) As parts of Riverside Drive are in urgent
need of resurfacing, will he say what
plans the City of Perth has for this
work?

(2) Is a realignment of Riverside Drive being
planned by the Perth City Council?

Mr CARR replied:

(1) and (2) While it is possible that at some
stage the issues raised in the two ques-
tions might involve the State Govern-
ment, they deal with matters which are
the province of a local council.

I suggest that these questions and ques-
tions of this nature should be directed to
the local council.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOLS
Leeming

1259. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Education:

What facilities will be completed and
available for occupation by students
attending the Leeming High School at
the beginning of the 1986 academic
year?

Mr PEARCE replied:

Planning is for the following to be
completed for the 1986 school year-

administration block
a teaching block
physical education centre
performing arts workshop
home economics
practical arts block
science block
library
canteen and a bookshop
ovals and hard courts
parking areas and service access
general landscaping.

(82)
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EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOLS

Leeming
1260. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for

Education:

What does he consider to be the ultimate
size (i.e. number of pupils attending) of
the Leeming Primary School?

Mr PEARCE replied:

In common with all other schools in
growth areas, the Leeming Primary
School will experience enrolments be-
yond the capacity of its permanent
rooms. Building of another school in the
area will not be justified until there are
sufficient enrolments and a continuing
growth pattern.

While the long-term projections for
Leeming arc for an ultimate size of
about 550-600 primary students, in the
coming years an excess above this num-
ber will bc catered for in transportable
classrooms.

Given continuation of the present growth
pattern in the area, another school is an-
ticipated and will be scheduled according
to need and the availability of funds.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOLS

SConstruction

1261. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Education:

(1) Where is it proposed that the next pri-
mary school will be built to service the
Leeming/ Melville G lades/ Butl[creek
area?

(2) When is it anticipated that it will be
built?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) No decision has yet been made on the
location of the next primary schodl in
Leeniing. The situation is being closely
monitored and depending on the rate of
housing development in the newly estab-
lished area of West Leeming, the choice
at this stage rests between the proposed
West Leeming primary school and the
proposed Beasley primary school.

(2) No decision has yet been made on the
timing for the establishment of the new
school. Enrolment trends will be
reviewed early in the 1985 school year.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOLS
South Lake

1262. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Does the decision of the Government to

proceed with the construction of a pri-
mary school at South Lakes mean that a
school in the Bibra Lake area will now
not proceed?

(2) If not, when will a school be constructed
to service the Bibra Lake area?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) No.
(2) No Final decision has been made on the

timing of the establishment of the
proposed Bibra Lake primary school.
This matter will be reviewed during the
next school year.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOLS
Construection

1263. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) When is it anticipated that the construc-

tion of the new primary school at South
Lakes will commence?

(2) When will it be ready for occupation by
students?

(3) What class years will be constructed as a
part of the first stage of the school?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) It is anticipated that construction of the

new primary school at South Lakes will
commence in the first half of 1985.

(2) It is planned that the school be
completed and ready for occupation by
the beginning of the 1986 school year.

(3) The school will open with enrolments
from pre-primary through to year 7.
Children in year 7 in 1986 will be given
t he option of atendi ng the new school or
completing their primary education at
the school they attended in 1985.

SPORT AND RECREATION
Cycles: Safety Helmets

1264. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Local Government:

Is the Government considering legis-
lation to compel bicycle riders to wear
protective head gear?
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Mr CARR replied:
No such legislation is being presently
proposed. Bicycle riders are encouraged
to wear protective headgear and
educated as to its advantages.
It is envisaged that when a wider accept-
ance of the merits of protective headgear
has been established, such legislation
may well be appropriate.

EDUCATION: PRI MARY SCHOOLS
South Lake

1265. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Education:

With the proposed construction of the
South Lakes primary school, what is the
future of the present .Jandakot Primary
School?

Mr PEARCE replied:
The Jandakot Primary School will con-
tinue to operate whilst pupil numbers re-
main viable. However, since the school is
located within the area zoned for indus-
trial purposes, the present school site
may have to be vacated at some future
time.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOLS
Computers

1266. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Education:

What amount of funds was allocated to
provide primary schools with a subsidy
to purchase computing equipment during
the financial years-
(a) 1983-84;
(b) 1984-85?

Mr PEARCE replied:
Amount of funds allocated to computer
subsidies for primary schools purchasing
approved equipment-
(a) 1983-84-$40 000
(b) 1984-85-$54 400.

HEALTH: AIR POLLUTION

Eastern Gold fields
1267. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for

Health:
Referring to question 915 of 26
September, and question 1035 of 9

October, why is it he has not taken any
action on the Air Pollution Control
Council recommendation regarding
minimum standards for S02 ground
level concentration in the eastern gold-
fields, when the Minister for the En-
vironment responded to him on 8 June
1984?

Mr HODGE replied:
Discussions between officers of the
Health Department and the Department
of Conservation and Environment are
being held and neither the Minister for
the Environment nor I propose taking
any action until we receive a report from
the officers.

1268. Postponed.

EDUCATION: DISTANCE EDUCATION

Carnarvon School of the Air
1269. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for

Education:
What work will be carried out at the
Carnarvon School of the Air for which
$78 000 has been provided in the
1984-85 Budget?

Mr PEARCE replied:
These funds are to pay for the radio
equipment ordered so that the
Carnarvon School of the Air will have its
own discrete channel for schools broad-
casting.

HEALTH: AUSTRALIAN MEDICAL
ASSOCIATION

Sessional Appointments
1270. Mr LAURANCE, to the Premier:

(1) Did he and/or the Minister for Health
give any undertakings to the Australian
Medical Association regarding the intro-
duction of sessional appointments at
Government hospitals throughout the
country and north-west areas of the
State?

(2) If "Yes", what was the nature of the
undertakings given?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
1I) and (2) In December 1983, Cabinet gave

an undertaking that payment for medical
services for public patients at Govern-
ment hospitals would not be reduced be-
low 80 per cent of the schedule fee for
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the duration of the Medicare agreement.
However, specific mention was made
that the introduction or salaried and
sessional arrangements was not
precluded at hospitals where their modi-
fied fee-for-service arrangements
existed, but consultation with the WA
Branch of the Australian Medical As-
sociation will take place prior to im-
plementation. This undertaking did not
apply to north-west hospitals.

PAYROLL TAX ACT
Amendment

1271. Mr COU RT, to the Treasurer:
(1) Is the Government re-examining the

grouping provisions under the Payroll
Tax A ct which are treating
subcontractors as employees of the con-
tractor?

(2) If "Yes", will the Government introduce
amendments to ensure that genuine sub-
contractors are not treated as em-
ployees?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) No examination of the provisions re-

ferred to is being undertaken. Genuine
subcontractors under the payroll tax
legislation are not liable for payroll tax
unless the quantum of their payroll ex-
ceeds the threshold exemption level.

(2) Not applicable.

STATE FINANCE: GENERAL LOAN FUND
Water Resources

1272. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Water Resources:

What work is intended to be carried out
on the town water supplies at Carnarvon
and Gascoyne Junction with the
$196 000 and $56 000 respectively, that
has been allocated in the General Loan
fund allocation for 1984-85?

Mr TONKIN replied:
The $196 000 for the Carnarvon town
water supply is to continue the
upgrading of the supply main from
Brown Range to the
town-SI 50 000-and for reticulation
improvements in the town-$46 000.
At Gascoyne Junction, work will com-
mence on upgrading the town reticu-
lation-$13 000-and the equipping of

an additional supply
coxnpleted-543 000.

bore will be

STATE FINANCE: GENERAL LOAN FUND

Marine and Harbours

1273. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:

What investigations are intended to be
carried out with the $45 000 allocated in
the General Loan Fund allocation for the
Marine and Harbours Department for
fishing industry facilities at Exmouth?

Mr GRILL replied:

The $45 000 GLF allocation will enable
the continuation of investigations into
the feasibility of constructing a sheltered
boat landing to facilitate the unloading
of trawler catches. In particular the
funding will be directed towards the de-
termination of design requirements and
seabed surveys.

TECHNOLOGY
Technology Development Trust Fund

1274. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Technology:

(1) What investment guidelines have been
established for the technology develop-
ment trust fund?

(2) What is the total number of staff
involved in running this trust fund?

(3) Has the Government made any invest-
ments in technology industries through
this fund?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(1) The following principles have been used
to formulate a comprehensive set of in-
vestment guidelines for the technology
development trust fund-

(a) recipients will operate in WA; and

(b) returns from technologically
innovative products supported by
the fund will benefit all Western
Australians.

(2) The fund is being administered by the
existing staff of the Western Australian
Technology Development Authority.

(3) Yes.
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STATE FINANCE: CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND

Budget Management

1275. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Budget
Management:

By what method and on what basis have
the following amounts been determined
within Division 35 of the Expenditure
Estimates for 1984-85-

(a) item 101-$900 000;

(b) item 104-S4 154000;

(c) item 109-$28 234 000; and

(d) item 111I-5979 000?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(a) The recoup has been calculated on the
basis of survey results taking into ac-
count recent changes in fare levels and
expected eligible recipients of the con-
cession.

(b) The reimbursement is based on the
estimated number of pensioners and war
widows patronising suburban bus and
rail services- The calculation takes into
account the difference between the
concessional amount payable by eligible
pensioners and the Cull adult fare.

(c) The method used distinguishes between
those services which are provided on a
commercial basis and those which are
largely provided as a social welfare obli-
gation of Government.

The social welfare payment is based on
25 per cent of the cost of bus operations
and 40 per cent of suburban rail oper-
ations. The criteria for determining the
social welfare content of public transport
is currently under review.

(d) The allocation is based on the estimated
cost of fare and freight subsidies
administered by the Transport Com-
mission. The fare and freight subsidies
include students' fares to remote centres,
the cost of annual free trips south by
pensioners residing in the north-west, re-
imbursements to country bus services for
pensioners' travel concession, and other
road transport services.

STATE FINANCE: CONSOLIDATED
REVENUE FUND

Land Acquisition
1276. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister

representing the Minister for Budget
Management:

(1) On what basis has the allocation of
$5.293 million in Item 114 of Division 35
been determined?

(2) What parcels of land or properties are
being considered for purchase?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) The allocation is based on known com-

mitments and estimates of proposed land
and property acquisitions.

(2) 1 refer the member to the Treasurer's
reply to question 11 56.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOLS

Hollywood Senior High
1277. Mr COURT, to the Minister for

Education:

Will he give details of-

(a) capital works;

(bi) maintenance works,

for Hollywood Senior High School?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(a) The capital works, to be commenced in

the 1984-85 financial year at Hollywood
Senior High School include-

(1) An Arts block, comprising a drama
facility, a music instruction/green
room, four music practice rooms,
four English studies classrooms, two
seminar rooms, a general activity
area and at least one staff study.

(2) A computer studies facility.

(3) A senior students' common room.

(4) An upgrade to the food and nu-
trition centre.

(5) A covered area to the lower
(eastern) courtyard.

(6) Other. items such as ear parking,
bicycle areas, and landscape work.

(b) Maintenance works are the responsibility
of the Public Works Department. The
Minister for Works has advised that
there are no maintenance works planned
for the school in 1984-85.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

TAXES AND CHARGES

Increases: Revenue 1984-85

348. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:

Is the Premier in a position to advise the
House, in answer to the question on no-
tice I asked some weeks ago, of the total
amount of the increase in collections
from charges in this current year in the
form in which I sought that information?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

I may stand corrected because I am only
going on memory of something I was
told by one of the Public Service officers
with whom I work that the letter giving
this information to the Leader of the Op-
position has been despatched or is about
to be despatched. I will have the matter
checked. If that is not the case, then I
will expedite it.

ELECTORAL: BOUNDARIES
Metropolitan

349. Mrs HENDERSON, to the Minister for
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:

What patterns are evident in the re-
lationship between voting behaviour at
elections and subsequent decisions made
to shift the statutory boundary of the
metropolitan area?

Mr TONKIN replied:

I thank the member for Gosnells for ad-
equate notice of the question, the reply
to which is as follows:

The present Opposition made two
recent alterations to the statutory
boundary of the metropolitan area,
one in 1975 and another in 1981. In
1975, the polling places whose
catchment areas were transferred
into the metropolitan area had voted
48.2 per cent Labor and 40.6 per
cent Liberal at the previous 1974
election. However, those polling
places in areas of the agricultural,
mining and pastoral region within
five kilometres of the metropolitan
boundary which were not
transferred into the metropolitan
area showed a markedly different
voting pattern. The polling places in
the areas not transferred voted 42.4

per cent Labor and 48.9 per cent
Liberal.
A similar pattern emerges when the
same question is asked of the 1981
metropolitan boundary switch. The
polling places the catchment areas
of which were transferred to the
metropolitan area had recorded
55.2 per cent Labor and 33.7 per
cent Liberal at the previous 1980
election.
In other words, these people were
being punished for having the tem-
erity to vote for the Australian
Labor Party. But those near polling
places not transferred had recorded
34.3 per cent Labor and 56.2 per
cent Liberal. This is a blatant gerry-
mander of the metropolitan bound-
a ry.
The pattern is clear: Labor Party
voting areas are more likely to be
transferred into the metropolitan
area. A classic case is Rockingham.
As soon as they elected a Labor
member they were transferred into
a metropolitan area, although other
places like Kalamunda, which
stayed loyal to the Liberal Party,
stayed in the area.
The deliberate and immediate effect
of such a move is to place the
transferred electors in an area
where they have half as many rep-
resentatives in the Assembly and
one-third as many representatives in
the Council as they had prior to
their transfer. The broad pattern
has been one of seeking to reduce
the political influence of Labor
voters. These figures show the Op-
position has low credibility and little
authority to devise electoral
systems.

HEALTH: HOSPITALS
Bentley: Royal Perth Annexe

350. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is he correctly reported as saying that

the Bentley Hospital is to become an an-
nexe of the Royal Perth Hospital?

(2) If and when it does, will the patients of
that hospital receive the services of such
specialists as are from time to time
rostered on duty and available at that
hospital?
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(3) if what I have asked him is correct, will
it not follow that private patients of
Bentley Hospital will not, in regard to
Medicare, be able to see a specialist of
their choice, or alternatively, will it not
follow that because specialists will be
rostered at Bentley from the Royal Perth
Hospital, local doctors will not be in a
position to admit patients to Bentley and
therefore local people will not be able to
make use of the local hospital?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) to (3) This is a fairly convoluted
question the Leader of the Oppo-
sition asks, but I will do my best to
answer all the points he made.
Firstly, it has not been correctly
reported. I never used the word
"1annexe". In fact each time the
journalist used that word I
corrected her and said, "That is not
the correct word to use". Neverthe-
less the particular journalist appar-
ently liked the sound of that word
and used it anyway.
It is true that I have asked the
Board of the Royal Perth Hospital
whether it will take over the
administration of the Bentley Hos-
pital. I further asked the board
whether it would provide specialist
medical services.

Mr MacKinnon: How does that differ?
Mr HODGE: It is still going to be run as a

community hospital for Bentley. It will
not be a part of the Royal Perth Hospi-
tal. It will not be a teaching hospital or
an annexe of the teaching hospital; it will
still be a non-teaching hospital. The local
GP's will still have the opportunity to
apply for appointments to work in that
hospital.

Mr Hassell: On a sessional basis?

Mr HODGE: Yes, on a salaried or sessional
basis. Again, that is different from the
Royal Perth Hospital because no general
practitioners can go into the Royal Perth
Hospital.

The Bentley Hospital will be
administered by the Royal Perth Hospi-
tal, which will provide most of the
specialist services.
Before I was distracted by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition, I was going to
say that I will approach the King

Edward Memorial Hospital with a view
to that hospital providing obstetric and
gynaccological services to the Bentley
Hospital.
Local general practitioners will be
invited to apply for appointments to the
Bentley Hospital. This new arrangement
will offer the people of the Bentley area
a vastly improved service, with the mass-
ive backup and expertise of two of the
State's major teaching hospitals behind
the Bentley Hospital.

Mr Hassell: Were you not the man who
talked about local hospitals and the great
work that they were doing when you
were in Opposition-how important they
were, and how they should provide a fair
range of independent services?

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Is this
another question?

Mr HODGE: I cannot see anything inconsist-
ent in that.
I am not Sure of the point the Leader of
the Opposition was trying to make about
Medicare. The position at Bentley Hos-
pital in respect of Medicare will be quite
clear. In fact, it will not be greatly differ-
ent from the position in Royal Perth,
Fremantle, or any of the major hospitals,
where salaried or sessional specialists
can treat public patients and private
patients. If people have private in-
surance, they can go as private patients
into the Bentley Hospital. That will not
change.
If a local general practitioner has an ap-
pointment to the hospital, he will be able
to admit public patients or private
patients.
It is true that the specialists at the
Bentley Hospital will not necessarily be
the same ones as are there at the mo-
ment.
The specialists will be recruited by the
Royal Perth Hospital and the King
Edward Memorial Hospital to supply
services to the Bentley Hospital.

ROADS: MAIN ROADS DEPARTMENT
Contracts: N. W. Roads

351. Mrs BUCHANAN, to the Minister for
Transport:

Can he give details of the recent Main
Roads Department contract for roads in
the north-west?
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Mr GR ILL replicd:
A Main Roads Department contract
worth almost SI million for the sealing
of 212 kilometres of north-west roads
has been let to Spraypave Pty. Ltd. The
major sections of road involved are-

68 km on the Newman-Port
Hedland Road link;

13 km on the Hamelin Pool-
Denham Road;
129 km on the Nanutarra-
Wittenoom Road.

A total of 1.9 kilometres of the Port
Hedland road will also be sealed. The
contract is worth $987 252.
The proposed scaling follows recent
completion of construction to the primer
seal stage on the roads.
The Main Roads Department will supply
the sealing aggregate for the contract at
a cost of $802 000, bringing the total
cost of the works to $1 789 252. The
work will take about eight weeks to com-
plete and will result in a significant im-
provement for the travelling public in
those areas.

HEALTH: INSURANCE
Medicare: Sessional System

352. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Health:
Has the State Government any obli-
gation under any agreement or arrange-
ment with the Commonwealth Govern-
ment in relation to Medicare to apply a
sessional system at local hospitals such
as Bentley, Armadale-Kelmscott Mem-
orial, and others, and is the application
of that system being pursued as a policy
of the State Government independently
of obligations in relation to Medicare?

Mr HODGE replied:

It is the policy of the Australian Labor
Party in this State eventually to provide
all Government hospitals with an
appointed staff on a salaried or sessional
basis. That is our policy, and we would
have been pursuing that with or without
Medicare.
In addition to that, under the Medicare
agreement we have an obligation to en-
sure that public patients who go to
Government hospitals receive medical
treatment. Under the Medicare
agreement, we are obligated to ensure

that public patients who require medical
treatment in Government hospitals re-
ceive it.

Under the present arrangements
whereby we rely on private medical prac-
titioners in the community to come in
and provide those services on a fee-for-
service basis, unfortunately we are in a
position in which we cannot guarantee
that every person who wishes to come in
as a public medical patient will receive
medical treatment because it is the right
of the doctor to refuse to treat public
patients if he so chooses.

Mr Hassell: If you offered them 20 per cent
less than the award rate, it is not surpris-
ing that some of them resisted.

Mr HODGE: Your Government made that
decision.

Mr Hassell: You would offer them more if
they were trade unions, would you not?

Mr HODGE: The previous Liberal Govern-
ment made the reduction in the rate.

Mr H-assell: But not under the Medicare ar-
rangement.

Mr HODGE: The modified fees for service
were set by Mr Young and the Liberal
Party Cabinet in 198 1 at 80 per cent of
the scheduled fee. That was not altered
with the introduction of Medicare. It has
remained at 80 per cent.

Mr Hassell: But the effect altered when you
entered into the obligation to treat the
public patients to whom you have just
referred.

Mr HODGE: That is a very interesting ques-
tion.

Mr Hassell: You are asking the private doc-
tors to service people who can well afford
to pay 80 per cent of the fee.

Mr HODGE: That is the subjective opinion
of the Leader of the Opposition.

I made an offer to the Australian Medi-
cal Association that if it could
substantiate a claim that any of its mem-
bers have had their total income reduced
as a result of the introduction of
Medicare, the State Government would
be prepared to review the 80 per cent
figure set by the previous Government.
To date, the Australian Medical Associ-
ation has not taken up that offer.
I repeat the offer tonight: If the
Australian Medical Association
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produces evidence proving that any
medical practitioner' s income has
declined as a result of the introduction of
Medicare, we are prepared to review that
figure.

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS: LAND RIGHTS

Northern Territory

353. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR, to the Premier:

Does he expect any significant change in
the support of the conservative Govern-
ment of the Northern Territory for land
rights in the light of the change of lead-
ership in that Government today?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Members will be aware-

Mr Blaikie: I did not think it was right to ask
a question of this nature relating to
another State.

M r BRIAN BURKE: Members will be
aware-

Mr Peter Jones: You are out of order.

Point of Order
Mr BLAIKIE: Mr Deputy Speaker, I draw

your attention to the Standing Orders
and ask you to rule whether the question
is admissible.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Does the member
for Kalgoorlie have the question in
writing?

Mr 1. F. Taylor: I do.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Would you please
hand that in? We will take another ques-
tion.while I am reading it, and I will rule
on the matter at the conclusion of the
next question.

Questions without Notice Resumed

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN

Premier: Expense Allowance

354. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:

(1) Is it correct that as from I October 1984
the expense allowance payable to the
Premier, as approved by the Salaries and
Allowances Tribunal, was adjusted from
$4950 per annum to $12000 per an-
num?

(2) Did he or anyone else, to his knowledge,
make a submission to the tribunal in re-
la tion to this allowance.

(3) Does he consider the increase of more
than 100 per cent in the allowance justi-
fied ?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(I) to (3) The first I heard or read of this
was an article in the newspaper.

In my time as a member of Parliament, I
do not think I have ever made a sub-
mission to the tribunal. As far as this
particular increase is concerned, I really
have not thought about it. I am not even
sure if what the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition says is correct.

M r Rushton: You have never spoken to
them?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Of course, but the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition asked
whether I had spoken to them on this
matter. I have never done that; I have
never spoken to the tribunal on this mat-
ter. The only times I have ever spoken to
anyone from the tribunal have been after
it has made a decision.

Mr Rushton: You are asking us to believe in
fairies now.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member can be-
lieve in what he likes.

Mr Mclver: The allowance is fully justified
and in fact it is not enough.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have spoken to them
only after they have made their decision;
as a matter of courtesy they have
informed me of the situation. Frankly I
have not thought about or given any con-
sideration to whether the increase in al-
lowance is too much. I would not know
of the situation in the other States, and I
have not previously been preoccupied
with the question of wages or salaries.

Ruling

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: As promised I
will give a ruling on the point of order
raised by the member for Vasse. The
member for Kalgoorlie addressed a ques-
tion to the Premier, and I rule it to be
out of order on two grounds: First, the
affairs of another Government are
outside the Premier's portfolio; secondly,
the first three words "does he expect"
seek an opinion. Therefore on those
grounds the question is out of order. I
Suggest the member for Kalgoorlie
rephrase his question, at which time I
will give him the call.

260 1



2602 [ASSEM BLY]

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS: LAND RIGHTS
Northern Territory Government

355. Mr 1. F. TAYLOR, to the Premier:

Given that the Northern Territory
Government has supported this State's
position on land rights, is he aware of
any significant change in the supportive
attitude of the conservative Government
of the Northern Territory towards land
rights in the light of the change in lead-
ership of that Government today?

Mr BRI[AN BU R KE replied:

Members will be aware that following
the release of the Seaman report and the
WA Government's statement of prin-
ciples on Aboriginal land, the Northern
Territory Government indicated to us its
continuing support for the concept of
Aboriginal land rights.

The Northern Territory Government
also offered the assistance of senior
Government officers with the drafting
process and consultations on a political
level of Government.

Its positive attitude is in marked contrast
to the negative, carping and downright
dishonest attitudes and statements of the
Opposition conservative parties in WA.

The attitude of the conservative Govern-
ment in the Northern Territory is, how-
ever, in accord with the more sensible
approach of the Liberal Party at a
national level-at least during the Fraser
years-and in South Australia.
Nationally and in South Australia, Lib-
eral Governments have brought forward
land rights legislation.

I do not expect any change in the atti-
tude of the Northern Territory Govern-
ment following its change of leadership
today.

Mr Tuxworth was chosen by his party
today as its new leader and it was Mr
Tuxworth who conveyed the Northern
Territory Government's sentiments to us
just a week or two ago.

My continuing confidence is also forti-
fled by a news item broadcast on 6PM at
noon today. It was as follows-

The Burke Government's proposal
to grant Aboriginal land rights has
been described in glowing terms by
the Northern Territory's new Chief

Minister, Mines and Energy
ter, Ian Tuxworth, who
succeeded Paul Everingham
Territory's top job.

Minis-
today
in the

Mr Tuxworth today virtually
dismissed the stand being taken by
the Western Australian Opposition
and told us that land rights in
Australia are inevitable in some
form.

He said the Country-Liberal Party
in the Northern Territory would
continue to support the Burke
Labor Government in its bid to
achieve a workable solution on the
land rights problem.

I quote Mr Tuxworth-
I think the issue of land rights is
really becoming so complex and so
divisive in our communtiy that it's
time the politics was taken out of
it-

Several members interjected.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am simply quoting
the Liberal leader of another Govern-
me nt.

Mr Clarko: He is not a Liberal.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: To quote Mr
Tuxworth, he is a "Country-Liberal
Party" member. Members opposite can
deny him if they like-three times before
the cock crows. I do not care what they
do with him; he is still one of theirs.

Mr Clarko: Give him his proper title.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: He is a Country-Lib-
eral member-to put both parties op-
posite into the bag. I wilt start again. Mr
Tuxworth stated-

I think the issue of land rights is
really becoming so complex and so
divisive in our community that it's
time the politics was taken out of it
and we started to deal with the facts
and deal with them rationally.
What is important is that we have
land rights legislation that is ac-
cepted by both parties, that's the
Aboriginals and the Europeans, and
if we don't achieve that I think
we're in for a very difficult period
right throughout Australia of more
racial tension.
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HEALTH: WHITFORD SENIOR
CITIZENS CENTRE

Grant
356. Mrs BEGGS, to the Minister for Health:

Can the Minister advise whether the
proposed Whitford senior citizens' centre
will receive funding in this financial year
as part of the allocation of funds for
senior citizens' centres as announced in
the weekend Press by the Minister
jointly with the Federal Minister for
Social Security?

Mr HODGE replied:
I am pleased to advise the member that
the strong case I put to the Common-
wealth for funding for the Whitford
senior citizens' centre has resulted in the
Commonwealth's awarding the State
Government a grant for this project of
almost $200 000 under the States Grants
(Home Care) Act.
I am also pleased to advise that the State
Government's contribution of $20 000,
together with the Shire of Wanneroo's
contribution of nearly $80 000, will
cover the expected cost of this centre
which, when completed, will offer meals
on wheels, podiatry and social and rec-
reational activities for the estimated
1 600 senior citizens who reside within a
two kilometre radius of the planned
centre.

EDUCATION
Secondary Education Authority

357. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) Does the Minister intend to introduce

legislation during this session to establish
the proposed secondary education auth-
ority?

(2) If the answer to (1) is "Yes", would he
advise the House of when the Bill is
likely to be introduced?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) and (2) It is the Government's intention

to introduce the legislation this session.
My understanding is that the legislation
is in a kind of preliminary draft form. I
have given each of the four tertiary insti-
tutions the opportunity to look at it in its
draft form and to make any suggestions
they might have for amendment. Those
suggestions should be returned from
them to the parliamentary draftsman

tomorrow and I guess that we will be
looking to have the measure introduced
within two or three weeks.

ENERGY: GAS
North- West Shelf: SCADA System

358. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Minerals
and Energy:

As the contractor has not met its obli-
gations to complete the security control
and detection apparatus (SCADA) for
the North-West Shelf gas pipeline, will
he ask the SEC to consult with the mem-
bers of the Western Australian tech-
nology industry to see whether the devel-
opment and completion of the SCADA
system can be centred in Perth, using
predominantly Western Australian ex-
pertise.

Mr PARKER replied:

The SCADA system to which the mem-
ber refers and the contract which was let
in 1982 contain virtually no Western
Australian content whatever. The pro-
posal we are considering at the moment
is obviously one which derives from the
problems which have arisen under the
existing contract and we are obviously
trying to resurrect a position at mini-
mum cost given the various contractual
and legal obligations of the various par-
ties. In company with the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition I had discussions
with one major contractor some time ago
who agreed that there was not the capa-
bility within Western Australian indus-
try to undertake this form of contract.
However, I believe that possibly some
greater role could be played by our in-
dustry and so I have asked the SEC as
part of its review process and its ongoing
work with the two consultants it has
appointed on this matter, to try to get
back to a situation where it can examine
whether there is any potential role to be
played by any Western Australian tech-
nology companies. The SEC understands
that to be part of its process and is fol-
lowing the matter through. We must see
what our legal obligations are with
Teledyne Geotechnic and Fluor-
Maunsell, and I am trying to balance
this with our desire to have as much
Western Australian content as possible
in the new contract.
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ENERGY: OIL

Carnarvon: Talisman No. I Well

359. Mr READ, to the Minister for Minerals
and Energy:

My question concerns the announcement
last month of an oil flow from the Talis-
man No. I well in the Carnarvon
basin-

Does the Minister have any infor-
mation as to the relative signifi-
cance of this new discovery?

Mr PARKER replied:

In September, Marathon Petroleum
Australia Ltd.. operators of the offshore
Carnarvon basin permit WA-191-P,
announced that the Talisman No. I well
had flowed oil at a stabilised rate of
4 020 barrels a day.

Talisman No. I is possibly the most im-
portant discovery of oil in Western
Australia since Barrow Island.

It is located approximately 80 kilomnetres
east of North Rankin and I110 kilometres
north of the Burrup Peninsula in water
78 m deep. It presents no foreseeable
technical problems for development,
provided sufficient reserves are proved.

While the company's plans have not
been finalised yet, I understand that
Marathon intends carrying out a
detailed three-dimensional seismic sur-
vey of the area this year and in 1985
wishes to drill three appraisal wells, and
an exploration well at a location six to
seven kilometres north-east of Talisman
No. 1.

This is a substantial increase in the ap-
proved minimum commitment and indi-
cates confidence that the prospect could
develop into a commercially viable dis-
covery.

If development of the field does go
ahead, it would presumably involve a
fixed platform and either a pipeline to
the shore or mooring facilities for
tankers.

I have been assured that Marathon is
anxious to keep up the momentum of its
discovery and both the State Govern-
ment and the Mines Department will be
assisting this endeavour in any way poss-
ible.

HEALTH: HOSPITALS
A rnadale-Kelmscott Mfemorial Hospital:

Sessional Control

360. Mi RUSHTON, to the Minister for Health:
Following the socialising of medical ser-
vices at Bentley Hospital and the
centralising of administration at Royal
Perth Hospital-

(I) When does the Minister intend to apply
the same sessional control at the
Armadale-Kelmscott Memorial Hospital
as that applying at Bentley Hospital?

(2) Does he intend that the Royal Perth
Hospital will also administer Armadale-
Kelmscott Memorial Hospital?

Mr HODGE replied:
(1) and (2) 1 have no immediate plans to

alter the present arrangement at the
Armadale-Kelmscott Memorial Hospi-
tal, or any other hospital in particular.
However, I have stated on numerous oc-
casions, and I will repeat it again
tonight, that it is the long-term objective
of this Government to eventually have an
appointed staff on a salary and/or
sessional basis in all Government hospi-
tals.
We believe it is odd that previous
Governments invested hundreds of
millions of dollars of the taxpayers'
money building Government hospitals
but neglected to provide doctors to staff
them. There are no actual appointed
medical staff in most Government hospi-
tals in this State, and that is an unusual
feature of Western Australian hospitals.
Most other States in Australia do have
appointed medical staff, It has fallen to
the lot of this Government to rectify that
position, which has been allowed to de-
velop over the years.
I have made it plain, on many occasions,
that ultimately we will be seeking to
have appointed staff in all Government
hospitals.

ELECTORAL: REFERENDUMS
December 1, 1984

361. Mr D. L. SMITH, to the Premier:
On Friday last the Premier jointly
announced with the Commonwealth At-
torney General, Senator Gareth Evans,
the two referenda questions which will
be put to electors on I December. I
ask-
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(1) Will the Premier please explain the
reasons that the Western Australian
Government supports the "Yes"
case to the referenda?

(2) Is there bipartisan support in the
WA Parliament for these Federal
proposals?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) The two referenda questions
announced by the Attorney General and
myself are designed-

Firstly-
To change the terms of senators
so that they are no longer of
fixed duration and to provide that
Senate elections and House of Rep-
resentative elections are always held
on the same day.

Secondly-
To enable the Commonwealth and
the States voluntarily to refer
powers to each other.

Mr H-assell: And to defeat the peoples' r ight
to change the system.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am not sure that that
is the case, but on these questions the
Liberal Party does not seem to know
where it stands from time to time, as I
will relate to the Lead&r of the Oppo-
sition.

The interchange of powers question
seeks to give flexibility to State and Fed-
cral Governments and greater certainty
about conditions under which powers
may be referred. In the area of fiscal
federalism this will be of great benefit to
WA. It will be of significant benefit in
the area of law reform.

On both issues the Liberal Party has
vacillated. It has broken bipartisan sup-
port for these proposals. In 1974 it
opposed simultaneous elections. In 1977
it proposed them. In 1984 it opposed
them.

With regard to the interchange of
powers, the Federal and State Oppo-
sition-like both Government and Oppo-
sition in every State in
Australia-always supported the pro-
posal since it was first put forward at the
Constitutional convention in 1973. In
1984 they opposed it.

HEALTH: DENTAL: HEALTH SERVICES
Increased Funding

362. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Health:

In regard to the small increase in
funding in real terms for the dental
health services, will some of that funding
be used to increase the subsidy which is
provided for country dental health
patients to come to Perth or receive
treatment at their local dentists?
We have asked questions about this, and
exchanges have been made in order 10
reduce the waiting time of six, seven or
eight months, which the Minister told
me he was seeking to reduce.

Mr HODGE replied:
The answer is "Yes".

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Bunbury 2000: Opposition: Public Servants

363. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister with special
responsibility for "Bunbury 2000":

Following the front page story in the
South Western Times of 16 October
1984, which said in part, "The Bunbury
2000 programme may be stalling in the
face of increased opposition from State
and Federal public servants", I ask-
(I) Can the Minister indicate the

Government's current position in re-
lation to'"Bunbury 2000"?

(2) Can he identify any departments or
officers referred to?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) I have seen the front page story

and I believe that it is a reflection of
probably some impatience in some areas
that some projects are not going as
quickly as they might. However, in terms
of the actual timetable for the "Bunbury
2000" concept, we are still well ahead
with most projects. The concept is pro-
ceeding very quickly indeed. No-one ever
thought-I do not think anyone in the
House thought-we would have been as
successful as we have been and I do not
think anyone was so naive as to think
that we would not have had some prob-
lems in certain areas-

Mr Blaikie: You are referring to Government
departments and departmental heads?

Mr GRILL: There will always be a reluc-
tance by some departments to decentra-
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uise, but this Government is firm in its
resolve that there will be decentralis-
ation. I have no doubt that at the appro-
priate time-and I add the appropri ate
time for dcentralisation into the new
Austmark building will not be for a year
or two yet-there will be continued sig-
nificant decentralisation of Government
departments. I am happy with the way
things are going, and I believe that what-
ever setbacks we do have will be only
temporary. The programme is going par-
ticularly well.

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS: LAND RIGHTS

Legislation
364. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:

(1) Is the Premier aware or the Cull circum-
stances under which the Northern Terri-
tory Government is supporting the State
Government in relation to the drafting of
Aboriginal land rights legislation?

(2) In particular, I ask the Premier whether
he is aware that ever since the Northern
Territory was saddled with the Com-
monwealth's land rights legislation-

Mr Pearce: Liberal legislation!
Mr HASSELL: -Liberal legislation-it has

been seeking modifications of that legis-
lation because of the impact on the
Northern Territory community and on
the mining industry and has been
increasingly concerned over the years
with the increasing amount or Northern
Territory land-

Several members interjected.
Mr HASSELL: I am asking a question. I am

asking the Premier whether he is aware
of these facts. He is misrepresenting the
position.

Mr Brian Burke: I am not misrepresenting
anything.

Mr HASSELL: Is the Premier aware of the
concern over the many years that the
proportion of the Northern Territory
now under Aboriginal control has risen
to 30 per cent, with a further 18 per cent
under claim, and up to 70 per cent to be
claimed?

(3) 1 further ask the Premier whether he
understands that the basis of the North-
ern Territory Government's support for
Western Australian legislation is that
that Government sees the possibility that
it will provide some basis upon which it

might succeed in having modifications
made to its own land rights legislation, to
which it has taken such objection?

(4) Furthermore, I ask the Premier whether
he understands-

Several members interjected.

Mr HASSELL: I am asking the Premier a
serious question! I ask whether he under-
stands that whether or not he has the
support of the Northern Territory
Government in drafting his legislation,
the fundamental question still remains,
in Western Australia, as to whether this
State should have land rights at all.

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) to (4) I am very pleased to be able to
answer quite directly the Leader of the
Opposition. My understanding is that
Mr Tuxworth supports the proposed
legislation of this State Government be-
cause he believes it is good legislation. It
is as simple as that. That is a terribly
complex thing for the Opposition to
understand, I know. However, Mr
Tuxworth actually believes that the
proposed legislation is good.

Furthermore, I have understood Mr
Tuxworth to say, in effect, that those
who believe that they can bury their
heads in the sand on this issue are being
absurdly unrealistic. I understand
further that Mr Tuxworth dismisses the
conservative Opposition in this State as
being absurdly unrealistic on this matter.

Mr Hassell: We have heard all those things
before.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is the whole
point. Mr Tuxworth has said, firstly,
that he supports Aboriginal land rights;
secondly, that he believes that the pro-
posals put forward by the Western
Australian Government are sensible;
and, thirdly, that he is prepared to con-
tribute in a positive way to the develop-
ment of those proposals.

In the course of saying those things, he
dismisses the Opposition in this State as
being absurdly unrealistic in its atti-
t udes.

Mr Parker: He also said that if they had
legislation in the Northern Territory,
such as that which we are proposing,
there would be absolutely no problems
with land rights in that Territory.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know when the
penny will drop with the Leader of the
Opposition, that he has wrung as much
political mileage out of this situation as
he can. If the Leader of the Opposition
were not in such a rush to pass judgment
on the matter, he would not have ended
up so securely painted into a corner as he
is. The groups looking at him in the cor-
ner include the conservative Government
of the Northern Territory, the mining,
pastoral, farming and exploration
groups, Aboriginal communities and the
Government of this State.

I do not mind how the Opposition goes
on and on. However, Hon. Des Dans has
said to me from time to time that one
sometimes needs to keep one's powder
dry. The Opposition in this place does
not appear to have heard that maxim at
any lime during its fairly short term in
Opposition.

We do not hold any prejudices agai nst
Mr Tuxworth because he is a Country-
Liberal Party leader. We welcome his
support on the basis that he believes our
proposal will lead to good legislation.

HEALTH: AMA
Sessional Appointments

365. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Health:

My question is supplementary to ques-
tion 1270 which appears in today's No-
tice Paper and which was directed to the
Premier. In that question I asked the
Premier and/or the Minister for Health
whether any undertakings were given to
the Australian Medical Association re-
garding the introduction of sessional ap-
pointments at State hospitals in country
areas and in the north-west part of this
State. I was told, in reply, that sessional
appointments would be commenced at
hospitals throughout the country, only
after consultation with the Australian
Medical Association. However, I was
told that that undertaking did not apply
to hospitals in the north-west. I ask the
Miniter-

(1) When does the Government intend
to introduce sessional appointments
in hospitals in the north-west?

(2) Why is the Government moving in
this way without prior consultation
with the Australian Medical Associ-
ation?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1) and (2) The Government has no immedi-
ate plans to alter the arrangements in the
north-west. As the member just read out,
the answer to the question is that the
undertaking that the Government gave
to the Australian Medical Association
specifically excluded consideration of
hospitals in the north-west.

LEGISLATION
Sunset and Review Clauses

366. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:

In answer to a question without notice,
the Premier indicated that the Govern-
ment was considering introducing legis-
lation relating to sunset clauses. I there-
fore ask-

(1) Do I understand that the legislation
will be introduced to cover all of
those agencies within Western
Australia which are not covered
already by such clauses?

(2) When is it likely that that legis-
lation will be introduced, this
session or next year?

(3) Will the clause referred to in that
global legislation be a sunset clause
as was inserted in the Tourism
Commission Act by the Opposition
parties in another place or will it be
in the form of a review clause such
as the clause that was included in
the Occupational Health, Safety
and Welfare Bill which is currently
before this House.

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) I do not believe that the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition could have
been listening last evening when I
indicated that as the different pieces of
legislation are amended, the appropriate
clauses will be inserted. In that way we
hope to insert the clause into as many
pieces of legislation establishing statu-
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tory authorities as possible. If significant
progress is not made to a uniform intro-
duction of this sort aof clause into legis-
lation establishing statutory authorities,
we will review the number to which this
clause has been applied and, if necessary,
consider other ways in which we can in-
troduce the appropriate clause into the

legislation establishing each of the statu-
tory authorities to which the questioner
referred.

(3) The most appropriate clause is the clause
which will be inserted by a wise Govern-
men t.
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