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THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 2.00 pmn, and read prayers.

PETITION - SCHOOL CLEANERS
Governent Employed Retenion; No Further Contracts

DR LAWRENCE (Cflendalough - Leader of the Opposition) [2.04 pm]: I present the
following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned request that in the interest of maintaining the high standard
of cleaning in schools:
1 . Support the retention of Government employed school cleaners.
2. Call on the Government not to introduce any further contract cleaning

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

The petition bears 20 287 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders
of the Legislative Assembly. I received this petition on the steps of Parliament House
today. A petition with more than 20 000 signatures must be one of the largest petitions
ever presented to this Parliament. It represents the view of many Western Australians. I
hope that the Government will listen for a change.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 74-]

PETITION - COMMON LAW AND WORKERS' COMPENSATION RIGHTS,
CHANCES

MRS HENDERSON (Thomnlie) [2.06 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned people of Western Australia on behalf of injured workers
and their families wish to express our opposition to and concern at the proposed
unfair and unjust retrospective changes to common law and workers'
compensation rights, with effect from 4.00 pmn on 30 June 1993 announced by the
Minister for Labour Relations at about 2.00 pmn on 30 June 1993.
The planned removal of common law rights if a writ had not been issued before
4.00 pm on 30 June 1993, unless an injured worker can establish a 30% total body
impairment, is a draconian and unwarranted change to the law. It is estimated
that 90% of common law claims will be disentitled to compensation. It has not
been shown by the Minister that any extensions under the Workers'
Compensation Act will adequately compensate injured workers.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 62 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 75.)
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A similar petition was presented by Mr Kobelke (21 signatures).
[See petition No 76.)

[Questions without notice taken.]

STATEMENT - BY THE SPEAKER
Tabling of Papers, Official Documents Requirement

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): I will comment briefly on the tabling of papers. The
integral question of that issue is whether they ame official documents. If they are not
official documents, there is no requirement for them to be tabled.

PARLIAMENT HOUSE - VISITORS
Hyogo Prefecture Students

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): I welcome to the Public Gallery of the Parliament
students from the Hyogo Prefecture who are here as part of a student exchange program.
Members, particularly the former Speaker, would know of our sister city relationship
with Hyogo. We warmly welcome them here today. Further, I also welcome the other
Japanese students and people in the Speaker's Gallery.
[Applause.]

MR WIESE
That -

MOTION - SELECT COMMITTEE APPOINTMENT
Road Safety

(Wagin - Minister for Police) 12.41 pm]: I move -

(a) a select committee of the Legislative Assembly be appointed to inquire
into, report on and make recommendations on, all aspects of road safety
with particular reference to -
(i) the adequacy of existing legislation and regulations;
(ii) the adequacy and effectiveness of existing penalties especially

pecuniary penalties and the demerit point system;
(iii) the appropriateness and effectiveness of current enforcement

measures and procedures;
(iv) the adequacy of existing driver training and education programs;
(v) the adequacy of the existing driver licensing system and the

present categories of drivens' licences;
(vi) the adequacy of the existing system of vehicle licensing and the

possible benefits to road safety of introducing a system of regular
compulsory vehicle inspections;

(vii) the impact of vehicle design standards on the road toll and the
severity of injuries arising from road accidents;

(viii) the impact of road design, standards of road construction and
maintenance, and the introduction of traffic calming measures on
the number and severity of road accidents;, and

(ix) any other factors which the committee resolves may be relevant to
road safety;

(b) the committee have power to send for persons and papers, to sit on days
over which the House stands adjourned, to move from place to place and
to report from time to time, if it deems necessary ; and

(c) the committee present its final report by 31 March 1994.
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The establishment of this Select Committee on Road Safety will play an important role in
furthering the debate on road safety. In the past 20 years the road toll has fallen from
about 350 to less than 200 last year. Initiatives such as improved road and transport
systems, new road safety laws and regulations, and better enforcement and education
have all played their part in reducing the road toll. Yet road trauma continues at an
unacceptable level and costs the community hundreds of millions of dollars each year.
Members will have noted that the terms of reference for the committee are very wide.
That has been done very deliberately to ensure chat the committee is able to look at every
aspect of the very wide range of matters which have an impact on road safety. In making
the decision to set up the select committee, I am very aware of the complex range of
issues which will be dealt with by the existing Road Traffic Board of Western Australia
and the invaluable work of the board in carrying out research and providing advice to the
Commissioner of Police and to the Minister for Police on traffic and road safety matters,
This select committee is in no way intended to duplicate or even bypass the work done
and the advice provided by the road traffic board. Indeed, it will complement its work
and in many instances it will reinforce much of the advice it has provided to previous
Ministers and to me. However, one of the things which I have seen in my short time as
Minister is a wide diversity of road conditions, traffic densities and road safety issues
across this vast State of Western Australia. As a result I receive an extraordinary range
of requests and advice as to what needs to be done to address this often conflicting range
of road safety problems.
Many councils arid persons in the metropolitan area and in the country are asking that the
speed limit be lowered to 40 kmnh in built up areas. In contrast, when I was in the
Kimberley recently, I was constantly told that the 110 kmh limit was far too low and
even contributed to the road toll because driver boredom and fatigue set in at that speed
over the great distances travelled in the north. Many farmners are also urging me to allow
wider farm u-actors and implements onto the roads without an escorl, while ocher road
user groups believe that wide and slow moving traffic can constitute an unacceptable
road hazard. Road transport organisations and truck owners are urging the freeing of
controls on road trains and B-doubles while other community groups totally oppose such
measures. Some recreational bike users totally oppose bike helmet regulations, while the
medical profession and road safety experts and the majority of the community support
the legislation- The list goes on and on.
The whole question of regulation of traffic and drivers evokes a similarly wide range of
often conflicting opinion and advice. Many people question the effectiveness of
enforcement measures such as the use of red light cameras, the Multanova and the use of
radar guns. Others question the validity of the demerit points system and the fairness of
the automatic licence cancellation when a driver acquires 12 demerit points over a three
year period. They claim that it fails to recognise that some drivers may travel only 5 000
kmn a year while others may do 50 000 km or more in the same time and, hence, be far
more likely to be apprehended. Others point out that the same penalty of loss of licence
is a harsh penalty for some, such as a taxi driver or delivery person, whose livelihood
depends on his being able to drive, while for someone who drives only recreationally and
around the city and can use alternative transport, the penalty is far less onerous.
The question of driver training and the level of competence required before a person can
obtain a licence is frequently raised. It is timely to look at the effectiveness of traffic
calming measures, the impact of road design and construction, and the shortcomings in
vehicle design standards, especially in light of the large cuts in Federal road funding.
Evidence also seems to indicate that drivers and passengers in cars such as Volvos, which
are manufactured with safety as a major design criterion, have a far greater chance of
survival in an accident than do drivers or passengers in lighter, smaller cars in which
safety design may have taken a back seat to cosmetic features, such as visual appearance
and the size of the speaker system.
I urge all members of Parliament and everyone who has an interest in road safety to give
the committee wide publicity and to encourage any person who has knowledge and
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expertise in any aspect of road safety to make a submission to the committee. I would
also invite members of the general public to make their point of view known to the
committee by way of a written submission or personal appearance.
One of the major factors in deciding to establish the committee was my belief that it is
very important that the public be given a say on the whole question of road safety and the
measures which successive Governments have adopted to address the road toll. Very few
people in Western Australia have not been touched in some way when someone they
know or love has been killed or severely injured in a road accident. Very few people do
not at some stage in a day or a week go out onto our roads, either as motorists,
passengers, bike riders or pedestrians. Every Western Australian has a personal vested
interest in the whole question of road safety.
I believe the work done by this committee and the impact of the recommendations which
the committee will bring down will be extremely important in shaping road safety
strategy and initiatives for many years to come. The terrible cost of road trauma - and
ways of tackling it - is an issue that needs to be addressed by all levels of our community.
Indeed, it can be salved only with a coordinated approach from the entire community.
Mr Speaker, I urge all members of the House to support this motion to establish a Select
Committee on Road Safety. I commend the motion to the House.
MR CATANIA (Balcausa) (2.49 pm]: I support the motion to establish the select
committee.
Mr Kierath: At last, something positive from you.
Mr CATANIA: I can do it without the interjection of the Minister for Labour Relations.
I repeat: I support the establishment of the Select Committee on Road Safety. The terms
that the Minister for Police has set for the select committee are wide ranging and the
results, the investigation and the reports that should come forth will ultimately benefit
road safety in Western Australia. The previous Labor Government held the matter quite
dearly and felt very strongly and deeply for it. During its term of office it conducted
various investigations. As I said, I support this motion by the Minister for Police. It is a
pity he does not have similar support from his coalition partners. In matters of road
safety such as wearing bike helmets and drink driving the Minister has been, to use the
colloquial, white-anted by, for example, the Minister for Labour Relations stating his
objections to the bike helmet legislation. That legislation is essential for the safety of all
people who ride bikes on our roads, footpaths or other recreational aiteas. The Minister
for Labour Relations has referred constantly to the fact that people should be allowed to
choose whether they want to wear bike helmets. In the other place the Minister for
Health, in poking his nose into an area concerning the Minister for Police, referred to
possible legislation emaphasising stronger penalties for people with a drink driving record
who are caught again under the influence of alcohol.
Only yesterday the Premier spoke on radio 6PR about the matter and he was reported in
The West Australian today, under the heading "Bike helmet not always necessary, Court
says", as saying -

Premier Richard Court has left the way open for changes to the controversial bike
helmet legislation despite Police Minister Bob Wiese's commitment to the law.

I sincerely hope that this select committee will not be established in order to gather
information which will result in the Minister's or this Government's ensuring that the
legislation is either watered down or thrown out. The article continues -

Mr Court said yesterday he believed there were times when wearing bike helmets
was unnecessary.

It is a pity he is not in the louse now because I would like to ask him when and where in
Western Australia one would not get hurt if one fell off a bicycle.

However, Mr Wiese said members of the public interested in the legislation
would be able to put their views to a select committee on road safety - which is
expected to be set up today.
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The Premier stated further on in the article -

As far as children are concerned [ think it is important that they are wearing
helmets ...

In ocher words he does not believe in the legislation for adults, but it is good for children.
A separate Traffic Board report cabled yesterday by the Minister for Police stated chat 61
per cent of all serious bicycle rider casualties during 1992 were over 17 years old. On
radio 6PR yesterday the Premier said that the legislation was good for children but not
for adulcs, who should have a choice. He apparently does not know that more casualties
occur among older people than among children. The Premier has not taken the time to
read the report and see what this legislation has achieved since it was enacted.
Mr Blakie: Can I suggest that you think very carefully when debating this and make
sure your comments are objective?
Mr CATANIA: That may disqualify a few people from the member's side of the House.
Mr Blaikie: As long as Your arguments are objective.
Mr CATANIA: I thank the member for those comments and for his concern.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Balcatta should address his remarks to the
Chair so that I can hear them.
Mr CATANIA: My apologies, Mr Speaker, I will do that.
The Premier went on to say in the article that there are times when bike helmets are
perhaps not necessary. This is yet another area where he has shown that he is not
conversant with statistics and the good chat legislation has done- That was borne out by
the statistics referred to in the report cabled yesterday by the Minister. The report further
states that surveys indicate that 81 per cent of cyclists now wear helmets compared with
62 per cent last year. Of those people questioned about whether they think bike helmets
should be worn, 78 per cent agreed with their use and were satisfied with them. It is
quite apparent that the bicycle helmet legislation has had a dramatic effect in reducing
casualties resulting from people falling off their bikes. I am sure that, as the Minister
stated, he would be extremely unhappy if there were any move to have the law abolished.
I sincerely hope that people like the Premier and the Minister for Labour Relations, and
other groups who are against the use of bike helmet regulations, can be convinced of the
benefits of the regulations.
Mr Bloffwicch interjected.
Mr CATANIA: One of the minorities is the member for Geraldton, who does not believe
in any form of protection for anyone other than himself. For his sake, not only because
he may fall off a bike but also because he does not have very much hair on his head, he
should wear a helmet. He should do so even if only to walk along the street because the
weight of his head could cause some damage if he should fall!
Although the report stated that this legislation has caused many would-be cyclists not to
use their bikes, the sample from which that information was obtained was from Cottesloe
Beach and Mounts Bay Road. The report stated that we should look at those figures with
great caution and deduce very little from them because the sample was very small and
confined to only two areas. [ would be very surprised if the regulation requiring the
wearing of bike helmets does in fact deter people from riding a bike. The argument
against the regulations by people who do not want the law to survive should be viewed
with great scepticism. I am sure the Minister will agree with that.
I am concerned at the division between members of the Government over the importance
of the legislation to the safety of people who ride bikes on roads and in recreation areas.
I would be very concerned if the Minister, who expressed satisfaction with the report,
were overridden by any member of his coalition party and the legislation became
ineffectual or were abolished. Yesterday, we asked whether the Minister would maintain
his strong position on this matter so that the legislation survived and people continued to
wear helmets for their protection.
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The same newspaper carried an article about a little boy who had been involved in a
horrific accident. He had fallen off his bicycle and had terrible injuries to his face. The
article states that Nicholas remembered very little about the accident. However, it said
that the wearing of his $60 helmet had ensured that his injuries were far less serious than
could have occurred. That proved beyond doubt that the legislation should continue in
force. I hope the Select Committee ont Road Safety will consider stronger legislation to
ensure that the protection that exists now continues.
Another area at which the select committee will look in its terms of reference will be road
trauma, particularly that associated with drinking and driving. I refer here particularly to
the 0.05 legislation. Again, I sympathise with the Minister for Police because another
Minister - the Minister for Health - interfered in his portfolio earlier this year by stating
that specific legislation should be enacted for specific areas of drink driving offences. He
meant that a person who had a record of drinking to excess and driving should be dealt
with differently from a person who had a casual drink and drove. That was his opinion
and there may be some merit in that. However, I see no merit in his making that
statement without consulting the responsible Minister. Earlier this year when we dealt
with the regulations which determined penalties for the 0.05 legislation, I was somewhat
surprised that the penalties were not commensurate with the seriousness of the drink
driving offence. This Government and the previous Government have promoted the fact
that people should not drink and drive. To apply penalties for that offence that are
commensurate with penalties for seat belt offences which involve the loss of a couple of
demerit points and a $100 fine trivialises the seriousness of a drink driving offence. I
was disturbed that the Minister suggested that the penalties that were gazetted were
adequate for the 0.05 offence.
Mr Trenorden: They are too draconian.
Mr CATANIA: Does the member think that a person who has one or two drinks and has
a high blood alcohol reading will not cause a fatality on the roads?
Mr Trenorden: There is no evidence of that whatsoever. That is garbage.
Mr CATANIA: There is evidence. At the time the regulations came into force, one of
the television stations carried a program about the effects of alcohol on five different
people. The people ranged from a 120 kg gentleman to a petite lady of 45 kg. The
alcohol consumed by the 120 kg gentleman had no effect on him whereas the lady would
have incurred a penalty had she driven.
Mr Trenorden: Are you suggesting that the penalties should apply only to women?
Mr CATANIA: No. If I did not know the member for Avon so well and did not like him
so much, I would make a comment about that. That was a terrible comment. I am not
referring only to women; I am referring to people generally. He must agree with me that
a glass of alcohol would affect me differently from the way it would him. The legislation
deals with all types of people and it should be commensurate with legislation that exists
in other parts of Australia. The fact is that our penalties are lower than those of other
States, with the exception of South Australia, which has similar penalties to ours and
another State which has lower penalties. The rest have higher penalties and recognise the
importance of ensuring that, if people drink, no matter how little, they do not drive. It
should be part of Austrlia's culture that if a person drinks he does not drive and we
should ensure that with appropriate legislation. As I said earlier, I was concerned that the
Minister's penalties trivialised this important area. More people die on our roads from
the effects of alcohol than from any other cause.
Another area of concern was the announcement by the Minister for Transport that road
trains would again be allowed to travel on our metropolitan roads. People have different
ideas about the effects of that on the areas in which they live. People in country areas
would view the effects differently from people in the metropolitan area. Immediately
upon being re-elected, the Government approved road trains travelling on metrpolitan
streets.
Mr Trenorden: You have got it wrong again.
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Mr CATANIA: How is it wrong?
Mr Trenorden: Country people do not like them very much either, but they have to live
with them. So do you.
Mr CATANIA: They can accept it more readily.
Mr Trenorden: Why - because they are second class citizens?
Mr CATANIA: Okay, I am happy to accept that they are against them. What I am
saying is that the decision has a far more dramatic effect on people in built up areas.
Mr Trenorden: What do you think country towns are?
Mr CATANIA: I accept that also. However, road trains have the option of bypassing
country towns; they do not have the option of bypassing residential areas. The
Government is trying to put out vibes on the one hand that it is concerned about road
traffic trauma, but, on the other hand, it is allowing road trains to travel through built up
metropolitan areas. There is no doubt that that will cause safety problems and discomfort
to people because of the noise and the moad damage. I suggest that the people elected to
the select committee should consider this matter very carefully because the decision
should be reversed immediately. Road trains should never be allowed in residential
areas. The drivers should be told - as they were in the past - to off-load their goods
outside built-up residential areas. That is a very important area that should be examined
by this proposed select committee.
A further area of great concern is the probability - the Minister for Police by his silence
on this mailer has confirmed that it is a high probability - that the police will be relieved
of the duty of heavy haulage vehicle inspection. In fact, his colleague in the other place,
the Minister for Transport, has verified that it is a possibility and that dialogue has been
taking place between the two Ministers on the Department of Transport taking
responsibility for examining and inspecting all heavy haulage trucks. What does this
mean for safety matters, especially on country roads? The Minister for Police is a
member of the National Party and has a rural constituency. I imagine he is well aware
that if resources given by the Main Roads Department for the inspection of heavy
haulage vehicles are taken from the police, the police presence on the roads will be
reduced. The police not only inspect heavy haulage vehicles but also by their presence
on country roads they act as a deterrent to people who may want to speed, transport drugs
from one area to another, or generally infringe the rules and regulations on road safety. I
am surprised that the Minister for Police has not come out fighting to ensure that his
Police Force - which has the professionals to deal with heavy haulage inspection and road
safety - retains the responsibility for heavy haulage inspection. Is he giving away that
responsibility and the resources that go with it? He has often been quoted in this House
as stating there is not enough money for this, that or the other. How will he replace the
resource of those vehicles provided by the Main Roads Department? How will he
replace those vehicles to allow the police to patrol country roads and deal with road
safety matters in Western Australia? I am deeply disappointed, and the proposed select
committee should inquire into this matter very closely.
The third area about which I express concern is the driver training centre, and this too
should be closely examined by the select committee. This driver training centre was
foreshadowed by the then Minister for Police late last year and was due to be constructed
this year. I have asked the current Minister for Police a question on notice about this
matter, and he has replied that it is only at the feasibility study stage and no commitment
has been made to the building of this trining centre. Neither have funds yet been
allocated for its construction. That is very disappointing; the sooner that driver training
centre is built, the better. The former Minister for Police stated that the proposed centre
would have a particular duty to ensure that young people were able to obtain training and
had the facility to learn of the problems associated with reckless driving and the problems
that created in the community. It was to be a training area of particular purpose. The
Police Force, especially that section dealing with youth, awaits with anticipation a
statement from the Minister that the funds will be allocated and the centre constructed.
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The proposed select committee will not overlook this important area. I am disappointed
at the answer given by the Minister to my question on notice.
I was closely connected with another important area, and chaired a task force inquiring
into road safety in and around schools. A report was commissioned by and made to the
former Minister, and I hope the current Minister has a copy of that report which deals
with a wide range of areas. The committee had a wide ranging community input from
the police, the Department of Planning and Urban Development, and parents and
citizens' associations. The committee made some very strong recommendations. The
report recommended that when new schools were being planned, provision should be
made for immediate access to parking. Parking should be an integral part of the
establishment of schools in new areas. Also, old schools should have a redevelopment
clause through which parking is accessible. It recommended that pick-up and delivery
areas for schoolchildren be an integral pant of school areas. The report referred
particularly to old schools on main roads and addressed the problems of parking. I am
sure that all members of this House have problems brought to their notice by parents and
citizens' associations and teachers complaining about parents not having suitable areas in
which to deliver and pick up their children. The proposed select committee should
examine the report of the task force, which has not yet seen the light of day, although it
made some important recommendations.
It made a further recommendation about the responsibility of local government, and
urged it to become involved in the traffic problems around schools. It suggested that
local government, the Ministry of Education and the individual schools should combine
and share the problems of their constituents in order that the parking and traffic problems
around the schools could be solved. That is a very important area.
The task force was originally established to examine the problems of road crossings for
schools. [ am sure the Minister and other members are aware that two types of crossings
exist at present. One type is guarded by a pensioner, or some other suitable person, who
is chosen by the Police Department, and the other type of crossing is attended by a
volunteer obtained by the parents and citizens' group who helps children to cross the
road. The report recommends that voluntary crossing attendants no longer be used, and
that only guarded crossings be used because schoolchildren have a tendency to run across
sweets and fatalities may occur, particularly at old schools where no provision has been
made for proper crossings.
The number of full time employees of the Police Department should not include guarded
crossings personnel. In fact, the funding of those personnel should not be considered part
of the budget of the Police Department because we do not want it to be a budget item
where funding is in any way diminished, because guarded school crossings are extremely
important for the safety of our children. The task force recommended also that there be
flashing amber lights near crossings. Another recommendation was that a school
crossing and road safety committee be formed which will have an ongoing responsibility
to ensure that traffic management programs initiated by local governments and the
department of Main Roads provide appropriate safeguards for school children when they
walk or ride to school. This should be one of the first areas of examination of the
committee, and at their frs: meeting committee members should be given a copy of
volumes one and two of the Task Force on Road Safety at Schools Report as part of their
literature to ensure that they address this important area. My colleague the member for
Nollamara chaired the Road Speed Limits Review Committee, which had similar
concerns to the Task Force on Road Safety at Schools and recommended that the speed
of vehicles which go past schools and through residential areas should be reduced to 40
kilometres an hour.
I was pleased to hear the Minister for Police allude in his address to some other areas of
concern. H-e referred to the automatic suspension of a driver's licence when a driver
accumulates a certain number of demerit points. Taxi drivers, truck drivers and delivery
vehicle drivers derive their livelihood from driving vehicles, and their exposure on the
roads puts them in a position where they may incur penalties which will eventually result
in their licence being suspended and their livelihood being taken away from them. Some
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consideration could be given to letting them have immediately a special driver's permit
for certain hours so that they do not have to wait for 12 days to get that special permit.
This mailer should be looked at closely by the committee.
Mr Wiese: I shall look forward to your recommendation.
Mr CATANIA: I thank the Minister, It is of great concern, in the area not only of
driver's licences but also of building licences, that there should be an oral examination
rather than a written examination for those people for whom English is a second language
or who find it difficult to learn English.. Those people may be able to learn the rules of
our roads and may have the same knowledge as a person who sits for a written
examination, and they should be able to answer the examination questions orally so that
they can obtain a driver's licence. It is time to pay greater attention to this area.
Mr Pendal: You do not think that area is a bit overstated, do you?
Mr CATANIA: No. At the end of last year, the Press contained a report about people
from Asian backgrounds who went to police stations to obtain a driver's licence for their
friends by sitting for an examination on their behalf because they would not be able to
pass that examination.
Mr Pendal: You are not suggesting that you condone that, are you? That is an illegal
practice.
Mr CATANIA: No. I ani suggesting that if we opened the way for oral examinations, it
would remove the practice of some people sitting for a written examination on behalf of
others. The member may think this is overstated, but 35 years ago my father had to sit
for a driver's licence examination. He had come from Italy and was not very conversant
with the English language. He worked seven days a week and did not have the time or
the energy after working seven days a week to learn the language in the way that he
should have learnt it. He sat for, and failed, the test five times, not because he did not
know the rules but because he had a problem with writing in English. Perhaps his son,
who was trying to teach him, was not a good teacher! I experienced that problem in my
family, and I am sure a lot of other families experienced it. It is a trauma which many
people go through needlessly and through which we should not put people.
I-turn now to vehicle inspections.
Mr CT. Barnett: Save a bit for the committee!
Mr CATANIA: I will expand on it when I am in the committee.
Mr C.J. Barnett: We will be interested in the committee's findings when it has a chance
to respond to your views.
Mr CATANIA: The Leader of the House will not be on that committee. It would be
good for him to have the patience to listen to it now, 1, and I ani sure also many members
of this House, have received complaints from people who have had to line up for hours
on end to have their vehicle inspected. They have taken time off from work and still,
after waiting for hours, they have been told that the vehicle cannot be inspected and that
they should come back the following day; and so the procedure continues. This issue is
exacerbated by a lack of resources and money. Perhaps the number of staff inspecting
vehicles could be increased; that is, the public servant numbers could be increased, and in
that way the Minister could encourage more efficiency. After a tour of inspection I noted
the lack of staff and the resultant queues of people waiting for hours for attention. That is
bad public relations for the Police Department. People complain that the police are not
interested in their problems; they make people wait, collect their money, and do little
else, If more resources were applied to that area the bad public relations could be
avoided.
The Opposition supports the establishment of this select committee. I hope that it will be
established for the purpose of gathering information to aid greater road safety rather than
examining the possibility of reducing the penalties for 0.05 blood alcohol content
convictions or for not wearing bicycle helmets. I hope that the gathering of information
will strengthen and increase all areas of road safety rather than address those other areas
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mentioned. I hope that the information will not be used to water down those penalties,
rather than ensure that road safety is the paramount issue for the select committee.
Perhaps those comments are cynical, but we have witnessed many cases where the
responsibilities of the Minister for Police have been commented on by other Ministers
who wish to "white ant" him in a number of areas. I refer particularly to the compulsory
wearing of bicycle helmets and the 0.05 BAC legislation. Another area of criticism is
heavy haulage legislation. I hope the Minister for Police stands firm in those areas rather
than be pushed aside. Perhaps then we will have a Police Force that can make sure that
our roads are safe and that sufficient resources are available. This will also ensure that
when the findings of the select committee are brought to the Minister for Police he will
implement them in an effort to ensure that our roads continue to be the safest in
Australia.
MS WARNOCK (Perth) [3.33 pm]: I wish to contribute briefly to debate on the
motion to appoint a Select Committee on Road Safety, both as the member for Perth - an
inner city electorate - and from a personal point of view, because I have a strong interest
in road safety. I ran a radio program before I camne to this place, and one of the most
vigorous and lively topics on that program was road safety. Like most people in this
community, I am a driver, and I hope a good one; but like everyone in this community I
have a view about other people's driving. I ran a program regularly about road safety
and I always received a vigorous contribution by listeners who had a view that everyone
else was a bad driver, that the rules of the road needed to be changed, and that many
things should be altered in some way to contribute to road safety in Western Australia. It
is with that background, and as a new member of Parliament for an inner city electorate,
that r comment on this matter.
Mr C.J. Barnett: A good thing about a select committee is that a member gets to make
comments at committee meetings. That is why the committee is formed; and the member
can comment on the report when the committee makes recommendations.
Ms WARNOCK: The member is more experienced than 1. I will do that when the
committee is set up, but there are one or two things that I wish to say about road safety.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The committee will be delighted to hear from you, I amn sure.
Ms WARNOCK: I will be as brief as I can. I do not wish to keep the inister for longer
than necessary. I will not be put off by his comments. I am sure that I will be delighted
to hear his comments about road safety as well.
I refer again to the regular road safety programs on the radio station. We had regular
guests from the Police Department and we ran road safety campaigns. People had
comments to make about driving and road safety in Western Australia. I am pleased that
the select committee will address the issue of driver training and education programs.
People have a view that they are good drivers and that other people are- not, but people on
the radio also had many serious and important comments to make. The select committee
should consider the way that drivers are trained in this State and the way continuing
driver education is carried on. There is also a need to consider regular compulsory
vehicle inspections. That was a regular gripe by many people who called in on the radio
program. As a driver of a 20 year old Volkswagon at the time I became very sensitive
about the comments of people about old vehicles being taken off the road. I agree now
that this is an aspect into which the committee should look. I applaud that point.
The compulsory wearing of bicycle helmets is a lively issue in this House at the moment
which affects the increasing number of cyclists in the inner city areas of Perth electorate
and others close to the city. We have in Western Australia the second most bike
enthusiastic population in Australia, after Canberra, and there are always calls for more
bicycle tracks around Perth. These calls, of course, lead us to consider the necessity for
bicycle safety and whether we should support the compulsory wearing of bicycle
helmets. Another issue that has been raised since I became a member of Parliament is
traffic calming. Far from regular discussions about the national economy, when I call on
people's doorsteps - as I regularly do - I find traffic and traffic calming and speed limits
in suburban areas to be lively issues. People from the Inglewood Primary School
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approached me about traffic problems in the area of the school as a result of a lack of
parking facilities. Traffic calming is a controversial matter in suburban areas. Some
people want traffic calming because they would like to have safety in their swreets and
would like to avoid people driving at great speeds through built up areas. On the other
hand, a great number of people wish to avoid the positioning of traffic humps outside
their homes. A number of people have a different opinion about traffic calming because
they frequently complain about noise caused by cars passing aver traffic humps. Other
people are not in favour of those strange devices called chicanes.
For all those reasons I support the appointment of this select committee. I will be glad to
see the committee address these many lively issues. I hope that the committee will
canvass those matters widely because they are very close to the hearts of people not only
in the Perth electorate but also throughout the metropolitan area and Statewide.
I grew up in the bush and, like most people in the bush, began driving fairly early on
fairly bad roads; so I have an idea of the kinds of issues that are likely to arise with
people who represent country areas who wish to address the committee. It is an
important issue to all of us, and it is certainly important for the health and safety of
people throughout the State. People have always have been very willing to discuss
drinking and driving and to express an opinion about it. As the granddaughter of a
publican, I am awart that the introduction of the severe blood alcohol limit has had rather
devastating effects on the business of some of our hostelries. However, like everyone
else in Western Australia, [ certainly support a severe limit on the blood alcohol content
one can have when one drives, because like everybody here I want to see a reduction in
the road toll and everything possible done to preserve the lives of citizens. I am very
supportive of the setting up of the committee. I applaud the Minister for Police for his
decision. I hope that many people will have an opportunity to address the very many
important issues that will come up during the long period that the committee will sit. I
leave it at that, simply hoping that for once in this House members opposite will have
something positive to day.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [3.41 pm]: I commend the Minister for Police on his
move to establish this select committee. I see the committee having two main thrusts:
One is the range of specific aspects which the Minister covered to a fair degree in his
introduction to the motion. The second point which must be taken into account is the
very important educative role that this committee can play. Road safety is very much a
matter of people understanding the risks involved in certain activities on the road and
changing their behaviour in order to improve road safety. That type of education must be
pervasive. By the establishment of a parliamentary committee which will centre on the
issue of moad safety we, as members of Parliament, can make a direct contribution to that
public education. We can raise the profile of road safety issues in Western Australia.
That is a secondary matter which, although not mentioned in the motion, will be an
important role of this committee. In supporting this move by the Minister, the
Opposition has already clearly declared it will adopt a bipartisan approach. Road safety
is too important a matter for members to get into party political bickering. It must be
addressed on the merits of issue and positive actions taken in ogler to advance road
safety. Therefore, I anm assuming that the membership of this committee will be more
fairly representative of the political interests of this House than was, unfortunately, the
case when a recent committee was established by this Chamber.
It would be a surprise to many that the Government should put forward such a motion to
establish a committee given its very shaky start in matters of road safety. Of course, this
Government has had a shaky start in most areas of public administration. It reflects the
standing of this Minister that he has been able to get Government approval to bring this
forward. In its early days we saw this Government, without any consultation, introduce
road trains into the suburban streets of Perth. That decision gave no recognition to the
issue of road safety. That decision was made and we had to wear it. There was no public
consultation, and no consideration of the many safety issues involved. For the benefit of
some particular local interest group or vested interest, we were told that road trains would
now be travelling down the streets of Perth. We saw the Government's backdown on the
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blood alcohol content of 0.05 per cent. That debate has raged throughout Australia and
this State for sometime. The Parliament had put in place legislation with clear policies
flowing from that legislation, and this Governiment watered down those very important
road safety issues.
Yesterday during the statement by the Minister I interjected to say how I supported his
remarks. Following chat statement his leader, the Premier, said that he did not agree with
his Minister. This Minister certainly has a very difficult task, I put on record that I
respect the Minister for Police for his contribution to debates over the past four years. He
has clearly shown himself to be a genuine person and on this issue I know his concerns
are genuine. His approach, as the Minister responsible, to see that we take steps to
improve safety on our roads will be genuine. He is doing that from a position where he is
receiving no support from a number of his fellow Ministers, but direct opposition. I say
more strength to his arm. I hope he continues to fight the good fight to improve road
safety and will not have to knuckle under and be beaten down by some of his ministerial
colleagues who do not seem to wish to give this issue the importance it deserves. To
speculate, that may have been part of the Minister's thinking. Perhaps because of the
difficult time he is having getting positive proposals on road safety through Cabinet the
Minister decided to refer it to a parliamentary committee as a very good device for
advancing those matters.
Mr Wiese: I am not as devious as people on your side of the House.
Mr KOBELKE: I am not suggesting that is devious; it is a proper political tactic,
because parliamentary committees serve an important purpose. In my brief experience in
this place I have found they bring together members from both sides of the Parliament
who are willing to face up to the facts of the matter, and in a responsible way to try to
arrive at the best position for this Parliament and the Government to adopt. By bringing
these matters of road safety before a parliamentay committee the facts can be brought
into the light of day, and it will be much more difficult for the Premier or other Mnisters
to play petty politics as we have seen in relation to bicycle helmets, the 0.05 per cent
BAC and other matters. This committee will play an important role in ensuring that the
facts are presented to the Parliament and the people of Western Australia and that
decisions can be made based on those facts, so tt our whole system of regulations and
of education will ensure that we have roads which are safer. I will use the time. that I
have left to me to speak about road speed limits.
Mr C.J. Barnett: What an absolute abuse of the Parliament. The whole purpose of this
motion is to set up a committee to address the issue. Let us set up the committee and let
it address the issues.
Mr KOBELKE: I wish to speak on the issues this committee will address.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Go along to the committee and offer your views.
Mr KOBELKE: We are setting up a committee and giving it terms of reference, and it is
a proper use of parliamentary procedures to make a few comments on the matters this
committee may address, and which are not specifically stated in its terms of reference.
The Opposition went to the Minister to suggest a couple of minor amendments; one was
to include in the terms of reference the particular point I wish to make. The Minister
gave an assurance chat that was not necessary, because the last term of reference was
broad enough to pick up my concern. I accepted that from the Minister, and it is
therefore appropriate that I use this opportunity to put on record that concern and my
hope that it will become an important part of the work of this committee. As I was
saying before the interjection by the Leader of the House, the particular matter I hope this
committee will take up relates to road speed limits.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You could make a submission or be called as an expert witness -

Mr D.L. Smith: He could also make a speech in Parliament, as every member of
Parliament is entitled to do.
Mr KOBELKE: I will ignore the interjection from the Leader of the House because I
want to get through this as quickly as possible. This select committee will be in a
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position to monitor and review the system of road speed limit regulations. I was
fortunate to chair a committee which reviewed road speed limits in this State. I will be
happy to send a copy of this report to the select committee so that it can see what matters
from it remain to be implemented. One aspect of that report refers to a 40 kilometre an
hour speed limit in residential streets, which I understand is about to be implemented. I
hope the Government will fully support that proposal so that it will work.

The quality of life in our suburban environment very much depends on the woads and cars
we use as our day to day means of transport. The safety in our residential streets is of
concern to all people, particularly those who have young children. When playing around
the house they can easily move out onto the roads and in many suburbs that is a very
common thing, whether it be making their way to school, going to a local park to play or
simply moving from their house to that of a neighbour. Many people are concerned,
particularly for the safety of' children, that lower speed limits should apply in local
residential streets.

However, traffic has other impacts on our local residential areas; for example, noise can
be a major problem. In my electorate office, which is in a fairly busy street, although
only a local road, I would prefer to open a window than have air-conditioning. However,
that is not possible because I would not be able to conduct a normal telephone
conversation owing to the fact that the level of noise from the traffic outside my office is
too high. Unfortunately I must keep the window closed and have another means of
getting air into the roomi. Pollution is another concern and relates not only to the layout
of roads and a range of technical issues involving cars, but also to the speed at which cars
travel down local streets. These issues and a range of others are important to the general
quality of life in our local environment.

Many residents have very strong views on what should be the speed limit in local streets.
Through local action groups and local government a move has been made to lower the
speed limit in particular areas. Throughout the 1980s - I hope it will be the same in the
1990s - the Government listened to local concerns and took people at face value. When
people come forward with genuine concerns, such as the need for a lower speed limit in
their area, we need to address their issues. Local people must be involved in decision
making and Government, whether it be State or local, should respond positively to those
demands. I am not saying they can always be met, but a compromise or a proposal can
usually be put forward which will help meet the genuine needs expressed by many
people.

How do we put in place a system of lower speed limits in our residential streets? There
seem to be two main approaches: One is simply to impose a blanket speed limit of
40 kmh or 50 kmh across the metropolitan area. However, I do not think that is the way
to go. The alternative is to look at local speed limits so that a defined area can be
regulated by lower speed limits. The proposed 40 kmh or 50 kmh blanket speed limit has
been submitted by a number of local councils and at one stage was the preferred option of
the City of Perth. I understand that an organisation of traffic planners for local
government supports that proposal. The simple legislative approach is to change the law
and tell everyone they cannot exceed 50 kmh in most streets and expect them to obey it.
Members know that that approach will just not work. A law which people do not respect
as a good law cannot be imposed on people. If we try to make it work, it will simply put
an impassible burden on an already stretched Police Force. It would cynically be seen as
a revenue collecting exercise. Nonetheless, it is a genuine proposal to make the whole of
Perth a 50 kmh limit while retaining the present relevant 60 kmh, 70 kmh or 80 kmh limit
on the major roads.

Mr C.J. Barnett: You have a tortuous logic. You put up a suggestion and spend
10 minutes arguing why it is a bad one.

Mr KOBELKE: The Leader of the House has not been listening to what I said; I did not
say that at all. At the outset I said that I did not support this proposal.
Mr C.J. Barnett: We accepted it; it was your idea, then you knock it.
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Mr KOBELKE: The Leader of the House should listen to what I ain saying. I did not
say that. If he listened he might learn something, although that might be difficult because
he seems to know everything about everything and listening to facts is very difficult for
him. I will not waste more time by responding to such nonsensical interjections from the
Leader of the House.
That proposal has been put forward by people who have an understanding and
professional interest in the matter. However, I am saying that I do nor accept the
proposal as a workable solution. A workable solution is to establish local area speed
limits. The present system by which we regulate speed limits, about which people will
be well aware, is, firstly, by having a blanket maximum speed of 110 kmh throughout the
State. [ know that is a matter of contention, particularly in country areas, but that is the
law. The second one applies to the built up area. Without addressing the vagaries and
complications in the definition of a built up area it is generally accepted that throughout
the metropolitan area the standard speed limit for a built up area is 60 kmh. The third
means within the legislation is that a length of carriageway can be designated to have a
maximum speed limit which is different from the 60 kmh in the metropolitan area. That
applies not only where road works are being done, for which temporary signs are put in
place - there must be a limiting and a delimiting sign, because it is only a section of
carriageway to which the maximum speed restriction must apply - but also on major
metropolitan woads on which restricted speeds of 70 kmh and up to 80 kmh are common.
There has previously been no legislative basis by which we can have local area speed
limits. Fortunately, that has been remedied.
I refer now to two main experiments which have taken place in Perth in which a 40 kih
speed limit has been trialled: People will be well aware of the Wembley experiment, but
not necessarily of the finer details involved in that. Wembley was divided into two tria
areas; in one area was a sign to the effect that the local speed limit was 40 kmh and a
brick entry statement into those streets. In the other half was the local area speed sign, a
brick entry statement and, most importantly, a range of traffic calming devices installed
in order to educate drivers to travel more slowly. The result of measurements of traffic
speeds in those areas is interesting. In the area with the traffic calming devices, a
reduction occurred in the average speed of vehicles, In the area which simply had the
brick entry statement and the local area speed limit sign, no appreciable reduction
occurred in traffic speed. The lesson there is clear: Simply erecting a sign - or a sign
with a brick entry statement - does not cause drivers to slow down; however, the speed of
vehicles in local streets can be reduced through proper traffic calming measures. That
finding is further emphasised in the experiment which took place in a small area in North
Fremantle, between the highway and the river, which had very few entry and exit strets.
Signs were erected indicating that a local area speed limit of 40 kinh applied. The speed
of vehicles was tested at certain points before the signs were erected and again following
the experiment. The figures showed that following the installation of signs indicating
that the maximum speed was 40 kmh, the average speed of vehicles in that area
increased. A range of reasons may exist for that. However, it clearly shows that if we
simply put up advisory signs and expect people to travel at a lower speed, we will not be
successful. I have also suggested that even if we make them regulatory, if we have not
educated people about the need to go slower through a range of means we will not be
successful in lowering the speed of traffic in residential streets.
We cannot place police on every corner it would be a misuse of our Police Force and
would not be productive. What is essential to lowering speed limits in residential streets
is the perception of drivers. If drivers see a long, straight woad in front of them they feel
it is naturally safe to go faster, and they speed up. In some older areas of Perth we have
seen where that has been a major road safety problem. Many intersections in those
suburbs have a reputation for being dangerous and have resulted in many fatalities. That
is, long straight streets with crossroads have been present where drivers have perceived
they could travel at high speed, which has led them into a direct conflict with another car
at an intersection. A range of devices - such as roundabouts, zig zags, humps, etc - have
been implemented by councils to try to overcome that problem. The experience which
has been gathered through the use of those devices has clearly laid down a set of
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procedures which can be effective in addressing this problem. One of the key issues is to
put something in front of the drivers so that they view an obstruction without blocking
their visibility, resulting in a perception that they must travel slower,
Mr Pendal: A cul-de-sac at both ends?
Mr KOBELKE: Culs-de-sac have their place as well, but the problem with culs-de-sac in
swreets is that the tr-affic is simply moved from one swreet to another. If it happens to be
one's swreet in which a cul-de-sac is used, one might be very happy.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: The suggestion from the member for South Perth was a cul-de-sac at
both ends.
Mr Pendal: Perhaps we could test that in Nollamara.
Mr KOBELKE: I certainly do not want it in Nollamara, However, if the Leader of the
House is suggesting that we cart get out of it by flying out, that is akin to many of the
proposals of this Government, which have more to do with pigs flying than with facing
up to the real issues.
In various council areas around Perth we can see a range of approaches to roundabouts at
some intersections. Some councils have made them work well. For example, at a
number of intersections in my area, the City of Bayswater has placed a large palm tree
and used lower types of shrubs or flowers. That approach has been most successful. It is
perhaps a more costly approach, but does not obstruct one's view of the intersection. It
gives an aspect of height to the intersection which creates a perception in the drivers that
they must slow down on that road. Other councils, which I will not mention, have placed
a grevillia or another native shrub in the middle of the roundabout which soon grows to
two or three metres, totally obstructing visibility and resulting in a traffic hazard. These
matters must be handled in a technical way and in a way which serves the interests being
proposed. I will not go into the details of that matter.
These are important matters to many people in the suburbs of Perth. This committee can
play an important role in establishing how this system will work. As I suggested earlier,
at present the mechanisms are not fully in place for setting a speed limit in local areas.
Those regulations have been tabled and are about to came into force. I will place on
record the definition of a local traffic area under the regulations. I hope that this will now
become a standard part of our road laws, not only of "law" but also "lore"; people must
understand how a local traffic area works. The regulations state -

"local traffic area" means a carriageway or length of carriageway -

(a) defined atlits beginning by means of a local traffic area sign and at
its end by means of an end local traffic area sign; or

(b) that forms pan of a network of 2 or more carriageways defined by
means of -

(i) local traffic area signs erected near the boundary of each
carriageway that provides access to the network, so that a driver
can only lawfully enter the network on a carriageway by passing a
local traffic area sign; and

(ii) end local traffic area signs erected near the boundary of each
carriageway that provides an exit from the area, so that a driver
can only lawfully exit the network on a carriageway by passing an
end local traffic area sign;

NU Trenorden: It sounds like I had better put forward an objection to those regulations.
Mr KOBELKE: That is the option for the member for Avon if he wishes to scuttle the
whole process. However, I hope the Government will continue to support this process
and that this committee will take up the matter. For this process to work the Main Roads
Department will be required to remain the regulatory authority responsible for placing the
signs; however, that may be instigated from a local level. A local council, in considering
the needs of people in a specific area, will propose to the Main Roads Department that an
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area should be signed as a local traffic area. The Main Roads Department, if it follows
the procedures set out in the speed limits review committee report, which I have briefly
covered in this address, will look to see whether that configuration of roads and the
layout of chose snreers is likely to be conducive to a local speed limit. If that is not the
case the Main Roads Department wili go back to the local government authority and say
that it must examine the possibility of traffic calming or a range of other procedures to
encourage people travelling through that area to reduce their speed below the 60 kmnh
limit pertaining to the surrounding areas. That process must be refined between local
governments and the Main Roads Department to ensure that both parties are happy with
the proposition and that it meets the needs of people in ordinary suburban snreers. A
number of councils, particularly the City of South Perth, have done an excellent job in
constructing such road treatments. Many councils would be happy to take up this
proposal. I am also aware that other councils do not wish to become involved in this
process. Perhaps they are the councils which would prefer the Government to place a
blanker speed limit of 40 or 50 kmh on the whole metropolitan area, with exceptions for
designated woads.
I urge this committee to take up the task of ensuring that 40 kmh speed limits are now
available to the people of Perth. These regulations would make the local speed limit 40
kmnh. Opportunity exists ro have that as a variable speed which could be set by the local
government authority in consultation with the Main Roads Department. For example, as
we enter some of our regional towns after driving at speeds of 110 kmh on an open road,
there may be a rural subdivision on the edge of the town - five or 10 hectare lots - where
the roads past that area still have a maximum speed of 110 kmh. Complaints, which the
Acting Speaker may have received in his area, have been made that residents would
rather have a 60 or 70 kmh limit in the swreets near those hobby farms on the edge of a
provincial town. That cannot be done now. This new law could be adapted to suit their
interests. Another example is The Vines, which is in a semi rural area. The local
residents may wish to have a 70 kmh speed limit in lieu of 80 kmnh. This could be
achieved through a process which allows local initiative to be brought forward to meet a
range of criteria on which the Main Roads Department can act. Many people in this State
wYant a lower speed limit in their street and there is no reason why it cannot be
implemented. In spite of what the Leader of the House may think, many people believe it
is important. If the Leader of the House were to listen to his constituents he would find it
is a matter they support, and I hope he will support it in due course.
DR EDWARDS (Maylands) (4.11 pm]: I support this motion. I refer to a matter of
great importance; that is, young men in fast cars. I would like to say that I know a lot
about that subject, but if I did members would say that I had a misspent youth. In
moving this motion the Minister for Police said that when a family is touched by an
accident often a young man is the victim. Not only is them tragedy in the family, but that
mnan's contribution to society is lost. I am sure the proposed committee will consider this
issue.
Injury causes about seven per cent of all deaths in Western Australia and one-third of
those deaths is caused by motor vehicle accidents. It is interesting to note that four per
cent of deaths in Western Australia are the result of homicide, yet we hear a lot about
homicides and not very much about motor vehicle accident deaths. Unfontunately one
quarter of injury deaths are by suicide. It will be interesting to see whether the proposed
committee is able to tease out the proportion of motor vehicle deaths that can actually be
traced to suicide.
For people in the first four decades of life injury sustained in a motor vehicle accident is
likely to be the most significant cause of death or the major cause of disability or ill
health. The main problem area is in the 15 to 30 year age group and with young men in
the 15 to 19 age group, where 60 per cent of all deaths are from motor vehicle accidents.
In that group the males are generally the drivers and the females are the passengers.
Again, this group is where tragedy really strikes. I am pleased that the terms of reference
of the proposed committee include the examination of driver training and licences and I
ani sure the emphasis will be on youth to try to reduce injury and death, which is almost
an epidemic in young men.
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Consideration must be given to the hidden factors - the morbidity and bad health - in
motor vehicle injury. In fact, for every death there are 10 people seriously injured and it
places a great demand on hospital beds. Many of the injuries are serious and the injured
must stay in hospital for a long time. Injury in young people is the greatest cause of what
is called person years of life lost. It means that if a person is killed at age 20, 52 years of
life is lost to society because he would have been expected to live to around age 70.
Society loses that person's productivity. In addition, society must look after injured
people for significant periods. Recently when I was speaking on this matter the member
for Geraldton interjected and made a comment about his visit to the Head Injured
Society. They are the people I am referring to. Through motor vehicle accidents they are
severely impaired for life and the burden falls on their families and society.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The facilities are inadequate.
Dr EDWARDS: I hope the proposed committee will consider ways of preventing injury.
Mr Pendal: Seat belts have prevented injury in the last 12 years.
Dr EDWARDS: That is right. In fact, there has been a marked improvement in the last
30 years.
It is not very well known that road trauma is second only to cancer in terms of the cost to
society. It relates not only to productivity lost, but also to the cost of treatment, and these
are factors which will come to light in the proposed committee's report.
I refer now to the notion of accident versus injury. I am pleased that the emphasis in the
terms of reference is on injury. The notion of accident implies chance and that nothing
could have been done to prevent it. In considering injury control we start from the base
that injuries are predictable and preventable and that leads to solutions at an individual
level, such as decreasing the intake of alcohol, or at a wider level where there are
environmental safeguards and other control policies in place.
The aim of accident prevention is to prevent the accident from happening and a number
of factors can be considered in this regard. Obviously the vehicle must be considered.
Rear brake lights will decrease the rate of accidents, which will decrease the incidence of
whiplash and similar injuries.
The evidence from European countries and America is that reducing the speed limit on
roads will reduce the number of accident deaths. In Europe speed limits were lowered to
help reduce pollution and there has been a spin-off in the reduction of injuries and death
caused by motor vehicle accidents. To prevent accidents it is also necessary to consider
the consumption of alcohol, which has already been done in this State. Alcohol can be
attributed to half the fatal road accidents and pedestrian deaths.
Mr Blaikie: You have made a valid point. Are you going to make a submission on this?
Dr EDWARDS: I may well do because it is an area of great interest to me.
Mr Blailde: It would be a tragedy if your comments were confined to Hansard. 1 am
sure the committee would be enlightened by your comments.
Dr EDWARDS: Consideration must be given to injury control and again this is alluded
to in the proposed committee's terms of reference. Consideration must be given to the
types of vehicles on our roads, particularly vans. The Minister for Police pointed out
same of the areas he believes should be explored.
Consideration must be given to the condition of roads and again we come up with
conflicting interests. For example, if obstacles were removed from the side of the road
many accidents would be prevented. I acknowledge that we need power poles, and often
people fight to save trees. In addition, there are obstacles on the sides of the roads which
serve other purposes. The expense of underground powerlines prohibits the removal of
some of the obstacles. Engineering science can be used to make roads safer. The
member for South Perth pointed out that injury can be reduced by the use of seat belts,
but I hope the proposed committee will consider the safety of children and babies in cars,
because it could be improved.
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A problem confronting road safety is the role of transport authorities which are caught up
with an intractable dilemma because they have a dual responsibility. On the one hand
they need to speed up traffic to make it convenient and they are charged with the
responsibility of decreasing the cost of using roads. On the other hand they have a
responsibility to decrease risks fOr those using the roads and that often involves slowing
traffic, reducing convenience and increasing costs. Hopefully the proposed committee
will consider these problems objectively and come up with solutions. In doing that I urge
the committee not to forget the role of the health sector, because it sees the results of road
accident trauma.
I welcome the significant reduction in road trauma in the past 30 years in Western
Australia, but more can be done to improve it. I also welcome the setting up of this
committee because my experience of select committees generally is that they work very
well in a bipartisan way. They generally bring down recommendations which the
Parliament adopts and the Government implements.
In conclusion, I turn to the work done by a colleague in the upper House, Hon Cheryl
Davenpon, who chaired a committee last year which looked into motor vehicle repairs.
That work was taken up by the Minister for Consumer Affairs. The same sort of work
has been undertaken by committees in other States such as the Travel Safe Committee in
Queensland. I urge this committee, when established, to contact those other committees,
particularly the Queensland one, to find out what they have achieved.
I conclude where I started; that is, that I believe there is a hidden epidemic of young men
in particular being killed and maimed on our roads. I fully support the establishment of
this committee and urge it to look into these matters when established.
DR WATSON (Kenwick) [4.22 pm]: Most of the issues associated with this debate
have already been covered by previous speakers. As politicians we are constantly in
touch with people who hold concerns about road safety, speeding vehicles, and how the
impact of road traffic can adversely affect people's quality of life, particularly those who
live on main roads where over the years traffic flow has built up and the existing
vegetation has become less appropriate leaving nearby people adversely affected.
Studies have been undertaken on the impact of such low level constant noise on the
health of people involving factors such as high blood pressure. If we are setting out to
prevent road accidents I believe we can use the same sorts of principles as those used in
occupational health and safety areas. In workplace design we look at two major areas;
firstly, engineering and, secondly, human behaviour. I will not repeat what has been said
about engineering by other speakers, but 1 endorse the comments made by my colleagues.
Three aspects of human behaviour occur which I hope the committee will examine. The
first is the use of baby restraints. I become distressed when I pull up at traffic lights and
observe children running around in the back seat, or an adult holding a baby in the front
seat of a car. The matter of baby restraints in cars must be addressed. It may be that we
should think about incentives for parents to use such devices. Unfortunately, it is the less
well off parents who are unable to afford the standard baby restraints.
The second aspect we looked at in the field of occupational health and safety was related
to work contracts for long haul truck drivens. Too many of these drivers go to sleep at
die wheel. Too many of them acknowledge that they need medication to keep awake.
Others acknowledge that they have contracts that demand they continue driving for up to
27 hours at a time on occasion. We must examine that situation and tie it in with
occupational health and safety matters.
The third aspect relates to children riding bicycles. We have addressed the matter of
bicycle helmets and cycleways and looked at a whole range of issues including safety
around schools. However, for someone to try to traverse a road where children are
entering or leaving a school, particularly those in the seven to nine year old age group
riding bicycles, puts the lives of those children at risk. I do not have relevant data with
me, but I understand that until a child reaches the age of 10 she or he does not have the
capacity to make a quick judgment and does not have the experience or neurological
development to ride a bicycle properly. We must develop some kind of high profile
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education campaign for parents, children and their teachers to discourage children from
riding on the roads before they have the appropriate skills to do so.
Last, but not least, members of this House will know that I was a nurse for six years and
ran a surgical ward. I was working there at the time scat belts were introduced for a trial
period. Every Friday night people were admitted to that ward who needed surgery as a
result of either a surgical emergency or, commonly, a motor vehicle accident. The
following day I did the rounds with Mr Albert Gild, the surgeon in charge, who would
examine the people present as a result of motor vehicle accidents. He would ask whether
they had been wearing a seat belt and if they replied yes, he would say, "You would not
be here had you not been wearing a seat belt." If they said no, that they were not wearing
a seat belt, he would say, "You would not be here if you had been wearing one." In a
sense, those people thought they were placed in a dilemma. These issues can have an
impact on the health, safety and wellbeing of people and, as my colleague the member
for Maylands said in her remarks, so can the associated costs. I commend the motion to
the House.
MR WIESE (Wagin - Minister for Police) [4.28 pmJ: I thank all members for their
contribution to this debate and their solid support of what I am endeavouring to put in
place through this select committee. I would have liked to comment on the remarks
made and the points raised by members who spoke. However, all the points raised are
encompassed well and truly by the terms of reference of the committee, which was the
aim when drawing them up. If this debate was any indication of what will happen the
committee can look forward to a solid and heavy Work program in the coming nine
months to 31 March 1994. 1 thank all members for their support and commend the
motion to the House.
Question put and passed.

Appointment of Select Committee
On motion by Mr Wiese, resolved -

That the following members be appointed to serve on the select committee - The
member for Roe (Mr Ainsworth), the member for Bunbury (Mr Osborne), the
member for Darling Range (Mr Day), the member for Balcatta (Mr Catania), and
the member for Perth (Ms Warnock).

BILLS (2) - INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1.Superannuation Legislation Amendment Bill

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

2. Planning Legislation Amendment Bill
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Lewis (inister for Planning), and read a first
time.

MINING AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and First Readi ng

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Minister for
Resources Development), read a first time.

MOTION - WATER AUTHORITY (CHARGES) AMENDMENT BY-LAWS
Disallowance

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Leader of the Opposition) [4.32 pm]: I move -

That with the exception of schedule 1, part 2, clause 1(a) and schedule 3. this
House disallows the Water Authority (Charges) Amendment By-Laws 1993,
under the Water Authority Act 1984, a copy of which was laid upon the Table of
the Legislative Assembly on 8 July 1993.
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In moving this disallowance motion the Opposition is very clearly aware of the expressed
intention of the Government, which was communicated with a great flourish to the
community, that there would be significant relief for small business in the area of water
charge-s. At the time the increases in transport charges and water and sewerage rates
were announced it was extremely difficult from the Premier's press announcements to
determine exactly what had occurred. What has emerged over subsequent weeks is a
story which is sadly at odds with the propaganda - and it was no more than that - that was
provided to the people of Western Australia at that time, and there are as a result a great
mnany disaffected business people and families who find they have significantly higher
increases than the modest increases that were described in the statement of the day.
The detail of the Government's changes to the Water Authority fees for water, sewerage
and drainage services in Western Australia during 1993-94 was finally made available to
us in the Government Gazette of 1 July 1993. In my view that information should have
been provided at the time the press release was made. It is not good enough for a
Government to say, "We will tell you later exactly what charges are to be increased and
how they will fall on the family."
I draw to the attention of all members opposite the strategy that we adopted in relation to
fees and charges; that was, at the beginning of the financial year, to give a very clear
indication to the people affected by those charges exactly what they would be. For
instance, in relation to the Water Authority fees and charges the document for 1992-93
lays out in considerable detail exactly what rates are charged for metropolitan, country
south and country north, from the first 150 I to over 1 950 kI. The residential sewerage
and drainage rates are contained there, as well as details about other charges. I think no
less should be expected of any Government. It is not good enough to have them finally
sneak into the Parliament at a later date, and then have the media and the Opposition try
to make sense of them in the light of statements that have previously been made which
appear to be at odds with them.
Mr Omodei: Are they average increases?
Dr LAWRENCE: The Minister will have an opportunity to speak later. An avenage
increase can be a very misleading figure, and I will point out why that is so in a moment.
Before I go into the detail of these changes and why we are so opposed to their
implementation, I put our opposition in the context of the State of Western Australia's
economy. We hear from time to time, depending on the audience and almost on the time
of day, that the economy inherited by this Government was in a mess but that somehow,
between February and July, it has miraculously improved. Yesterday the Premier trotted
out recent business registration figures to try to show that the Western Australian
economy had miraculously improved since he came to Government. This is an area
where we must have a degree of honesty from all sides about what is happening, and I am
pleased to say that the Deputy Premier, at least, has painted a much more accurate picture
of Western Australia's economy, both before the change of Government and
subsequently. That is provided through a regular publication of the now Department of
Commerce and Trade called The Western Australian Economy, which is a picture of the
State's economy to June 1993. It is based on published statistics, Australian Bureau of
Statistics figures in particular and industry sector statistics as well, and shows very
clearly where the Western Australian economy has been and where it is going. It is
interesting that the letter attached to this document by the Deputy Premier says clearly
that key features of the report include confirmation that the Stare's economy has
generally outperformed the national economy during 1992-93.
It goes on to say that while world trading conditions are difficult and are likely to remain
so until 1994, the medium term outlook is positive. We are all pleased about that. The
document goes on to state that new private investment in the State is estimated at $4.6b
for 1992-93.
In case members do not understand that, I point out that that is the financial year just
concluded. The State has the largest order book for major projects among the States, and
it has been that way for some time. As the former Deputy Premier will tell members, a
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large number of projects are waiting to come on stream in Western Australia. They are
waiting for the right commercial environment in which to proceed. All members in this
House will hope that, for the good of our economy, they will proceed sooner rather than
later. Another paint made in the document, and again this is in stark contrast to what the
Premier tried to say in debate yesterday about the Western Australian economy, is that
the employment growth rate of three per cent is encouraging. Finally, it says net exports
have remained consistently high and overseas exports were up by 6.5 per cent in 1992.
1 will look at this report in a little more detail in a moment. Suffice to say that although
Western Australia, as is clear from this document and from the Access Economics
assessment of the Western Australian economy, has outperformed the rest of Australia
we cannot be complacent because we still have a very significant unemployment problem
in this State. We have to absorb a higher rate of increase in our working population.
from both interstate and overseas migration, and we want to do that because it provides
impetus to our economic growth.
Why, then, are we concerned about these increases in water, sewerage and drainage
charges, principally water and sewerage?
Mr Omodei: Water and sewerage where?
Dr LAWRENCE: I will go through it in some detail. The data come from answers to
parliamentary questions on notice, so it is all the Minister's information. We have not
made it up, and I will spell it out to the Minister in some detail.
We are concerned about the increases because they will mean an increased cost to
businesses at a time when they can ill afford those extra costs. That is why we kept those
charges way down. If members look at the comparisons they clearly indicate that, for
both businesses and households, key business charges and taxes were kept down in
Western Australia. That has been acknowledged by the Victorian Chamber of
Commerce and Industry, the New South Wales Treasury, the Victorian Audit
Commission, and others. The last several years have been tough for small business. We
provided significant relief from taxes and charges. Relief from land tax and payroll tax
was given in two successive Budgets and we kept those business charges as low as
possible.
Mr Bloffwitch: Payroll tax is the highest in Australia. We have the lowest threshold in
Australia.
Dr LAWRENCE: Listen, Mr used car dealer - member for Geraldton - I know the
member is obsessed by that matter, but significant relief was provided in successive
Budgets.
Mr Pendal: You've changed your tune since you became Leader of the Opposition!
Several members intrjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: This member constantly denigrated the Government when he was in
Opposition about business costs, yet he has not said a word about these increased
charges. Businesses are complaining loud and long to members on this side - also, I am
sure, to members opposite - but we have not heard a word from the members for
Geraldton or South Perth on this matter,
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Minister for Labour Relations is interjecting out of his seat - he
should know better than that. Members opposite should look at this Government's
methods as they relate to something to do with glass houses.
We are concerned about these increases. Although the State economy is better than
others nationally, it is still fragile and requires all the support we can give. If the
Government increases costs to households by $22m in water and sewerage charges alone,
that money will be taken from the pockets of consumers. What will that do to the
economy? The Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party should know that if $22m is
withdrawn from the economy and put in the coffers of the Water Authority, that money is
not available for domestic consumption. People have limited incomes; average weekly
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earnings have not increased for a long time, arid ripping this money from people will
mean it is not available in the economy. The retail and domestic economy will diminish.
This is a simple equation which does not require a PhD or an TQ greater than 100 to
comprehend. I am surprised that members opposite have not factored that aspect into
their equation, as the effect of these charges on the domestic economy will be
instantaneous.
Also, these increases will result in an increase in inflation in Western Australia in the
next 12 months. A significant impact will be felt from increases in transport costs, third
party Motor vehicle insurance premiums, sewerage, drainage and water charges.
Mr Catania: And household insurance.
Dr LAWRENCE: Indeed, although I am talking directly here about increases in
Government taxes and charges. I am pleased that, as a result of the work we did.
electricity charges will not be increased.
Members opposite seem to have a view that ordinary working families of this State have
infinitely deep, pockets - they do not. It is important that the Government understands
that a reason for our opposition to these changes is that they do not make economic
sense. These water charges will not provide relief to business. At least $22m will be
withdrawn from the domestic economy and directed to the Water Authority. If the
responsible Minister thought it was necessary for the Water Authority to increase its
takings from the people of Western Australia by $25m in the next financial year, he
should have spelt out a detailed justification. What is the Government trying to achieve?
He should not talk about a revenue neutral arrangement which provides for a modest
increase in sewerage charges, in particular. The Minister mentioned avenages when he
referred to business costs and charges, but this can be misleading.
Mr Omodei: What did your booklet say?
Dr LAWRENCE: It gave all the figures on this issue. It was tabled during the last
session of Parliament, and gave figures for water charges for every level of consumption.
Therefore, it cannot be said that this booklet attempted to average out the costs and
mislead the people. It took us weeks to obtain the figures on these charges from the
Government, as the only way we could obtain the information was through questions on
notice. The Minister should have spelt out these matters at the outset.
Although the Western Australian economy is in better shape than those of the other
States, it needs close attention of Government and not the glossy hyperbole about giving
relief to business, which we now know will not happen. The same level of attention is
required in respect of Government agencies and departments. It is not good enough for
the Minister to say, as he is saying to members of the Press, that the Water Authority is to
blame.
Mr Omodei: I am not blaming the Water Authority for anything!
Dr LAWRENCE: I am pleased to hear that. We have heard stories within the Water
Authority -

Several members interjected.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You have heard stories!
Dr LAWRENCE: I have given them only that status.
Mr C.i. Barnett: They are bits of gossip; you should substantiate them!
Dr LAWRENCE: I am happy to do that at a later stage. This was a case similar to that
when the Treasurer made an error regarding a finance Bill: He trotted out the Under
Treasurer in front of the cameras to take the flak for what was clearly the Treasurer's
mistake. The Minister for Water Resources, in his one appearance on this issue, stated
over and over again, 'This is the way it always has been done; it is the Water Authority's
fault." However, questions have been asked within the Water Authority seeking to blame
officers of the authority for not fully informing the Government on how the price rises
would be managed and effected- I have that on good authority.
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Several members initerjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I hope to be able to provide the information on this matter to the
Parliament. It is another case of the Government's not doing its homework properly and
not understanding what is requested of it by the Water Authority. As the truth has
emerged, the Government has blamed officers of the Water Authority. Obviously, the
Treasurer, the Minister and whatever committee the Government has to examine any
increases in Government charges, do not understand the way the Water Authority system
works.
Mr Omodei: I assume you have a good understanding of that.
Dr LAWRENCE: I certainly do, especially having seen the way it has been mismanaged
by this Government. Before leaving the issue of the condition of the Western Australian
economy, it is important that we ensure that additional imposts are not made which will
increase inflation, reduce consumer expenditure and increase business costs.
I now refer to another piece of misinformation provided by the Premier and Treasurer
yesterday in question time. He sought to use business incorporation statistics - which are
notoriously volatile - during question time as a way of indicating an improvement in the
economy since he became Treasurer. Any economist could tell the Treasurer that such
matters have a much longer time lag than this Government's time in office.
Mr Omodei: What has this to do with the disallowance motion?
Dr LAWRENCE: A lot! We are indicating why the changes will have an impact on the
economy.
The Treasurer would have us believe that since he became Treasurer business
incorporations have increased dramatically in Western Australia. In fact, for the first
time for a long time the number of business incorporations in Western Australia has
fallen below the national average. The figure has increased from the low point during the
recession. Nevertheless, even during that time the Western Australian figure was
superior to that of the six State average. The figures to which the Treasurer referred were
below the national average, contrary to the view with which the Treasurer tried to
mislead the Parliament. More wontyingly, on a seasonally adjusted basis a decline has
occurred in the number of persons employed from the previous month. The Australian
Bureau of Statistics' catalogue 6203.0 is titled "Trend series on employment growth and
the number of employed persons". It clearly indicates that since this Government came
to office in February the figure has declined: It was equal to the previous month in
March, but down in April, May and June. If the Government wants to take credit for the
state of the Western Australian economy, it must also take criticism. Nevertheless, we
must not become ridiculous. Government action does not immediately affect the
economy. State Government action has at best a partial effect on the economy -
Mr Tubby: What is the source of your statistics?
Dr LAWRENCE: The ABS statistics indicate that Government taxes and charges have a
dramatic effect on business confidence and consumer spending. In other words, the one
economic influence over which members opposite have control, and which requires
proper stewardship, is taxes and charges. However, members opposite, in a profligate
way, have allowed dramatic increases in these areas in their first year in office; they have
clearly failed the test with their first set of Government charges.
Turning now to the water charges, we have seen some of the effects on small business of
the significant increases. Members opposite would have received approaches from
businesses on this matter. Firstly, I refer to the broad effects of these increases:
According to the Government's own figures in answer to questions on notice, the tota
Water Authority take and actual receipts are estimated to increase from $428.9m in
1992-93 to $450.45m in 1993-94. The result is a $25.6m increase - hardly a modest
figure - in extra receipts to the Western Australian Water Authority. Category by
category - again taken from the Government's figures.- there was some relief for most
metropolitan businesses for water charges, not all, as indicated by the Minister for Water
Resources.
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Mr Omodei: How many?
Dr LAWRENCE: I will give the Minister the figure in a moment. Fourteen thousand
businesses did not get lower business costs - approximately 85 per cent did. The total
take shows a $0.9m decrease in receipts from metropolitan businesses. However, on the
other side of the ledger, sewerage rates increased by $2.6m. That shows a net increase to
metropolitan businesses for water and sewerage charges.
Mr Omodei interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: They are the Government's figures; presumably they come from the
Water Authority. On the other hand, country businesses received no relief, not even for
water charges. Water charges for the country business sector which, the Minister must
agree, is much smaller than the metropolitan area, increased by $l.5m - a fair whack.
That is the extra amount expected to be received from country businesses alone this year.
In addition, sewerage rates have increased by $O.4m. The Government is adding an extra
$1.9m to country business costs. On many occasions I have sympathised with comments
from country members about the hard times they are having. These figures do not
indicate a very sympathetic response to those hard times. We have not heard anything
from country members on the Government side about the interests of their businesses
being protected.
We were told that water charges for the domestic sector would incur modest increases
and an average of 3.4 per cent for sewerage. These figures show an increase in receipts
for metropolitan domestic use charges in water rates of $9.4m in one year. The sewerage
rates are $8m. Therefore, the Government is taking an extra $I7.4m in water and
sewerage charges from metropolitan consumers; yet the Government has no justification
for that. We have not heard a whisper of justification from members opposite.
Mr Ornodei: You won't let me interject.
Dr LAWRENCE: These figures were announced before the beginning of the financial
year. No-one on the Government side has given a justification for these increases.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Did you ask?
Dr LAWRENCE: I have asked the question. The. Minister responsible should be telling
the people of Western Australia why he proposes to increase the costs to metropolitan
households by $17.4m in one year. Sewerage charges for country household users -
again it is not such a large number of households - have increased by $1.lm and water
charges have increased by $3.5m.
Mr Omodei: Is it north or south in the country?
Dr LAWRENCE: It is the combined total of all country consumers.
Mr Omodei: You have mixed them up; that was clever.
Dr LAWRENCE: These are the Government's own figures. We have added them
together to make sure people understand them. The people from the metropolitan area
are part of the extra $17.4m; people from the country are part of an extra $4.6m. I am
amazed that members opposite complained week after week, month after month, that the
Labor Government kept charges and taxes below the inflation rate and gave tax relief.
However, once the coalition got into power those charges increased in one fell swoop by
$25.6m in one Government trading enterprise. I am looking at the country member who
is the Acting Speaker and the Deputy Leader of the National Party who has just entered
the Chamber and whose constituents are paying those extra charges. I bet they are not
impressed with these figures. An extra $25.6m impost has been placed on the
community without any justification. From time to time the Minister has suggested that
the Water Authority, at the Labor Government's insistence, had to take on the debts
attached to the old country water authority. The Water Authority knew it would have to
do that and it is - I see some Water Authority officials sitting in the Public Gallery - in a
very good financial position, for which I congratulate it. It has managed its affairs
extremely well. Even after paying dividends to the Treasury it has a very substantial cash
reserve which is not declining, but increasing. I do not know whether the Minister
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bothered to inform himself of the authority's financial position before agreeing to these
big increases or whether he just accepted what it said about its needs.
Mr Omodei interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: The one area in which the member for Warren, as a Minister of the
Crown, can intervene and has the right to set the parameters is charges. He is not
supposed to interfere in the day to day operations of the Water Authority because, by
Statute, it is a Government trading enterprise. HeI can direct the board, but that must be
in writing to the Parliament. However, he has statutory authority to do what he has done
in setting charges and the Water Authority must give effect to them. However, he should
not be a rubber stamp for the authority's requests. I have noted this Government's habit
of saying, whether it be to Transperth, Westrail or the Water Authority - perhaps even the
State Energy Commission of Western Australia, although I am less certain about that
because it has taken a different path - that what it wants it gets. Why bother to have a
Minister if' the simple transition is for the Government trading enterprise to set a fee and
not have anyone else examine it? The Labor Government referred requests for increases
in charges to officials from Treasury, the Department of Resources Development and the
Department of Premier and Cabinet, as well as full briefings from the authority
concerned, It is not just a matter for a single area of Government to make these
decisions.
As much as I respect the Water Authority, having been a member, I would be the last to
say the Minister should not attempt to provide independent assessment of its claims. The
Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party made that view known very strongly in relation to the
State Energy, Commission - he does not miust it; he wants other advice also. I suggest the
Minister do the same, otherwise next year when the recommendations reach him for
increases in charges, he will be caught in the same way as he has been this year. I do not
believe there was any dissembling or dishonesty by the authority; he either knew what he
was doing and did it anyway, or was careless.
Mr Qmodei: You cannot have it both ways.
Dr LAWRENCE: I am leaving the matter open to the Minister to say whether he was
incompetent or deliberately misled the people of Western Australia. Whichever way one
looks at it, he does not come out of the situation covered in roses. He has misled the
community and so has the Premier. When the Premier's press release came out initially,
he stood in front of the television cameras telling businesses how good these increases
would be for them. Charges within the areas over which the Minister has presided have
been brought to my attention by a large number of businesses. The matter has been
drawing an increasing amount of flak from mainly local community newspapers. I am
sure members in that part of the world will have seen a Wanneroo Times story of 20 July
1993 headed 'Water bill shock for businessman'. The person concerned is not the only
one. He was very pleased with the announcement about the reductions in water charges.
The article explains that one Chris Huggins, who owns a pizza bar in Northbridge,
discovered, when he finally received his bill that, far from receiving relief, he had to pay
more. Similarly, when businesses in the Claremont area discovered that far from
receiving relief they had to pay much more, they approached their local newspaper. The
Subiaco Post has also run a series of stories about these increases.
I will give the House a couple of examples of the rates paid by businesses in Bay View
Terrace, Claremont. In 1992-93, one business was charged $1 468.25 for water. This
year it received promised relief and paid $1 236.90, approximately $232 less. However,
here is the rub and this is what these businesses are so angry about: Last year's sewerage
charge was $1 570.20; this year it is $2 198, an increase of $628. He received relief of
$232, but he had to pay an increase of $628. Members should be able to figure out that
he is not better off; he is considerably worse off. A business in the same street paid
$2 649.70 last year for Water - these are the changes the Government made to help these
businesses - and this year he will pay $2 182 - relief of $542.
Mr C.J. Bant: Your former Minister for Water Resources had a committee. It met in
the early 1980s and said it was too hard and would not take it on. I sat on his committee.
For 10 years you would not take on the issue of water rates. It was always too hard.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! The Leader of the Opposition has
only half an hour left and she will need all of that time.
Dr LAWRENCE: If I read all of the bills in the metropolitan area, it probably will.
Again, this business in the same suburb paid $2 649.70 last year for water and will pay
$2 182 this year. Any businessman, on receiving that, would have thought it was
fantastic. He would have found that he had a bill totalling $542 less for his water.
However, on the same bill - this is why they are so peeved - he received an increase for
sewerage. Last year he paid $2 881.40 and this year he will pay $4 033.95, an increase of
$1 152. That more than gobbles up the relief and leaves him with a bill of another $600.
Therefore, far from being better off, he, too, is worse off.
My third example is that of a business in the same area which paid water charges last
year totalling 52 391.25. He received relief because the bill this year totalled $1 979, a
reduction of $412.
Mr Tubby: Where is the business?
Dr LAWRENCE: It is in Claremont. However, his bill last financial year for sewerage
totalled $2 594 and this year it will total $3 472. The increase in sewerage, therefore, is
double the relief for water.
Members may want to claim, as the Minister for Resources Development and Energy is
doing, that this Government has made a significant reform. However, if the effect of the
reform is to cost businesses more, people will hardly jump for joy. If the Government is
to make the reforms of the kind it describes, it should have painted out to people that
there would also be significant increases on the other side of the ledger. These increases
will impact very badly on businesses and householders; people certainly believe that. Let
us look at the Government's package overall. The first area is water charges for Perth
businesses. The fact is, as 1 have outlined by giving members the figures, that these fees
in combination will impose a greater burden on all businesses, whether they want relief
or not. The Premier and the Minister proudly beat their chests about this; it was going to
be terrific. However, the fact is - and people have found them out - that that will not be
so. The Premier said that metropolitan businesses would benefit from a reduction of
20 per cent on water charges from July. He went on to say that the charging system must
be changed to assist WA business to become more competitive locally, nationally, and
internationally. However, those businesses are now paying more, not less. Members
opposite cannot talk about relief for business and improving competitiveness -

Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you support the reform? You produced bills, but you cannot say
whether you support water rates reform.
Dr LAWRENCE: We art not seeking to disallow the reforms that the Government
introduced. However, it did it in such a way that it allowed enormous increases in
sewerage - on the other side of the ledger - so that the Water Authority would increase its
receipts by $25m. The Government reformed a tiny part of it, not sufficient to make a
difference to business costs, and it has the cheek to tell the business community that they
will be better off and more competitive. Country businesses do not even get the relief for
water rates. They get the double whammy; the increase in water charges and an increase
in sewerage charges.
Mr Omodei: What did you do?
Mr Taylor: You are in Government now. You made the crummy decision.
Mr Graham interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr C.J. Barnett: All you do is sit over there and knock, knock, knock. You did nothing
for 10 years and you knock us now.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CiJ. Barnett: I anm trying to find out from the Leader of the Opposition what is her
policy. She does not have one.
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Members are either deaf or my voice is becoming
weak because they are not listening to my calling for order.
Mr Graham: Pardon?
The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Pilbara is probably the worst offender. It
makes it very difficult when members will not take notice of the Chair. I do not mind
interjections; I have allowed a number. However, members must listen to the calls for
order from the Chair. I ask them to do that in future.
Dr LAWRENCE: This is a deliberate attempt to obfuscate - yes, businesses will get
relief, but they should not be told about the increases! How can they be better off as a
result of these increased charges? They are not; they are worse off. They are paying
more. It is not just a matter, as the Minister has tried to say, of increases in gross rental
values that have driven up the sewerage charges. The Government has changed the scale.
Sewerage rates for the business sector will rise by about 25 per cent. On top of that, the
tiered rate structure has been altered so that metropolitan companies will pay more on a
lower gross rental value. The Government has changed the way it is done. The "reform"
implemented by this Government for sewerage charges has resulted in businesses paying
more than they would had they been left alone. I hope the Minister understands that. In
1992-93, the charge on gross rental values between zero and $9 500 was 3.970 in the
dollar. Between $9 501 and $I.9m it was 3.94o and above $I.9m it was 3.9 10 in the
dollar. How has it changed? The first level has been reduced from $9 500 to $8 000 and
an increase in the rate. Therefore, businesses get there earlier and they get hit at a higher
level. What percentage difference is there between 3.97g in the dollar and 4.950 in the
dollar? Is that 3.4 per cent? Not likely. It is more than 25 per cent. The Government
has shifted the threshold so that more businesses are caught earlier. The Government did
not tell them that; that was not outlined to the people of Western Australia and it was not
outlined to businesses. The Government increased the rate and it changed the threshold.
More businesses are caught on the $8 000 GRV level than were previously caught at
$9 500 and the Government increased the rate by 25 per cent. The Minister will have an
opportunity to explain that in this debate. He should not continue alluding to the fact that
I was on the board and made certain recommendations. He is the Minister. When I was
a member of the board, the Minister of the day had the final say on the setting of rates.
He still has the final say on the setting of rates and I recollect from my time on the board
that on at least one occasion the Minister explicitly modified the recommendations of the
board. It is open to the Minister to do so in a responsible manner, but to do so
nonetheless.
A change has been made in the three tiered rating system to lower the threshold, catch
more businesses and increase the rate by 25 per cent, and not 3.4 per cent. The Water
Authority's bulletin of 13 July to commercial customers points out that a business
property with a GRV of $100 000 for each of the last two years would have paid $3 943
in sewerage fees last year and $4 913 this year. That is without any change in the
valuation. That is the increase the Minister has approved, although he told businesses
that the Government would provide relief and make them more internationally
competitive. The Minister will forgive me, and I am sure he will forgive them, if they do
not see that as relief and a reduction in their costs. Most of the properties outside the
CBD have experienced a rise in their gross rental value. That has really hit them because
they have had a change to the rating system - a 25 per cent increase in rates - and, if they
are unfortunate enough to be outside the CBD, an increase in their valuation. They have
been really whacked by these increases. Put together, most businesses one way or the
other will pay more to the Water Authority and not less.
Mr Omodei: That is not true.
Dr LAWRENCE: I have given examples of the dissembling by the Minister in relation
to businesses in Claremont. Another example is a Malaga hotel whose service charges
have increased from $7 650 to $8 350 this year. That is typical of the information
contained in calls and letters we have received from constituents. In response to my
questions on notice the Minister has admitted that the total take for combined water and
sewerage rates in the metropolitan area will actually increase by approximately $1.7m.
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Mr Omnodei: Which is 3.4 per cent.

Dr LAWRENCE: The Minister said that was in relation to sewerage charges. I suggest
that he read his statement again. In the light of these increases, I would be interested to
know how the Minister can justify the big statement he made with the banging of drums
and clashing of cymbals because the Government was meeting its election commitment
to provide relief to small businesses. Everyone cheered and what did they get? A bigger
increase than they had seen in the past five years. and an increase of the kind they were
led to believe they would not suffer.
There is also another element involved that the Minister wants to blame on the usual
practice of the Water Authority in applying charges and sending out its bills; that is, the
retrospective element of these charges, to which we seriously object. When a change of
this magnitude was made removing over two successive years the allowance of 75 kI of
water free of charge, it was incumbent on the Minister to insist that the change not apply
retrospectively. He led people to believe that would be the case. There was no
suggestion in any press statement that the change would apply to the previous billing
period, which for most consumers began on 1 January 1993. He indicated that in the
financial year 1993-94 the first 75 kI free allowance would be eliminated and that the
second 75 kI would be eliminated in 1994-95. That is the way it was presented.

Mr Omodei: Did I say that?

Dr LAWRENCE: Nothing in the Minister's statement suggests that from 1 January last
year consumers will pay for any water they consume over 75 kI, but that will be the case.
The changes were announced on 27 June but many customers have found their bills
applied to the previous six months. If that is not retrospectivity, I do not know what is. It
is not a minor increase in the rate; it is a major change in the way the rates are struck.
The Minister described it as a major reform designed in part to provide for people's
better conservation of water. That is one of the lines used by the Minister. It was also
designed to eliminate some of the cross-subsidies between businesses and householders.
Nowhere does the Minister state that the people will pay this increase retrospectively. A
great many people in this community, especially those on low and fixed incomes, plan
very carefully for their consumption of water. Their previous plans have been based on
the understanding that in the metropolitan area the first 150 kI of water would be free of
charge. They manage their affairs so that they ame not subject to any excess water
charges and make sure they consume less than 150 kI. I understand that approximately
one fifth of the Water Authority's customers do not exceed that limit.

Mr Omodei: How do they know whether they are exceeding it? Do they read the meter
every day?

Dr LAWRENCE: People are careful and know how much they are consuming.

Mr Omodei: Rubbish.

Dr LAWRENCE: The Minister would be surprised to know how many people carefully
monitor their consumption and are aware of the impact on it of their frequency of
watering the garden and washing clothes, and the types of washing machine used. I
receive letters from constituents - as I am sure members opposite do - stating how these
people manage their electricity and water consumption in order to minimise their costs.
People are not fools, they do not wait to receive an excess water bill and say, 'Qops, gone
over the top again." Many, if they exceed their basic allowance, search for leaking taps
or the dripping pipes in their water system. These people do not wait to receive their
bills.

Mr Omnodei: What happens in the country?

Dr LAWRENCE: The Minister fails to understand - and through his constant
intrjections is not making himself any clearer - that he made a major change to the basis
on which water charges are levied. Most reasonable people would have expected the
removal of the 75 kI free allowance to apply at most from the date of the announcement.
However, they lost 75 kI from the previous year's allowance because their bills apply
from 1 January.
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Mr Omodei: How did they lose it?
Dr LAWRENCE: The Minister does not seem to understand his own system. The
customers of the Water Authority will be charged for every kilolitre of water they use in
the 1992-93 year above the 75 I allowance. They will be charged for the water they
used from January to June of this year. I have been charged and no doubt other members
in this Chamber have been charged. I did not expect it. When I received my bill I
wondered what had happened because the removal of the 75 k1 allowance was not
supposed to be applied until the coming financial year. However, it has already been
applied. The Minister's interjections suggest that he does not understand what he is
doing. In addition, the Minister does not appear to understand the very healthy financial
position of the Water Authority. Although it is not a cash cow, and should not be used as
such by the Government, equally, shovelling $25m into the Water Authority when
businesses and families are in such dire straits, does not make any sense, bearing in mind
that the Water Authority made a profit of almost $1l00m in the last financial year. It has
sustained levels of that kind over the past three years - showing-profits between $70m
and $100m.

Mr Qmodei: What did it do with it?

Dr LAWRENCE: It is important to ask that question, and that is why the Minister's
justification and rationale are important. The money is ploughed back into capital and
infrastructure development, and that is the right thing to do. However, the Minister must
ask himself why that amount of money is raised at this time of the economic cycle,
particularly when the Minister gave such strong assurances to businesses about their
future position, and when the domestic economy is so fragile. These increased water
charges are bad enough but they come on top of a significant number of other increases.
As I said earlier, we run the risk of increasing inflation in this State because of increases
in bus and train fares, third party insurance and tobacco tax. These increases represent
very significant additional revenue taken from the consumers' pockets. It was recently
published in the Government Gazette - and the Opposition will examine these very
clearly - that increases will occur in town planning fees, port and harbour pilotage fees,
commercial vessel licence fees, private pleasure boat licence fees, commercial vessel
inspection fees, wharfage and berthing fees, Fremantle Cemetery fees, Fremantle and
Bunbury Port Authority fees, Public Trustee fees for handling the funds of the
intellectually infirm, Department of Minerals and Energy fees for mining tenements, and
so on. We shall be revisiting many of those increases at a later date, and most are not
below the rate of inflation. Most are obviously significant increases in the take by the
Government from the people of Western Australia.

In my opinion, we have not seen the last of the pirating behaviour of this Government,
where it puts aside the interests of ordinary householders and businesses, in order
sometimes, I think, to make a hero of itself with limited sections of the community, and
does not give a damn about anyone else. In this case, it is pretty difficult to see whom
the Government has helped. The business community in the metropolitan area has not
been helped; it is paying more on balance. Consumers in the metropolitan area have not
been helped; they are paying $17.4m more. Country businesses have not been helped;
they are paying $1.9m more. Country consumers have not been helped; they are paying
$4.6m more. These people represent the entire community of Western Australia. Every
person in this State will pay more under these changes by the Government. The Water
Authority will get another $25m. The net effect on the Western Australian economy is
likely to be deleterious, yet the Government stands by and says, "It is a recommendation
of the board and it is always done in that way."'M Te Minister should take control of the
Water Authority, exercise his authority as Minister, and think strategically and
economically before he allows these sorts of charges to be levied on the people and
businesses of Western Australia.

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [5.21 pm]: I second the motion to disallow the regulations
which were published in the Government Gazette early last month. The opportunity to
disallow regulations is an occasion where the Parliament - the Legislature - can restrain
the Executive on occasions when it should be restrained; and this is such an occasion.
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The Leader of the Opposition outlined in her comments in support of the motion the way
in which the Minister for Water Resources announced the increases. He put them
forward as a great boost for business. He let the impression be created in the community
that the cross subsidy between residential consumers and business consumers, which had
existed previously, would be reduced and, as a result, there would be relief for business.
He let it be understood that the basis upon which business consumers had been rated -
that is, on property valuations - would be changed and that a more rational system would
be introduced. No doubt, many people in the business community were pleased about
that and were looking forward to receiving that relief.
1, like the Leader of the Opposition, and no doubt like the Minister for Water Resources,
and I know lie the Minister for Primary Industry, have received a large number of letters
from constituents, and because I amn the shadow Minister for Water Resources, I have
also received letters from a number of other people, including constituents of the Minister
for Primary Industry, who believe that they were cruelly misled by the Minister's
statement and by the expectations which were created in their minds, compared with
what happened when they received their bills. It has turned out that a substantial number
of business people in the community and residents of various parts of the State have
found that their bills have increased. People are charged in their bills for the total service
which they receive from the Water Authority. The fact chat there may be components in
the bill for fixed charges, incremental costs, water, sewerage, and so on, is of interest to
us as members of Parliament and to people who are responsible for overseeing the
administration of the Water Authority, and it is of interest to the Water Authority, but to
the people who pay the bill it is the bottom line that counts because that is the amount for
which they must write out their cheque. I have received representations from people in
my electorate who are most put out by some aspects of the bills which they have
received, and I will refer to that later.
I have also received some letters from people in Cranbrook who are constituents of the
Minister for Primary Industry. I know that one letter which I received is a copy of the
letter that was sent to the Minister. In that letter, those constituents set out the incredible
increases to which they have been subjected - I think in the order of 26 per cent - for
what is a combination of a residential property and a business property, both on the samne
lot, as I recall. I do not have that letter with me, but it was a substantial increase in their
rates, in some cases for a service which they do not receive. We know that the rating
system is such that even if people do not avail themselves of a service which is available
to them, they still have to pay for it. These people do not receive that service and in fact
it would not be possible for them to receive that service because of the absence of a rising
main. That is an academic point because they do not want the service in any event, but
they still must pay for it. These people were expecting a 10 per cent reduction in their
costs, but they received a substantial increase. These people were hit particularly hard
because their total income last year from their small business in Cranbrook was less than
$17 000, which is below the poventy line. They are very upset. I do not know whether
the Minister for Primary Industry has replied to their letter.
Mr House: Who are they?
Mr THOMAS: It would not be proper for me to mention their names. I will give it to the
Minister off the record. I look forward to seeing the response which they receive from
the Minister, because they and a number of other people have been cruelly misled.
The Leader of the Opposition in her presentation referred to an example, which is worth
repeating; namely, the combination of sewerage and water rates. The 'Bulletin to
Commercial Customers" of 13 July, a Water Authority publication, states that a business
property with a gross rental value of $ 100 000 would previously have paid $3 943 in
sewerage rates but will now pay 54 913. That is a 25 per cent increase in rates in a year
in which there has been negligible inflation. This Government purports to be a friend of
business. How can it can face its business constituency and justify the fact that it has
increased sewerage rates by 25 per cent in a year in which there has been negligible
inflation? How can the Government conceivably justify it? One way in which it can
justify it is to say that its costs have increased. Obviously, if the consumers of the
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products of a business have to pay the costs of operating that business, and if the costs of
operating that business increase, one can expect the customers of that business to pay
increased costs. That is one possible explanation that the proprietors of that business can
give to its customers.
Mr Oniodei: Were they subject to the gross rental valuation increase?
Mr THOMAS: Yes.
Mr Omodei: In the ci ty or in the country?
Mr THOMAS: The GRV was $ 100 000 this year and last year. Last year, the sewerage
business that was operated by the Water Authority made a profit of $50.55m. it is a
successful, well run organisation. That suggests to me that if the Government wanted to
give business a break, it would not need to put up sewerage rates at all. Perhaps it could
absorb the rates, or keep them at the rate of inflation, which at least for the last financial
year was negligible. However, the Water Authority increased rates substantially for
sonic people, in the year after it made that $50.55m profit.
On previous occasions I have spoken in this House on statistics which have been
compiled by the former Department of Labour regarding the productivity of labour in the
Water Authority. Is it that they expect a wage increase and that labour costs will
increase, and provision will need to be made for that? No. All the statistics show that the
increase in productivity of the work force is among the most substantial and spectacular
'in Australia. The work force is most productive. The indications are that the authority
will be reducing the size of the work force and closing workshops, and will be able to
operate the same business with a reduced work force. Therefore it is unlikely that the
labour costs will be increased.
Finally, as we know, the Water Authority is a very cash rich organisation. It does not
have to depend largely on borrowings, and interest rates are declining anyway, so it is
highly unlikely it will be exposed in a great way to an increase in the cost of capital.
Therefore, why is it that this highly profitable business, with a $50.55m profit last
financial year, needs to impose such an incredible hike in costs such as sewerage rates to
business? This is from a Government which purports to be a friend of business. I
suggest that the Minister for Water Resources cruelly misled small businesses when he
made the announcement regarding changes, and led them to believe there would be some
rationalisation between residential and domestic consumers which would give relief to
business. The result has been a great impost on residential consumers and not much
relief for business. For many it has been a cruel increase. The Minister should apologise
to the small business sector. In making that criticism about the Minister I do not walk
away from the fact that there needs to be rationalisation over time of the cross subsidies
between the sectors. Some of the differences which have evolved in the past are
irrational and should be rationalised in future.
Mr Qmodei interjected.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister is not doing either. He is screwing the residents and the
businesses-
I move to another iniquitous aspect of the changes in water rates announced last month. I
refer to the extent to which the fixed charge will pay for an amount of water consumed
by residential consumers- As we know, hitherto that has been 150 kI a year, and has been
reduced to 75 hI a year. That aspect of the change was referred to by the Leader of the
Opposition. We believe that amount will be reduced further, to nil, at the next increase.
I do not know whether the Minister for Water Resources is in a position to confirm or
deny that now, but our understanding is the slug of 75 k1 a year is the first round and next
year we will see another slug of 75 hI a year, and we will end up with no allowance.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you support water conservation?
Mr THOMAS: Yes, I do. I hoped that the Leader of the House would ask that question
because we have now a system which is neither fish nor fowl. People who support a
system which encourages water conservation say that the cost per litre should be worked
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out, and the consumer charged per litre of water consumed. There is a lot of sense in
that. Previously we had a system where that did not apply. People had a free allowance,
although it was not free because people paid a fixed charge which covered both the
capital cost of the Water Authority and the first 150 kl. Therefore people did pay for it,
although it was known as a free allowance.
Mr C.J. Barnett: That is no incentive to conserve water.
Mr THOMAS: If the Government wants to introduce a user-pays system to encourage
people to conserve water, where people just pay so much per litre, we will not have a
fixed charge.
Mr CiJ. Bamnett: Of course we do. Do you want me to supply some textbooks which
explain the two-part tariffs?
Mr THOMAS: The member can send me as many textbooks as he likes. I have read a
number of books on that.
Mr C.J. Barniett: Of course we have a fixed charge-, if we did not it would be impossible
to charge the marginal cost to supply water.
Mr THOMAS: Either way, I do not mind, just as long as we do not pay twice. Some
people will pay three times for the same water this year.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You do not understand pricing policy.
Mr THOMAS: I do.
Mr C.J. Barnett: There must be a two-part tariff. If the member conceded chat he does
not understand we might get somewhere.
Mr THOMAS: It is an elementary system. To carry the argument advanced by the
member to its logical conclusion, he would have to impose a lower charge for additional
kilolitres used because the marginal cost for the supply of the water is much less. But
that would not meet the costs; the Government is trying to structure the costs to
discourage the use of water. We could have any number of different systems. I am not
advocating this system, but a way to absolutely discourage the use of water is to put all
capital costs into the volumetric cost of water. It is simple. It could be done in several
ways, but previously the fixed charge paid for the first 150 ki. That has been taken away
and now it pays for only 75 I. Next year I suggest it will not buy anything. I am asking
the Minister for Water Resources that question.
Mr C). Barnett: The fixed charge pays for the capacity of the system, then people pay a
charge for the water drawn from the capacity.
Mr THOMAS: I am asking the Minister for Water Resources the question.
Ms C.J. Barnett: Effectively, there is a capacity charge and a service charge. It is a two-
part tariff.
Ms THOMAS: Next year there will be no allowance for water contained in the fixed
charge. Is that right?
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is a capacity charge.
Mr THOMAS: I know what it is. But it is called a fixed charge.
Ms CiJ. Barnett: It cannot be a capacity charge and also a charge for water. It is a two-
part pricing structure.
Ms THOMAS: In this document it is called a fixed charge. It is a proper noun as
opposed to an economic or descriptive term. We will call it a fixed charge for the
purposes of this discussion. Previously the fixed charge was paid for 150 I of water as
well as contributing to the capacity.
Ms C.J. Barnett: To put it another way, the first 150 k1 was not charged - you can argue
either way.
Ms THOMAS: Now it will buy 75 k1 of water.
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Mr C.J. Barnett: No.
Mr THOMAS: I am asking the Minister for Water Resources: Will we find next year
that the charge buys nothing? Minister, will you reduce the allowance to nil or is this just
the first slug?
Mr Omodei: Get on with it.
Mr THOMAS: Hansard will record that either the Minister does not know or he is not
prepared to answer the question. I predict that the reduction in the so-called free
allowance - it is not a free allowance because people have paid for it -
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is a social allowance now, is it?
Mr THOMAS: People bought the capacity - and paid for 150 kI of water. The
Government has taken away 75 kI and says that people will have to. pay again.
Previously people paid a fixed charge and were allowed 150 U. Now the fixed charge
has been increased and the Government also says people must pay for the second 75 kI of
water.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The member for Cockburn opposes water conservation and opposes the
user-pays system.
Mr THOMAS: I predict that next year the Minister will announce - if he is still the
Minister, if not, someone else will make the announcement - that the Government will
conry this process further and the last 75 kI allowance will be removed. We have seen the
first slug of a process which has taken away the free allowance. We can argue about the
philosophy of variable charges because there are different ways to structure that. I am
happy to have a user-pays system, although it must be a system where we do not pay
twice. People are now paying twice.
Mr C.J. Bairnett: How do they pay twice?
Mr THO0MAS: The consumers pay for the cost of the Water Authoriy's business.
Mr Bradshaw: They were subsidised by the business community.
Mr THOMAS: The authority's water business made a profit of $55m. If the member
wants to talk about subsidies, he should talk about the metropolitan consumers
subsidising the country consumers to the tune of $44m. That more than covers the
metropolitan residential consumers-
Mr Omodei: What are you suggesting there?
Mr THOMAS: I am suggesting that previously we had a system where people paid a
fixed charge and, among other things, got 150 kI of water. That covered the cost. The
consumers still have to pay the fixed charge but will have to pay more for 75 ki of' water.
I suggest that next year The charge will be more. That is bad enough, but what makes it
worse is the fact that was alluded to by the Leader of the Opposition: This change is
retrospective. Pwople who got their water rates for the 1992-93 year in August last year,
including a substantial number of my constituents, paid their rates and planned their
water consumption for the summer. Many of them do not have the money to afford
reticulation and have to depend on the Water Authority to supply the water for use in
their gardens. Those people plan very carefully so that they do not waste water and,
therefore, do not have to pay for excess water. They cannot afford to. People who live

-close to the bone in terms of their income and who do not have a lot of money -

Mr Omodei: Tell me one thing: if you go down to the pub and it is the happy hour, do
you drink more beer in the happy hour at a reduced price?
Mr THOMAS: No.
Mr Omiodei: You do not drink any at all?
Mr THOMAS: No.
Mr Omnodei: Have you given up?
Mr THOMAS: I do not go to pubs.
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Mr Omnodei: When something is free, people use more.
Mr THOMAS: I have constituents who are consumers of the service provided by the
Water Authority who want to pay the fixed charge. They paid their Water Authority
races last year and planned their consumption for the year on the assumption that they
would not have to pay any variable costs on top of the fixed charge. When they got their
bill which said, 'So many dollars for your rates and a fixed charge, and that includes
150 U", they assumed that is what it mieanL. They assumed that if they paid their bill for
the 1992-93 financial year in good faith, they would be all right - and -one would have
thought they would have been.
We now find out that that is not the case. If their water meters have been read in the last
six months and if they have consumed more than 75 LI of water, they will have to pay.
Instead of the 150 Id of water which they thought they would get for free, they will get
75 I. It was not free; they paid for it by way of a fixed charge. I predict that the charge
will be increased again next year. Next year the Water Authority will reduce the level of
75 kI to nothing. I warn my constituents now. When they pay their water bill, including
the amount for excess water, this year, I will tell them, "Don't think you can consume
75 ki of water and you will be all right because 1 predict that next year the Minister for
Water Resources will change the current level to no allowance at all." I will not call it a
free allowance because people do pay.
Mr Omodei: We have already said that in the statement. We are phasing out the 150 Id
free allowance.
Mr THOMAS: People will be hit again. They will find that retrospectively in two
consecutive years there will be a charge for the water service. Increased taxes at a time
of negligible inflation are very difficult to justify; retrospective taxes at a time of
increased inflation are absolutely beyond the pale.
Another aspect of the Water Authority's charges, which we are not seeking to disallow, is
the abolition of water rates for country consumers. A substantial part of my electorate -
the area around Bibra Lake and Yangebup - had a drainage rate imposed upon it for the
first time this year.
Mr Omodei: Is that the area that flooded?
Mr THOMAS: That was imposed due to urbanisation in the area. Last year flooding
brought the watertable around Bibra Lake to an ecologically unacceptable level. It
started to threaten some of the houses in South Lake which had been affected years
before. The drainage of that area was beyond the capacity of the City of Cockburn and it
asked the Water Authority to lower the watertable. That cost money and a rate was
imposed. Advertisements went into the newspapers last year announcing that would
happen. Most people accepted that and said that it was fair and reasonable. Some people
who had lived in the district for a long time said. 'Why should we have to pay? As far as
we are concerned there has never been a problem. All of the new people who have
moved in have caused the problem." When it is pointed out that everybody's roof is part
of the catchment and contributes to the level of the watertable - even though people who
had been there for a long time did not have a problem until new people moved in - most
consumers accepted that they had to pay. When they read that the Minister, who
represents a rural constituency in the south west, had abolished drainage rates in the
south west, they came to me and said, "Why on earth do we have to pay?"
Mr Omodei: Have you read the motion? What does it say?
Mr THOMAS: The Minister did not listen to what I said- Why should people in the
metropolitan area have to pay a drainage rate which they have never had to pay before
while the Minister's constituents in the south west will not have to pay?
Mr Omodei: Are you going to oppose this motion?
Mr TH-OMAS: No, I am not. The Minister did not listen to what I said in the preamble
to my comments.
Mr Omodei: Read the motion.
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Mr THOMAS: The Minister did not listen to what I said when I introduced this pant of
my comments. That is, an inequity is contained in one part of the regulations which we
are seeking to disallow.
Mr Oniodei: You are supporting it?
Mr THOMAS: We support the abolition, but perhaps we should consider the extension
of that principle to other areas.
Mr Ornodei: We will judge how honest you are when we come to vote on this motion.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister has said, essentially, that the farmers in the South west
whose land is being drained where that is, in effect, a contribution to their business,
should not have to pay. Some people have received relief amounting to thousands of
dollars, as I understand it. From what I have read in the newspapers the Minister is a
very popular fellow for making that decision.
Mr Omodei: Is that so?
Mr Blaikie: The former Minister is not here and the member for Mitchell will carry on
properly as long as he is a member of Parliament.
Mr THOMAS: As I have only three minutes left in which to conclude my contribution, 1
do not have time to be drawn by the member for Vasse. I am pleased that the Minister
has become so popular. But how can he distinguish between his constituents who used to
pay those rates and other constituents, if he has any, and my constituents who must pay
rates because their surrounding area had to be drained? The total drainage business of
the Water Authority costs $13m. I am nor quite sure what proportion of that amount is
attributable to the part for which there will no longer be a rate charge. It is possible for
that $13m, which is the current total drainage business of the Water Authority, to be
incorporated in its overall costs, as will that part of it which was hitherto applied to the
drainage in the south west.
Neither I nor my constituents can see why one class of people in this State should pay
drainage rates and another class should not. That impost has hit my constituents at the
same time that a number of them will have to pay retrospective taxes for the water that
they consumed in the last financial year. I find this extra cost very difficult to justify
when my constituents ask why they must pay it. The proposals were advertised by the
previous Government before the election. We did not hide from the fact that charges
would be increased. When my constituents came to me before the election I explained to
them that the area had to be drained and someone must pay. The user pays system
operates in this State, and if an area is drained it must be paid for it. That is the way of
the world that applies through a substantial part of the State. I do not have an answer for
constituents who now come to me saying, "You said if an area is drained the people in
that area must pay for it. Why is it that constituents of the Minister for Water Resources
do not have to pay? Is that why we have to pay these retrospective water rates?" I do not
have an answer for those people.
MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [5.51 pm]: I support the motion.
Mr Bloffwitch: Did you get a reduction in your water rates?
Mr CATANIA: My business certainly did not. I do not support the adverse effects these
increased charges will have on the small business sector. I realise the cross-subsidisation
problem must be tackled, but these increases have placed an impost on small business. It
is absolutely ludicrous that members opposite say that this side of the House does not
understand small business or live in the real world, especially when one sees the effects
the increase in sewerage charges have on small business. Some small businesses in my
area have had their bills doubled; that has an adverse effect on their cost.
The outcry in small business has always been that its greatest imposts are Government
rates and charges. The Government is pretending to understand their problems and
making promises to small business, yet it is putting this increased impost on them. In
addition, the increased charges are retrospective. That is unfair to the business sector. If
there is to be a cost increase the Government should tell the small business sector so it
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can budget. It is most important tlhac small business is able to budget its finances.
Increased Government charges mean thar consumers will have less money to spend in the
small business area.
Over the pa-st month I conducted a survey in my area to see what effect the increased
rates and charges, particularly water rates, would have on small business, and to find out
what they thought about the deregulation of business hours. Out of the 600
questionnaires I distributed, 150 were completed. Practically every one of those small
businesses - they identify themselves quite willingly - say that their greatest problem is
the State's imrposts. They state that the Government should reduce taxes and charge on
small business.
I will list some of those responses: My shop has no tap or toilet, yet I must pay $1 100
rates for water and sewerage; the best way the Government can help is to ensure that
water, shire and land taxes are reduced; reduce rates funther, no payroll tax; reduce water
rates; no Government rates and charges increases, particularly water rates. Practically
every response to this survey asks for a reduction of rates and charges, particularly water
and sewerage rates.
Mr Bradshaw: Do you write back and tell them that the coalition is trying to help them.
Mr CATANIA: I tell them that this Government knows all about small business, it will
decrease its water rates and increase its sewerage rates!
Mr McNee: You are a scandalous bunch of hypocrites.
Mr Graham: You should be absolutely ashamed.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Prince): The member for Balcatta has indicated he has not
much time. Please allow him to continue without interruption.
Mr CATANIA: Another response to my questionnaire is that water rates decreased by
$250 and sewerage rates increased by $1 250. What has that small business gained?
This is the area where employment growth would be most reflected - thai is, if there were
any. This is the important area where the growth in business activity - if there were any -
would be most evident. The Government has stated that it knows how to handle this
area, how to help it and how to increase business activity. By increasing imposts, as the
Government has done over the past month, and in the case of water and sewerage rates
making them retrospective for six months, the Government is kicking small business up
the behind. The Government is saying that it cares about small business, and at the same
time is making it pay. The Government says, "We care. Give us your vote at election
time", but once the Government is given that vote it dumps small business. The
Government should look at small business rates, and commercial tenancy agreements.
Those people who responded to my questionnaire identified themselves; they did not hide
who they were. They stated that this Government promised them a decrease in
Government charges. It has pretended to decrease them, but in the end it has increased
them. The Government has not had the courage to say up front that in order to tackle this
problem it must make the hardi decision - that is, to increase these charges - as it has done
it by regulation and has backdated the increase by six months.
The Government should be ashamed of itself, and especially those people who state quite
openly char they know the business sector and know what the small business sector
wants. Cumulatively, small businesses are really big business and are very important to
Western Australia. The Government points to this side of the House all the time saying
that the Labor Party does not know what small business wants. The truth is that we do
know what small business wants. It is particularly disappointing that the Government is
putting a greater imposition on small business. That is why I have no qualms or
hesitation in supporting this motion, because increases in water and sewerage rates are
unacceptable.
Various other areas of Government charges should be considered, such as head works
charges, but they must be tackled another time. The Labor Party will support this motion
because it is an impontant indication to the small business sector that it recognises their

2311



cost problems. All the Government is doing is adding to their cost problems. The water
rates regulations have been introduced through the side door, behind the backs of small
businesses. It is an obvious crick, a ploy to hide the fact this Government wants to cheat
that sector which is most important to our economy.

Sitting suspend ed from 6.0010o 7.30 pm
MR OMODEK (Warren - Minister for Water Resources) [7.30 pm): Members have
witnessed today one of the biggest stunts I have seen since I have been in this Parliament.
It seems to have become the hallmark of the Leader of the Opposition to come into this
House, as she did today, knowing full well chat she had already made many misleading
statements, and move such a motion. The Leader of the Opposition appears to be very
embittered these days. It is important that we establish some fundamental rules about
this debate. I want members opposite to acknowledge that the Treasury. Department
normally sets the anticipated rate of inflation - the consumer price index forecast - for
each year.
Mr Thomas: The Treasurer doesn't set the rate of inflation; it just happens.
Mr OMODEI: The Treasury anticipated that the rate of inflation this year would be
2.9 per cent. When the Government set the rates for this financial year, it allowed for a
3.4 per cent rate increase, taking into account a 0.5 per cent real increase over and above
the 2.9 per cent to cover the loan passed on by the former Government in August last
year. If it is acknowledged that the 3.4 per cent increase is the legitimate increase set by
the Western Australian Water Authority and the State Government for these rates! it is
interesting to note that the motion seeks to allow only two parts of the Water Authority
rates and charges set out in the Government Gazette. Those two areas relate to the
metropolitan non-residential setting of rates and to the charges for drainage from
1993-94. The Opposition is seeking to disallow the rest. A 3.4 per cent rate increase has
been set on the fixed charges in a number of other sections contained in the gazette. I
refer members to the tabled document and, in particular, to page 3225 under division 2,
the water supply under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act. Schedule 2 shows that
irrigation charges and sewerage charges for 1993-94 have been increased by 3.4 per cent.
One wonders whether the Opposition members knew what they were doing when they
brought this motion into the House. I suggest that the Opposition has sought to frighten
people round the State, a habit it seems to be getting into these days, and to claim a lot
of things that are not true. I acknowledge that the predicted income for the Water
Authority this year will increase by $25.2m. I alert the House to the fact that in August
1992 -

Mr Taylor: What sort of percentage increase is that?
Mr OMODEI: The percentage increase to the Water Authority over the coming year will
be 3.4 per cent. The member would have to be a slow learner. Did he not work in the
Treasury?
Mr Taylor: I am asking you the question.
Mr OMODET: The global increase to the Water Authority will be 3.4 per cent.
Mr Taylor: Does that equal $25.2m?
Mr OMODEI: That is the amount of the increase this year. It comprises a 3.4 per cent
increase which amounts to $15.l1m .
Mr Taylor: That is the answer to my question.
Mr OMODEI: Okay, I am answering it now. The growth in the number of services has
resulted in an increase of $1 3.4m and a reduction will occur in rates and fees as a result
of tariff reform that the Government introduced this year. The amount of $25rm equates
roughly to the same amount passed over to the Water Authority in August last year,
which was the country water supply general loan fund debt. I understand that the former
Government must have had a bit of trouble balancing the books last year. That amount
was a $209m debt that the then State Government passed over to the Water Authority. It
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amounted to a $26. 3m interest repayment each year. That equates roughly to the increase
set this year. Had that loan stayed exactly where it should have been, a nil increase
would have occurred this year in water rates.
Mr Taylor: Your press release is misleading.
Mr OMODEF: I will talk to the member about my press release shortly. When we talk
about renrospectivity, members should know that this $26m annual interest rate payment
was passed on to the Water Authority after the end of the financial year. The member for
Cockburn is nodding his head; he obviously acknowledges that. He must also
acknowledge that the only people who would pay for that interest repayment were
consumers of water in this State. When the Leader of the Opposition comes into this
House making noises about being concerned about the future of businesses and then
proceeds -

Mr Thomas: How can you reconcile your claim of 3.4 per cent when the fact is that the
Water Authority's turnover for the year was $428m? Your figures do not add up. That
was an answer by you to a question in this Parliament.
Mr OMODEI: The 3.4 per cent equates to the $15.1im and the remainder equates to the
growth during the year. The Leader of the Opposition scared that the number of
businesses would increase during the year. Therefore, the income to the Water Authority
must increase accordingly.
Members opposite give the impression that the Labor Party is concerned about small
business, but I do not think it is. When the Opposition was in Government it transferred
a $26m recurring interest bill, a loan which Treasury agreed would be repaid by the State
on the amalgamation of the old Public Works Department and the Metropolitan Water
Board. That debt must be borne by the water consumers of this State.
The Premier and 1, as Minister for Water Resources, made it very clear in a press
statement that the present water allowance of 150 kI for metropolitan residential
consumers - not country consumers - provided no incentive for the careful use of a
precious resource. Members can agree to disagree on this subject, but if members go to a
pub which is providing free beer will they drink more beer because they do not have to
pay for it? A free water allowance does not encourage the conservation of our precious
resource. The statement said the allowance would be phased out in 1993-94 and would
be reduced to 75 kI.
The member for Cockburn made a prediction in his speech that the Government would
phase out the water allowance. He gave the impression that the Government had not
warned the public that that was its intention. After six months in Government, bearing in
mind that there was a transition period for the Government to settle into the job, it has
introduced a tariff reform. The previous Government failed in this area because it knew
it would cost it votes. The Government acknowledges that it has taken something away
from the residential sector to provide relief to the business sector. It has raised the water
rates applying to 550 000 residences to assist 22 000 businesses and that certainly does
not engender any support for the Government from the residential sector. The
Government made a hard decision to introduce tariff reform in this State. The first plank
of that reform was to provide relief to the commercial users of water.
Mr Leahy: To some. It was increased in Carnarvon.
Mr OMODET: I will correct myself. The Government gave relief to metropolitan water
consumers in the non-residential sector. Does the member acknowledge that?
Mr Leahy: Yes.
Mr OMODE!: I will refer to irrigation charges later. I reiterate that the Government
signalied in advance that it would assist small business by reducing its water rates. Over
the next three years the Government will assess sewerage and drainage charges.
The Government's press statement said there would be an average increase of 3.4 per
cent in the water, sewerage and drainage charges which reflected a projected inflation
rate of 2.9 per cent, plus the real interest rate of 0.5 per cent to cover the general loan and
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capital works fund loan. The Government immediately moved to minimise the financial
impact on pensioners by introducing a 50 per cent concession to pensioners for the 150 kI
allowance. The Opposition has not mentioned that the Government introduced a
concession for pensioners. Instead, members opposite have been going around Western
Australia telling pensioners that this Government is introducing draconian measures by
reducing their water allowance of 150 Id. The Government acknowledges that it is
phasing out this allowance, but the bills to pensioners have not yet been distributed. I do
not think the Opposition is aware of that. However, when they are distributed pensioners
will find that they are entitled to a 50 per cent concession for their water consumption.
To analyse that, the 75 kl phased out this financial year equates to $14.25 per annum. A
pensioner will actually be subjected to a $7.10 increase in water charges, or
approximately 140 a week. That is not the impression the Opposition is giving the
public; it is saying that pensioners' water charges will increase by between $30 and $50.
1 know it is the right of the Opposition to question the Government, but the Opposition
has moved to disallow water rates and charges knowing full well that this Government
has certainly outstripped its performance when it was in Government by introducing an
important plank of tariff reform.
It is interesting that the Leader of the Opposition spoke for almost one hour, but is not in
the Chamber to listen to my comments. Her action confirms that her motion is a stunt to
grab political mileage. The Leader of the Opposition was on the Water Authority Board
from 22 May 1984 to 18 March 1986. Therefore, she must have some knowledge of the
operations of the Water Authority. It galls me that the Leader of the Opposition
deliberately tried to distort the information that was given to this House. She moved an
airy fairy motion which refers to two minor aspects relating to the setting of water
charges. The Leader of the Opposition also failed to acknowledge that the Government
has significantly reduced irrigation and small business charges.
I was interested to hear the Leader of the Opposition quote a number of statistics relating
to water rate increases, especially to sewerage rates. It appears that Opposition members
are confused between residential and non-residential consumers. The member for
Balcatta spoke about the 150 kI retrospective charge for small business. In fact, that
allowance was in place for only residential consumers.
I remind members of what occurred in the past under a Labor Government. In the 1990
general revaluation, 14 041 non-residential properties were subjected to increases of
40 per cent We know that the 40 per cent is a capped level which provides that increases
can be phased in over three years. I advise the House that sewerage rates applying to 865
consumers and drainage rates applying to 554 consumers exceeded the 40 per cent
increase. The reason for that is the valuation driven section of the increase in charges.
The actual increase in charges in 1990-91 was 7.9 per cent, which equalled the rate of
inflation. I have been impressed during my consultations with the Water Authority by its
professionalism. To suggest that I am blaming the Water Authority for anything -

Mr Thomas: We blame you.
Mr OMODEI: The member's illustrious leader said a while ago that I was blaming the
Water Authority. I would prefer members opposite to blame me because in the coming
three years the effects of tariff reforms will be felt and non-residential consumers - that
is, the business sector - will receive significant benefits not only on water tariffs but also
on sewerage and drainage rates, the main impact of which will occur this year. I wonder
whether after that happens the member will come into this House and move another
stupid motion like the one moved tonight.
The Opposition came into this place with this disallowance motion to grab a headline.
No-one has acknowledged that this Government had the courage to take on in its first six
months in Government a significant plank of tariff reform to give commercial consumers
a reduction in water charges. Members should know that this is the first time in a number
of years that violent fluctuations have occurred in the setting of valuations in this State.
Members opposite should know full well that in 1990-91, in the member for
Marangarco's electorate, sewerage rates rose by 14 per cent and valuations rose
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significantly. Did the previous Government warn those people in advance that their rates
would rise by 14 per cent? Of course it did not.
The whole question of valuation driven methods of charging for water, sewerage and
drainage raises serious anomalies. The same problem must be borne by people in local
government around the State. At least the Water Authority is limited to 40 per cent
increases. It will not matter what happens with the setting of future rates because while
they are subject to the vagaries of valuations some people will have to pay that 40 per
cent increase. The member for Cockburn nods his head. It is a shame he never said that
during his speech.
This Government did something about this problem, which is the big difference between
it and the previous Government which had 10 years during which it did absolutely
nothing about it. In addition it burdened water consumers of Western Australia with a
further $26m a year debt. In response to this important motion introduced by the
Opposition in an attempt to get some headlines the Leader of the Opposition is once
again notable by her absence.
If one looks at the 1990 valuations in Kingsley, the Attorney General's electorate, one
sees they rose by 43 per cent and the rate increase was seven per cent. One must bear in
mind that during the 1990 revaluations we did not see the same violent fluctuations we
have seen this year, so the revaluations were not at the two extremes and it was possible
to set a lower rate in the dollar. This year we have seen extreme fluctuations cause
problems. I would have liked to see what happened if the Labor Party had been in power
when that occurred because if the member for Cockburn struck the rate in the same way
the Government did last year, the people in small businesses about whom he appears to
be so concerned now would have faced massive increases in water, sewerage and
drainage charges.
Mr Thomas: We did not introduce retrospective taxes.
Mr OMODEI: If the member wants to talk about the 150 k1 free allowance he should
know that meters are read from January to May and that some people in this State would
not yet have changed to the 75 UI free allowance because it is the middle of winter and
they have used hardly any water. Everybody gets 75 Id of water free, but the member for
Cockburn is not telling people that. H-e knows full well that when his Government set
rates distortions occurred because of revaluations. Did the previous Government ever
warn the constituents of Western Australia that they faced massive increases?
Mr Thomas: The Minister does not understand the point.
Mr OMODEI: I understand the point of this motion; it is an attempt by the Opposition to
make cheap, political points and distort the facts - that is exactly what it is all about!
I will give members some idea of the increases I have mentioned. In Marangaroo, which
is the old Balga electorate, valuations rose in 1990 by 58 per cent. The average increase
was I11 per cent. If the member for Marangaroo knows anything about the charging of
rates and arriving at valuations he would know full well that within that I11 per cent there
were violent fluctuations depending on the valuation of the property involved. The
Opposition has not told the people of Western Australia that the Government of the day
has no control over the setting of valuations. This is one matter that has distorted the
argument.
I will give three or four examples of where increases occurred in the 1990-91 year. In
St George's Ten-ace, Perpetual Trustees of Western Australia faced an increase of
22.9 per cent under the previous Administration, which claims that this Government is
imposing massive increases. The member for Cockburn is looking embarrassed about
this; he should have acknowledged that massive increases also occurred during the time
his party was in Government. A workshop in Fitzgerald Street, West Perth faced an
increase in water rates from $178 to $249. a 40 per cent increase with the limit applied.
Therefore, it would probably have faced another 40 per cent increase the next year.
A boarding house in Aberdeen Street, Perth saw its water rates rise from $194 in 1989-90
to $271.79 in 1990-9 1, an increase of 40 per cent. A car park in Nedlands saw its water
rates increase from $171.30 in 1989-90 to $239 in 1990-9 1, another 40 per cent increase.
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The Leader of the Opposition quoted an example from Claremont today: An office
where the water rates which were $724 in 1989-90 increased toi $018.57 in 1990-91.
One can see that during the time of the previous Administration huge increases in rates
occurred based mainly on grass rental value. It is almost improper for Opposition
members to come into this place distorting figures and suggesting that this Government
has misled the people. All of these matters are dealt with in statements made by the
Premier and me, as Minister for Water Resources, when we dealt with this whole
question of tariff reforms in this State. I acknowledge to the member for Cockburn that
significant increases in sewerage and drainage rates have occurred in Western Australia.
The Water Authority in the end has a global income which needs to be increased by
3.4 per cent. However, the Opposition tells its constituents that the Government is
making windfall gains from the setting of water, sewerage and drainage rates. Members
opposite know full well that the only income that the State earns from the Water
Authority is the statutory levy which is set by Government. Of course, we did not hear
anything about the changes to that levy during the time of the previous Administration as
it rose from two to three to four per cent. This year that levy represents approximately
$20m, which is the only money that the State Government makes from the Water
Authority.
The overall average increase in Water Authority charges has been 3.4 per cent. The
Opposition must acknowledge that within that 3.4 per cent major distortions are involved
caused by the setting of values by the Valuer General. The advice given to today's
Government by the Water Authority has not changed from that of 10, 15 or 20 years ago.
The only change this year is that the Government promised the people of Western
Australia that it would embark on tariff reform, and it put in place the first plank to
provide relief for commercial water charges. It grieves me when I see these stunts
performed by the Opposition to Lain cheap political points.
Several members intrjected.
Mr OMODEI: The member for Northern Rivers has little to talk about.
Mr Leahy: What about the $1 095 increase at Caniarvon? That is something to talk
about!
Mr OMODEI: The member knows full well that the Carnarvon water supply levy does
not cover costs. The member does not talk about farmers who pay 15.l10 a kilolitre for
domestic as well as their farm water supply. On 7 July 1993 the member for Northern
Rivers spoke to the Australian Broadcasting Corporation about water charges. The
member said that growers in his electorate "sell their fruit and vegetables for the Perth
market and that the people of Perth get that produce at a reasonable price because the
water up there is reasonably cheap". Did the member say that?
Mr Leahy: Of course I said that.
Mr OMODEI: Then what is the member on about? The member refers to the 10 per cent
on the scheme this year, but it has increased by 10 per cent during the past two or three
years! During the time of the previous Government the member did absolutely nothing
to improve the water supply.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Northern Rivers will come to order.
Mr OMODEI: During this important debate, unfortunately, we have not heard from the
member for Kimberley, the previous Minister for Water Resources. That member is the
most capable person in the Opposition to talk about water rates and tariff reform. If he is
not capable, why did the previous Government leave him in that portfolio for so long?
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has a funny look on his face. Why has the
Opposition not allowed the member for Kimnberley to participate in this debate?
Mr Leahy: 'I can tell you exactly why: He is out on business.
Mr OMODEI: Until 6.00 pmn he was sitting in the Chamber.
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Mr Leahy: He was here earlier, but he is out on business and is paired.
Mr OMODEK: If members opposite wanted to be anywhere near correct in discussing
setting water charges, the member for Kim berley would participate in this debate.
Mr Leahy: Why is it that Kununurra is charged double the race charged to people in
Perth for water?
Mr OMODEI: I can answer that question: Each water race is set for each situation.
Mi Leahy interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr OMODET: The member should not get carried away. What changes were made
during the past 1O years? The south west irrigation scheme pays about 20t per kilolitre.
the Ord River pays on a per hectare basis, the Geraldton growers pay $1 per kilolitre for
water, and the Carnarvon growers pay 15.Ic per kilolitre. Why did the previous
Government not address these matters during the previous 10 years?
Mr Taylor: What will you do?
Mr OMODEI: The member should wait and see. I will be giving attention to these
issues to ensure greater equity than was the case during the past 10 years. I touch now on
the Opposition claims of retrospectivity.
Mr Taylor: Of course it is retrospective. Are you going to tell us it is not?
Mr OMODEI: The only retrospectivity with water charges is the $26.3m passed to the
Water Authority by a Labor Government after the Budget process in August of last year.
Water bills had already been sent for June and July. The previous Government did not
warn people about what the charges would be because the Government did not know
until it con fronted the Budget situation. The consumers of Western Australia were billed
in exactly the same way by the previous Government as is the case now.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Three members have been interjecting repeatedly. I have
allowed these members to make all types of interjections, but I cannot allow them to
control the debate. Some of these interjections I regard as extremely good, but these
members cannot make a mini-speech sitting down.
Mr OMODEI: The Opposition does not have a leg to stand on. The media are intelligent
enough to pick up that this Government is moving down the difficult road of tariff reform
for the people of Western Australia.
Mr Leahy: What reform? It is $2.16 a kilolitre in Kununurra and $1 in Perth!
Mr OMODEI: The member's bad looks are exceeded only by his incompetency.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr OMODET: The Leader of the Opposition is a former member of the Water Authority
Board, yet she provides distorted information to the Parliament to gain cheap political
points. I learnt early in the piece as a member of Parliament that one must be able to
count. When this motion is put, the Government of the day will reject it out of hand and
treat it in the manner it deserves.
MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraldton) [8.08 pm]: I would be remiss if I did not contribute
to this debate. I have received water bills in my various businesses of $8 000, $10 000,
$12 000 and $14 000, and the current one is around $18 000 a year. I have experienced
this dramatic increase. I have mentioned to the Minister that the most obscene part of
this pricing is that it is based on property values. The sooner we move away from that
system, the sooner I will applaud whoever does it.
Mr Taylor: Does the Minister support you?
Mr BLO)FFWITCH: He does.
Mr Taylor: Does he support moving away from property value as a base for water rates?



Mr BLOFFWITCH: Yes. He will move to a consumer-pays basis.
Mr Taylor That will be great for the people of Kalgoorlie! Their rates will increase by
500 per cent.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition were classed with the same
sort of rating as Geraldton, he would be paying for every drop of water he receives. I do
not think it is any different from Carnarvon. We do not get an allowance. The market
gardeners in Geraldton are discriminated against. Unfortunately, they do not have a fresh
water river, or bores to tap the water out of the ground as gardeners do in the Swan
Valley. They must use the scheme water, and pay over $1 per kilolitre for that water.
The Minister is also aware of that and to his credit he is conducting an investigation. If
we want to be competitive, and to try to export our product, we must be a little
considerate of the input costs. If somebody is getting water out of ground for virtually
nothing, it is hard for someone who is paying $1 off the scheme supply to compete. The
decision the Government must make is whether it wants its businesses to be able to
compete.
I compliment the Minister for the approach he is taking. Like the Minister, I am terribly
disturbed to see that the Labor Party is doing what it accused us of doing when we were
in Opposition; that is, it is picking selective examples. The Minister said there was a
general increase in revenue of 3.4 per cent. I would have been only too happy if any of
the increases that I have had over the past six or seven years had been restricted to 3.4 per
cent. One increase was from $6 000 to $8 000 - that gave me a shock - which is a little
more than 3.4 per cent; that is closer to a 30-odd per cent increase. Yet we hear no
admission from the other side about the time they were ramming it into the business
sector. We have heard not one word of praise for the fact that for the first time a Minister
has had the courage to start to reverse the trend and to say that if charges are on a user
pays basis, it is nothing short of scandalous that a chap in Perth who has a store that does
not even have a bathroom or a tap must pay a water bill of $16 000 or $17 000. For the
first time we have a Minister who has the courage to start redressing this, and all
members opposite can do is stand up and start citing examples where the increase was 20
per cent. What about examples where the charge has gone down? I know a person
whose charge decreased. The increase is 3.4 per cent and this Government is moving to
redress the fact that for years -

Mr Thomas: It is not 3.4 per cent
Mr BLOFEWITCH: The Water Authority tells me it is 3.4 per cent; the Minister says it
is 3.4 per cent.
Mr Taylor: The Minister says it was more.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: I would take those figures rather than the guesses coming from the
other side.
Mr Thomas: The Minister said the turnover was six per cent.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: I do not believe that any Government department would
deliberately make false statements to the public. I can only accept that the figures work
out to 3.4 per cent. I listened to the Leader of the Opposition painting such a glowing
picture of what her Government had done for small business. She said. "We lifted the
levels on payroll tax.' Did she tell us that we still have the lowest threshold of any
payroll tax system?
Mr Pendal: And record bankruptcies.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: We did not hear one word about that. As a small business operator
over the past 10 years I am aware that the State Energy Commission charges two rates, a
commercial rate and household rate. Logic would indicate that a commercial customer
will use more electricity so it should pay less, but that depends on the type of
Government we have. The Labor Government wanted to put the screws on the business
sector to subsidise the rest of the State. Members opposite wonder why we have record
bankruptcies. They wonder why businesses must close their doors and their owners walk
away. They do that because of input costs. In the past 10 years I have seen an escalation
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in Government charges. I am opposed to that insidious scheme of valuation on property
rates. We have been in a recession since 1990. The Hyatt hotel was bought for $1 l1in,
and the new owners have since tried to sell it for $60m. I do not believe they have a
buyer at $60m, so what happened to that valuation? The Government is probably the
best indicator of valuations, because thanks to the other side it owns half of the properties
in the Terrace.
Mr Taylor: And they axe pretty classy properties.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: I thank the fonner Government for that. I am sure we will be able
to write off those losses. That will make us feel good, as will seeing the State
Government Insurance Commission having all its assets completely destroyed by the
same mechanism! These are the types of assets which we are led to believe are
conducive to the small business area. I do not believe anyone has done what this
Minister is trying to do with water charges. He is trying to take a bit of pressure off small
business. Members opposite are probably absolutely astounded about how the
Government could keep the cost increase down to 3.4 per cent. That is something we
should be promoting, and telling the Western Australian community about.
Mr Brown: Small businesses in Malaga got a 10 per cent increase.
Mr BLOFFWITCI-: Has the member for Morley checked every water rate in Malaga?
He does well! Should I believe the member's interjection or the facts and figures
supplied by the Water Authority - not by the Minister. The authority knows what its
revenue is. It knows what the increases are and it tells me the increase is 3.4 per cent.
Mr Thomas: Do you want to have a look at some of the figures? 1 have them here.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: The decrease in charges has not applied in country areas.
Mr Thomas: It is six per cent on average.
Mr BLOFFWI1'CH: The member for Cockbumn has gone from four to six per cent in the
space of five minutes. I will stick with the figures that were supplied by the department
and stay with the 3-4 per cent. At this stage country areas have not received any benefit
from these reductions. I am confident that the Minister's plan to schedule rate reductions
over the next four years will start to redress one of the many ills and the discrimination, if
you like, that has been applied to the business sector. The philosophy of the Opposition
was, "Let us stick it on the business sector. Pump it into them, but do not do it to the
community." The Federal Government does exactly the same. Let us look at the fringe
benefits tax. That is the same philosophy, "Do not charge the employees, too many votes
there. Let us stick it up the business community. Let us get them to pay."
Mr Brown: Tell us about tax imputations.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: I am probably one of the few people in here who pays fringe
benefits tax so that my employees, as salesmen, can enjoy the benefits of driving a motor
vehicle. Members opposite have a classic philosophy; they believe that provided the
businessman pays they should not care. Then they wonder why businesses in this
country are not growing at the same rate as those in Asian and other countries.
Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BLO)FFWITCH: I have looked at the tax scales of the past 10 years.
Mr Brown: What can you tell us?
Mr BLO)FFWITCH: No doubt the member for Morley and I receive the same wage,
which is a pretty reasonable amount. Does he think we should pay more tax? I believe it
is a fairly severe tax rate. As a businessman I also know that the tax, as the member for
Morley just mentioned -

Mr Graham interjected.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: That does not matter. One does not have to make a profit to pay
fringe benefits tax, the training levy or similar taxes. In fact, a business can be making a
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loss, but the Government does not care; it still wants its share. That is exactly the
philosophy this Government is trying to redress with its policies.
Mr Taylor: Have you seen the latest water and sewerage bills for your business?
Mr BLOFFWITCH: I have not seen those for the current month. As the Minister for
Water Resources said, two cycles are covered -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! There is too much noise coming from my right.
Mr BLOPEWITCH: I am probably in the other cycle. As a matter of fact, I rang my
bookkeeper and asked her to send me the information but she said I have not received a
rate as yet. As the Minister said, the billing is done in two cycles and my area is
obviously in the other cycle, Premier.
Mr Taylor: You are speaking to the woman who should be Premier.
Mr BLOFFWiITCH: She was Premier very momentarily. As I said, at least within this
ministry we have some direction.
A Government member: Which cycle, a monthly cycle or -
Mr BLOFEWITCH: As long as it is not a bicycle, that is all the members opposite
should worry about.
Mr Taylor interjected.
Mr BLOFEWITCH: As I have just told the member for Kalgoorlie, over the past eight or
nine years, under Labor Governments, I have seen water rates increase from
approximately $6 000 to $17 000.
Mr Taylor: I bet you a lotto ticket your rates have gone up.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: I am led to believe they have increased throughout the State at an
average of 3.4 per cent.
Mr Taylor: It will be more than 3.4 per cent.
Mr Thomas: They have increased by $1 .9m.
Mr BLO)FFWITCH: With a bit of luck my bill will not have increased by $1.9m.
However, if we divide any increase between all the country people, I will accept it with a
lot more confidence than I have done in the past, in the knowledge that at last a
Government is prepared to redress the inequities in the system. They are the same old
inequities that have forced businesses to pick up the tab. The Leader of the Opposition
has claimed that her Government did wonders for the small business sector. Irrespective
of the services provided or the charges imposed, business paid more.
Dr Gallop: That is wrong.
Mr BLOFEWITCH: The member for Victoria Park should know.
Dr Gallop: What about electricity charges?
Mr BLOFFWITC-: Business paid a tariff higher than the households did.
Dr Gallop: Last year?
Mr BLOFFWrrCH: It has happened every year. Unless we start making changes in
service charges we will never see any benefit to the State. The Minister for Energy is
proposing cost concessions for the business sector which should benefit the 11I per cent
unemployed. A small business must receive some concessions. Grandiose Labor Party
schemes will not put people back into the work force. The 680 small businesses will do
that, and the sooner members learn that those businesses should be encouraged rather
than overcharged with rates and taxes and burdened by costs, because there is no-one else
on whom to impose them, the sooner we will see some change in the 10 or 11I per cent
unemployment rate today.
The youth unemployment rate in Geraldton is approximately 28 per cent. I do not think
that is dissimilar to most of the other regional and country areas. It is essential that
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something be done about that. I reiterate that the key to economic success is to stimulate
the small business sector, and hence the market, so that people will be prepared to take
opportunities rather than close their doors and walk out of businesses and retail shops as
they have done in the past.
The Minister for Water Resources is on the right track. The sooner the four years is up,
the sooner we can redress some of the inequities. I place on the record my
congratulations to the Minister in achieving only a 3.4 per cent increase in rates across
the State.
MR McNEE (Moore - Parliamentary Secretary) [8.27 pm]: I am always amazed -I
suppose I should not be - at the way the Opposition comes into this place and criticises
Ministers. Those Ministers have made decisions which the Opposition, when in
Government, did not have the guts to make. At the end of its term it was in a bigger mess
than when it started. It walked away from tariff reform for service charges because it did
not have the guts to carry it through. However, lie Mother Hubbard, the Government
left the cupboard bare. The only decision members made was to help their mates. The
Labor Government sold them breweries and real estate around town and skimmed off the
assets of this State in a way which has never been seen before. Yet it has the temerity to
criticise this Government's Ministers who are making difficult decisions.
The business sector has said to me it knows we are in a hell of a mess arid that things will
be tough, but it knows there is a future for business and far the young people in the dole
queues. Members opposite should make no mistake that, if they were in Government,
they would put more people back into the dole queues.
Mr Graham: Your Access Economics report says that is not happening.
Mr McNEE: Never mind about that- I am absolutely certain that we would be better off
putting our money on Claremont than we would be putting it on this Opposition.
Mr Blaikie: I think you should talk about water rates and leave the football to other
people.
Mr McNEE: I think so. Members opposite have the temerity to criticise this
Government when it was forecast this evening that there will be a couple of cents a litre
increase in the price of petrol and a couple of thousand dollars added to the price of a
new car by the Federal Government. How can the Opposition criticise these Ministers
for making tough decisions? The Minister is moving to tariff reform which is something
the Opposition never had the courage to do. It walked away from it. In six shaft months,
he has made some tough decisions, and that is important.
He has not only moved in that area, but also he plans to reassess the rural water strategy.
We will look at how we can truly drought proof farms which is important for the farming
community that has never been given a reliable water supply. No-one understands that
better than this Government, and it will be done. This Minister will face up to that. It is
not easy because he has been left with no money. He is currently out of funds but he has
not taken the easy way out and walked away. He has said that the Government will look
at drought proofing farms by using the technology available. The previous Government
walked away from that. I am delighted that the Minister has asked me to drive that
strategy group. I can assure the House that we will drive it and we will achieve those
aims that the Minister wants achieved. That strategy will be in place by the end of the
year. These are positive things. Members opposite can carp all they like; it achieves
nothing. Their record is so abysmal that I cannot understand how they can criticise this
Government.
Mr Leahy: Do you support the user-pays principle for water?
Mr McNBE: The member should talk to the Minister about user-pays for water. I do not
have to answer his stupid questions. I am telling him that we will have proper water
strategies in place by the end of the year.
I have a great deal of respect for the former Minister for Water Resources, but he is not
here. He has not spoken in this debate and he is the only one on that side for whom I
have some respect.
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Mr Blailde: He should be the architect for the Opposition's arguments on this matter.
Mr McNEE: That is right.
Mr C.J. Barnett: He headed a committee that looked into reforming water charges. That
was 10 years ago.
Mr McNEE: Ten years. That was the phantom Government chat had the phantom
policies. I am not surprised chat committees sat for 10 years and achieved nothing.
In my electorate there are people who are concerned about water charges. There was no
revaluation for nine years during the term of the last Government. Of course a
revaluation will change things after nine years. In the next nine years there will be
greater changes by this progressive, aggressive Government. It will put in place in this
State an environment for investment that will be second to none. The Opposition is
condemned by this poor motion because it displays its usual lack of understanding about
these matters. It did not face up to these issues when it was in Government.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [8.36 pm]: I have been forced to speak because of the
outrage I feel about a country member supporting a situation which purports to reduce
metropolitan business water rates but which increases the total bill and, at the same time,
increases country water rates for both domestic and business users. 1 was on the rural
hardship committee with the member for Moore. He knows how rural businesses are
suffering. He knows that if anyone deserved some relief in the current situation, it is
country businesses. In their south,.west policy, the dishonourable people opposite
promised Bunbury and the surrounding south west areas relief from water rates. What
have they done? They have increased water rates in country areas while purporting to
reduced them in the city. In addition, they have increased sewerage rates in both country
and metropolitan areas.
The Water Authority was not in the financially parlous state referred to by the member
for Moore. It was in a surplus situation and paid and continues to pay a dividend to this
State. There was no financial justification for increasing water rates for those country
businesses that are suffering so badly in the rural recession. The Minister for Water
Resources who is a country Minister should he ashamed that he fell for the three card
trick in Cabinet and did what he was bid to do by the Treasurer. Rather than standing up
for country people and for country businesses and explaining the position they find
themselves in, he was rolled in Cabinet by the Treasurer and by his city colleagues. We
have just listened to the ridiculous situation of a country member applauding him for
doing that. I hope the country businesses in his electorate remember him for this at the
next election.

Division

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (20)
Mr M. Barnett Mr Graham Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Brown Mr Grill Mr Taylor
Mr Catnida Mrs Henderson Mr Thomas
Dr Constable Dr Lawrence Ms Warnock
Mr Cunningham Mr Martborough Dr Watson
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mr Leahy ifeller)
Dr Gallop Mr Ripper

Noes (24)

Mr Ainsworth Mr House Mr Pendal
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Kierath Mr Pri nce
Mr Blaikic Mr Lewis Mr W. Smith
Mr Board Mr Marshal! Mr Trenorden
Mr Bmadshiaw Mr McNee Mr Tubby
Mr Day Mr Minson Dr Tumnbul
Mrs Edwardes Mr Omnodel Mrs vanl de Kishorst
Dr Names. Mr Osborne Mr Blorfwicch (Teller)
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Mr Riebeing Mr Shave
Mr Hill Mr Nicholls
Mr Bridge Mr Cowan
Mrs Hallaban Mr Strickland
Mr Kobelke Mr Court

Question thus negatived, motion defeated.

MOTION - COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGE ESTABLISHMENT
Personal Explanation by the Member for Albany

MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [8.44 pm]: I move -

That a Select Committee of Privilege be formed to -

(1) investigate the veracity of the personal explanation by the member for
Albany to the House on Wednesday,?7 July 1993; and

(2) investigate the actions of the member for Albany in advising the legal firm
of which he was a partner of confidential information which camne to him
by virtue of his office as a member of this House.

The reason for moving this motion should be obvious to anybody and everybody in this
House. I am simply attempting to give the member for Albany the opportunity to come
clean with a proper explanation that can be believed by the people of Western Australia.
As I said some weeks ago, the people of Western Australia did not believe the version of
events given by the member for Albany. One need go no further than reports in his local
newspaper, the Albany Advertier, and in The West Australian of Thursday, 8 July. One
need go no further than the editorial in The West Australian of the same day, and the
report in the Sunday Times. There is also some concern in the minds of some members
on the Government side of the House. They know that although some members on that
side may want to be flippant about this matter, at the beginning of this Government's four
years in office this could be one of the most damaging issues it will face. Clearly,
whether members opposite like it, the member for Albany's version of the events in this
case is not believed by anybody, least of all by members on the Government side of the
House. I will run through the events surrounding this issue and try to put them in
perspective.
The credibility of the information supplied by the member for Albany in his persona]
explanation about these events stretches the imagination. When given the opportunity to
explain his action in ringing the law firm, Haynes Robinson, of which he has admitted he
was still a business partner at the rime, the member for Albany said that the informnation
he gave that firm had been released at a meeting of the Liberal Party and had also been
released in a statement in this House by the Minister responsible. I now refer to the
timing of those events and will ask the member for Albany some questions about them.
He initially told the House he rang Mr Rino Daniele of Haynes Robinson about 2.30 pm
following the Minister's statement in this House. The Leader of the Opposition pointed
out to this House that that did not line up with statements that had been made by other
people in Albany, not the least of whom were people within the office of Haynes
Robinson. After the member for Albany gave his personal explanation, he left the
Chamber, and one of the first things that he did was talk to a senior political reporter
from The West Australian, Mr John McGlue. Does the member for Albany recall that
discussion with Mr Mc~lue?
Mr CiJ. Barnett: Just make your speech. Let us hear it.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! Please address your remarks to the
Chair.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member for Albany may not have been aware at the time
that he had that discussion with Mr McGlue that Mr Mc~lue, being a keen investigative
reporter, had telephoned one of his colleagues in Albany and had asked him to go into the
office of Haynes Robinson at the same time that John McGlue was interviewing the
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member far Albany and to ask the same question that he would be asking the member for
Albany; namely, at what time did the member for Albany make the call to the company
of which he was still a partner?
Mr Marshall: Am you making this up?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am not making anything up. I am mome than happy to be
called before a Select Committee of Privilege, as I am sure the member for Albany will
be because he wants to clear his name, and to see who is telling the truth about this
matter.
We have a scenario where there are two positions in respect of the events that took place
that afternoon. The member for Albany said initially that he rang his legal firm at
approximately 2.30 pm. He said also that he did not ring his firm until question time was
over. It was pointed out to him later that question time finished at 2.47 pm on that day.
The reporter from The West Australian in Albany was given a time that was a lot earlier
than the time that the member for Albany gave to John McGlue. The West Australian
wanted to get to the bottom of this explanation because it believed that the public of
Western Australia should have a clear picture of the events, so it took matters one step
further in Albany. The same reporter who had gone into the office of Haynes Robinson
then went to the Albany court and spoke to Mrs Waugh. Some members may recollect,
and certainly the member for Albany will recollect, that Mrs Waugh works at the court
and is the woman who took a telephone call from Haynes Robinson on that day, advising
the court that a number of writs would be issued that afternoon. When the reporter first
approached Mrs Waugh, she gave a time which was different from the time later given,
with equivocation, by the member for Albany. Mrs Waugh in fact said that the call came
between 2.30 pmi and 2.45 pm, which was some time earlier than the time given by the
member for Albany, who relied in respect of the timing of these events, at least in his
report to this House, on his colleague Rino Daniele, who he says rang him at Parliament
and had discussions with him about the move by the Minister to introduce new workers'
compensation legislation. As a result of that discussion, Mr Daniele took certain action
which resulted in a very short time in the issue of nine writs that afternoon in the Albany
court.
It is interesting that other legal firms in this State were given the opportunity of going
through the same exercise by the Minister for Labour Relations, who decided, as a insult
of public pressure and media scrutiny about the issue of workers' compensation and how
workers would be affected, that he should allow greater time for the courts to be advised
and for law firms to be able to issue writs on behalf of their clients. The Minister said
that those writs should be in by 29 July.
Mr Kierath: That is not the case at all. They just have to register with the commission.
It is not about getting in any writs. Do you know what some of those law firms did?
They listed all of their clients without doing any checking.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That may be so, but let me tell the Minister what a lot of them
did. As a result of the Minister's statement, those law lims which wanted to maximise
the opportunity to protect their clients and which wanted to ensure that they had all of the
paperwork in place had to go through their filing system and pick out the clients who
would have been lined up to go to court at some time in the future. Many of the law
firms to which I have spoken, particularly those with a number of partners, have a lawyer
or lawyers who specialise in workers' compensation. In many cases, the quickest way to
get those files is to go to that lawyer or group of lawyers. We are led to believe by the
member for Albany that he spoke to Rino Daniele at 3.00 pmn - apparently Mr Daniele
says it was somewhere between 3.00 pmn and 3.10 pm - and we know that the writs were
issued at 3.40 pmn in the Albany Court. If the member for Albany spoke to Rino Daniele,
as he said - and I have no reason to doubt that he spoke to him, regardless of who
initiated the call - would he now like to tell us what was said in that conversation? The
member for Albany has already stated in Mansard that he was concerned about the
legislation and that he telephoned his company because he had a duty to do so. He
carried out that duty and spoke to one of his legal fraternity within the company. Would
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the member for Albany like Lo take the opportunity now of advising the House what took
place in that discussion?
Mr Blaikie: You are making your speech and you are carrying this motion. Get on with
your speech.
Several members interjected.

Point of Order
Mr C.I. BARNETT: I draw your attention to the fact that the member on his feet is not
addressing the Chair, in fact, he is having a debate with someone at the back of the
Chamber. It is highly improper.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): The member for Peel will kindly address the
Chair.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am mome than happy to address the Chair. In the absence of a
statement from the member for Albany, let me try to fill in the blank spaces. Let us
believe that the discussion took place. Surely anybody who had any knowledge of such a
discussion between two lawyers who had been partners in a firm for a number of years,
one of whom was a partner and a member of Parliament, and was telephoning because of
his concern about this legislation, and the other of whom was the key workers'
compensation lawyer in the town, would question the member for Albany. The least that
would have happened is that the member for Albany would have said, "If you have any
clients who require to get writs in before 4 o'clock this afternoon, you had better move
now." One presumes that as a result of receiving that call at that time the key lawyer,
being the appropriate person to do so, collected the files so that the writs could be issued.
We are expected to believe that it took about 20 minutes to collect those files and put
together the three pages of documentation. Given the time frame for this action to be
carried out, and understanding that Rino Daniele was the key to the discussion that took
place, one would have thought that he would be the appropriate person, having full
knowledge of who could have been eligible, to have writs serviced at the court on that
day. When the nine writs hit the court, only two of them were signed by Rino Daniele;
the other seven were signed by another legal partner within that firm, a Mr Phil Wyatt.
Mr Wyatt, as the member for Albany knows, never works in the workers' compensation
field. He is the corporate lawyer of Haynes Robinson and because of his expertise in
corporate law was recently appointed to do work through the firm on behalf of the
Australian Securities Commission. Yet we are expected to believe that a conversation
cook place at about three o'clock in the afternoon that led to nine writs being issued
within 20 minutes of a conversation between the member for Albany and Rino Daniele,
the key lawyer of Haynes Robinson, in which the member for Albany said, "The Minister
has just advised the House that these changes will be made at 4 o'clock. It is my duty to
advise you. Let us get these things in on behalf of our clients." Somehow Rino Daniele
disappeared after the signing of two out of nine writs. Alternatively, we are expected to
believe that the writs were already written. If that is the case, why were they already
written? These are the sorts of questions that cannot remain unanswered. They need to
go to a Select Committee of Privilege.
At the same time as the member for Albany was advising this Parliament that this
conversation took place on the basis of his ringing his business partner, within his own
electorate he had started to deliver another story. He was telling a constituent that Rino
Daniele had initiated the call, that Rino Daniele actually rang him. Would the member
for Albany lie to confirm that a conversation took place? No? There is no argument
that a conversation took place. The best the member for Albany can do with the
conversation that took place with his constituent is to try to use the front page of the
Albany Advertiser to ridicule that constituent as an ex-business partner and to say that he
would have told him simply anything to get rid of him. A member of Parliament who
would have gone out of his way to tell a constituent, a fellow lawyer, a recent business
partner, anything to get rid of him - that is what he said on the front page of the Albany
Advertiser - obviously admitted in that statement that he did not tell him the truth.
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Mr Blailde: Why don't you let the member for Albany have dhe opportunity to make his
speech? Do you want to deny him that opportunity?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will refer to what was said on the front page of the Albany
Advertiser on 7 July 1993. The article stated -

Then last Monday he told me that Rino Daniele (a Haynes Robinson partner) had
rung him asking about information on the changes, Mr Bradley said.
"He obviously told me that to downplay his own involvement in the business.
"He made sure Haynes Robinson clients benefited but mine didn't and neither did
those in the rest of the State."

Not only those in the rest of the State but also the rest of the constituents of the electorate
of Albany did not benefit. There are six law firms in Albany. No other law firm within
his electorate was given the opportunity by the member for Albany of servicing its clients
in the way in which he had offered to do with Haynes Robinson. When questioned by
the reporter about whether this conversation had taken place -

Mr Blaikie: Who was the reporter?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Paul Haynes. The article quotes Mr Prince as stating -

Mr Prince said he could well have told Mr Bradley on Monday that Mr Daniele
had rung him on Wednesday, June 30 rather than the reverse.
"I was prevaricating - I can't remember exactly what I said - I just didn't want to
talk to him." he said.

This is a man who had known Mr Bradley for a number of years. In fact, they had
worked together for a long time.
Mr Blaikie: Do you know Mr Bradley?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I do not know him at all. The member for Albany and Mr
Bradley had worked together for 12 months prior to this conversation. In fact, they were
on such poor talking terms that, according to Mr Bradley -

Several members interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: They were on such poor talking terms that we find, according to
Mr Bradley -

Point of Order
Mr RIPPER: Mr Acting Speaker, you have asked the member for Peel to address his
remarks to the Chair. it is convention in this place that when remarks are addressed to
the Chair, the speaker has the right to protection from interjections. The interjections are
beyond the pale when the member has been specifically asked to address his remarks to
the Chair, and is so doing.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! I accept your point of order. I have
called for order many times. There has been more disturbance on the Government side of
the House, which I will address if there is much more of it.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member for Albany had contact with Mr Brian Bradley - a
person to whom he did not want to speak and to whom he gave any story to get rid of -
with whom he had had a long association. In the previous 12 months there had been no
indication that they did not want to speak to each other. Following the conversation
between Brian Bradley and the member for Albany on 5 July there was no mistake in Mr
Bradley's mind about what was said. Having dealt with the member for Albany in the
past, Mr Bradley made sure that he kept a very good record of the conversation.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): I call the member for Bunbury to order. I have
continually asked for order but he has continued to interject.
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Mr M. Barnett: Read Standing Order No 73A and chuck him out.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Rockingham should not canvass my opinion;
he should know better.

Mr M. Barnett: I was not canvassing, I was just pointing out -

The ACTING SPEAKER: I have just asked the member for Rockingham no' to canvass
my opinion and I ask the member for Peel to continue.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: In fact, Brian Bradley kept quite a precise record of that
conversation.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will place on the record that conversation, which Mr Bradley
made sure was legally recorded while he was speaking to the member for Albany. Mr
Bradley assures me theme are no legal problems with the recording of the conversation. I
have also made checks to ensure it was legal.
Mr House: How could it be recorded legally?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It can easily be done. IHow does the member for Stirling think it
can be legal?
Mr House: I am asking you by what method.
Mr Pendal: Can you give us an assurance that recording a conversation does not breach
the Listening Devices Act?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am giving members the assurance that, having questioned Mr
Bradley about the Listening Devices Act, and having sought legal advice, the recording
of the conversation between the two parties was legal -

Mr Pendal: Did Mr Prince know it was being recorded?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am not sure.
Mr Pendal: If he did not know it was being recorded, that is an offence against the
Listening Devices Act.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is a very good question - the sort of question that should be
pursued by the Select Committee of Privilege that I am proposing.
Several members interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: As I said earlier, it was a legally recorded conversation and
according to my information Mr Prince's not knowing about it did not make it illegal.
Mr Bradshaw: In your opinion.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am not referring to my opinion, but to the opinion I sought. A
recorded telephone conversation is not illegal on the basis that one of the parties is not
aware of its being recorded. Once established a Select Committee of Privilege can
clarify that. Members opposite can ask all those questions - that is all I ant suggesting.
When they hear what is in this record they will wonder what the member for Albany was
trying to do when he gave his personal explanation to this House. That statement and
this conversation do not match. Members opposite who are concerned about the
standards of this Parliament should, after the tabling of this document, be very concerned
about its contents. This recorded conversation, which I will table in this House, in
Mr Bradley's words, would never have seen the light of day other than during discussion
between those two parties. It is here now because the member for Albany, when
confronted by his local paper about the timing of events, as shown on the front page of
the Albany Adverdiser. turned on the messenger, Brian Bradley. I understand that Mr
Bradley is a very well thought of lawyer.
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Mr Bradshaw: He is an ex-Labor candidate for Albany.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I know it must upset members opposite, but they have good
lawyers on their side of politics. Fred Chancy is probably one of the best lawyers this
nation has ever seen. However, considering things he has said and the line he took at the
Liberal Party conference in Kalgoorlie against the rednecks' stand on the Maba issue,
members opposite may be upset with him. Irrespective of people's politics, there are
good people in the community. Surely the member for Wellington will be the first to
admit that.
Mr Bradshaw: I do.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: This is not, on my part, a personal attack on the member for
Albany. I could be a lot tougher on the member for Albany if I wanted to turn it into a
personal attack on him.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: This matter is about whether this Parliament was misled
deliberately or simply because the member was new and did not know the protocol. The
matter should be put before a privilege committee so that we can get to the bottom of it.
It is too important to the State and the standards of this House to turn it into a personal
issue between me and the member for Albany. I will seek to table this document so that
all members can read it. It is headed "TELEPHONE CONVERSATION BETWEEN
BRIAN BRADLEY AND KEVIN PRINCE ON 5 JULY 1993" and reads -

RB What I'm ringing about is these changes that Kierath announced the other
day. Look, how definite are they - do you know?

K!' Well - he said in the Assembly - that's as definite as I can tell you
because that was the first I heard of it.

BB Right - Well!
KP I've got a copy of his statement if you want it.
RB Yeah -well I've seen a copy of that - it doesn't really say much more than

what's been in the press really. See when we spoke early last week, on
Monday or....

K]' I had absolutely no warning of that!
That is, the member for Albany - who had told the Albany Advertiser that he would not
have told Mr Bradley anything - in this recording of a conversation already admitted that
he had a previous conversation. In fact, he has had two conversations with Mr Bradley
about this issue. The transcript states -

BR Yeah - Well, see what worries me a bit is, according to Bruce Hocking,
Rino issued 10 Writs in the District Court between 3 and 4 o'clock on the
30th June which is a fact because I have checked down there and Rino,
told Bruce that he did so because he got a call from you.

The member for Albany told this House on 8 July that he initiated the call to Rino
Daniele. In this recorded conversation on 5 July, prior to the member for Albany's
personal explanation to this House of 8 July, Brian Bradley said that Rino told him that
the member for Albany initiated the call. However, the transcript of the member for
Albany's conversation with Brian Bradley indicates differently -

KY Rino spoke to me and said what's going on. He got me in Parliament
House and I said this is what the man has said -you know the 30% etc -
which was reading off the Ministerial Statement I then had in front of me -
and he said thanks and hung up.

2328



[Wednesday, I11 August 1993]132

We are expected to believe that that conversation in itself led to the issuing of nine writs
in 20 minutes. Itris beyond the pale for this House to accept that that is what occurred on
that day. This is the crux of the matter: This document should be put on trial in front of
a Select Committee of Privilege. I am saying: Call Mr Brian Bradley and the member
for Albany and question them on the conversarion. Call Mrs Waugh and question her on
the conversation she had with a reporter from The West Australian in the court that day.
Call the staff of the member for Albany's law firm and question them about the approach
they had from the reporter from The West Australian on that day. All of those matters
should be brought before the Select Committee of Privilege. The transcript further
states -

BB Still it would have been pretty easy I would have thought to get a message
to Marks Healy - they would have soon contacted me -

In other words, "Why didn't you contact me about this? I spoke to you about it last
Monday."

- because we've probably got 50 or 60 people now who this decision is
effectively going to root. Probably more than that really - so what
happens is - obviously Rino has done the right thing - once he gets that
sort of information he has to do what he did - any Solicitor would but it
just highlights the ...

KP He got in touch with me and!I told him.
BB Well 1 wonder what prompted him to do because no one else would have

had an inkling down here. I mean, there's no way that anyone down here
would have known. What prompts Rino to ring you at 3 o'clock?

KP You know - I'm backwards and forwards to them at the moment over the
unit and also my getting out of Haynes Robinson so in the course of
talking backwards and forwards several times - almost daily at the present
moment which is giving me the shits - I have been talking to him and he
says to mec what's going on and I said the' man has just made this
announcement which is news to me.

BB Yeah ...
KP I mean - between you and me I think it's a very bad announcement - I

think it's been very badly done and I think the basis for it isn't very good
either.

That is what the member for Albany said in a conversation with a long-standing work
colleague: It is coming before the House as evidence and should be before a Select
Committee of Privilege. Members opposite may want to use their numbers to vote away
this motion. However, that will be a mistake because the numbers will not make this
issue disappear for the member for Albany; it is cast in concrete. While this document is
tabled in this Parliament, and is public knowledge, a well respected lawyer in Western
Australia is saying that he had this conversation with the member for Albany and is
willing to have the document tabled. He has given it to the Parliament, something which
he would not normally have done, because of what happened to him. He was questioned
by the Albany Advertiser about the event but all he found was that the member for
Albany set out to discredit his reputation. He is thankful that he had the wisdom to
legally record what took place.
Mr Pendal: Have a look at the Act; you are party to a criminal action.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I know the Act inside out. The member should tell me what the
Act states.
Mr Pendal: Have a look at section 4 of the Listening Devices Act; you have just been
party to a criminal act.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member should stop trying to change the debate and explain
that to me. I have been party to no illegal activity. I will stack the advice from my
lawyers -
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Mr Pendal: Was that advice from Brian Bradley?
Mr Kierath: A failed Labor candidate!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: No, Brian Bradley did not give me the advice.
Mr Pendal: This is the Act. It is a criminal offence and you know it.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is nonsense. It is not a criminal offence at all, and the
member for South Perth knows that. No attempt was made by Brian Bradley to interfere
with a message coming through a telecommunications system, as the Act indicates quite
clearly. If one wanted to put a tap on a telephone line or wanted to use some other
method of cutting in on the telephone, of course that would be illegal. However, that did
not occur. Itris not illegal to record in some other way the voice coming through on the
speaker. The member for South Perth - the prima donna; Narcissus; a legend in his own
brain cell - runs around with the idea that he is the font of all knowledge when it suits
him. The days of his accruing brownie points to become a member of the Cabinet are
finished. The Liberal caucus has already made a decision on his political future. He is
not a Cabinet Minister and has no hope of becoming a Minister while the member for
Nedlands is the leader of the Party. The member can grasp at all the straws he likes, and
can try to pull out all the red herrings he likes; he has no brains and he will not gain any
brownie points. Rather than continue to embarrass himself with his view of what the Act
provides, he should not bother going any funther because it carries no weight and it holds
no water. I know that the member for South Perth will go home this evening and look at
himself in the mirror and try to convince himself in tomorrow's actions that once again
he is the font of all knowledge. But not even the mirror believes him these days; even the
mirror is turning away.
I repeat the member for Albany's statement on this legislation in his talks with Brian
Bradley -

KP I mean - between you and me I think it's a very bad announcement - I
think it's been very badly done and I think the basis for it isn't very good
either.

BB Well the retrspective ...
KP I'm only an innocent bloody back bencher ...

I know how that feels.
Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Leader of the House would not have a clue. One thing the
Leader of the House has never been is an innocent backbencher. He has been a
backbencher, but never innocent.
The transcript reads -

KP I'm only an innocent bloody back bencher and you don't have a clue
what's going on - these things get sprung on you and it's not the first time.
I know you're supposed to be able to sont of say - Oh yeah, what a good
idea that is ...

BB But how can they do it - you've got 2 or 3 lawyers in the party that
presumably would have some ...

KP There are 3 lawyers in the party - 2 of whom are in the Cabinet - Peter
Foss and Cheryle Edwards.

I am told that at a recent gathering in Albany the member for Albany arranged for one of
his friends to ask him how many lawyers were in the Parliament. An Opposition member
from the other place was at the same gathering and he said the member for Albany said
there were two lawyers. The Opposition member interjected and said that there were at
least six or seven lawyers in the Parliament. The member for Albany replied that there
were only two - Hon Peter Foss and Mrs Cheryl Edwardes and that the remaining lawyers
were Labor Parny members.
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Mr Pendal: He was right.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Today people in Albany are saying that there are 17 lawyers in
Albany and then there is Prince. Itris amazing how the wheel can turn. This issue keeps
coming back to haunt the Government. The transcript states -

BB I suppose the worst thing about it is the retrospective nature of it because
it just - people that had a Writ out are saved and those who were
negotiating and doing what Kierath would say is the right thing in keeping
legal costs down - they're just neatly slammed away.

KP But then he is supposed to have said since then that anybody who was
dealing reasonably with the insurance companies should not be prejudiced
but how the hell are you going to make the insurance companies agree to
that.

The Minister for Labour Relations has a real problem in his own camp with this
legislation. The member for Albany, a fledgling who is still wer behind the ears,
ascertained in five minutes, after listening to the comments in his party room, that the
Government's policies are dreadful. He is not backward in coming forward because he
told the world that he wants to be able to protect his constituents. He said he wanted to
give them the opportunity to get away from this dreadful legislation. He has been in this
place only five minutes and he knows what is needed to protect his clients. Further on
the transcript continues -

BB What - even though it retrospectively removes the entitlements of Albany
people.

KP Brian - it's a financial decision and that's the only reason, the only
justifiable decision, for it - that the insurance companies cannot pay
therefore they were going to jack premiums to such an extent that it would
drive people out of business.

Further on the transcript reads -
BB Well it's not true in Queensland is it because they've got their common

law system that's still..
KP They've got a modified one.
BB ... still flying on ...

K!' Where this has come from is Max Evans who is the Minister for Finance
and it's come out of Finance and Budgets.

Several members interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member for Albany told his mate in this telephone
conversation that it was simply a financial measure.
Mr House: A recorded telephone conversation?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I said that earlier, and there is nothing illegal about that. The
conversation continues -

BB So the answer is to make it retrospective and to have the lottery element
where if people knew to issue a Writ by the 30th June they're saved and
the others ame all condemned.

KP That is true - yep - and what they did in Victoria when they announced
this was they announced that it would happen as of a certain date which
was some rime in the future and the result has been an enormous number
of Writs lodged which has clogged up the system and will do for years to
come.

BB Yes - but those Writs would have come anyway in time it just means that
instead of them waiting 3 years or issuing them after negotiations they
issued them ...
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KP ... banged them out straight away in order to protect the right to claim . ..

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.L. Smith): Order! There are far too many
conversations taking place and I count about seven of them. They should not be audible
and there should not be so many.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The conversation is amazing. The new member for Albany
realised the effect this legislation will have on his constituents. It is a pity that, in
recognising that, he did not tell the rest of the Western Australian community as well as
his law firm. He could have told the six other law firms operating in Albany. The
legislation will affect 70 people who live in Albany and he did not tell them about this
Government's legislation; he told only the company with which he was financially
involved. The transcript reads -

KP The American Medical Association criteria which is a book about an inch
thick which is used in other states and overseas as the measure of these
things. I mean I can see a virtue in standardisation anyway.

The following is important -

BE Oh well, I can see that but ...
KP You'll have to get hold of it - I haven't seen it - he was waving it

arund ...
I do not know when the Minister was waving around a copy of the American Medical
Association criteria. I have not seen him waving it around in this House.
Mrs Henderson: He did because I asked him to table it and he would not do it.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: He may have done that, but I am not sume that he waved it
around in this House. These issues should be investigated. The member for Albany said
the Minister waved this document around and the question I am asking is where he
waved it round. Perhaps a Select Committee of Privilege could determine where it was
waved around.
The bottom line is that the member for Albany said that the Minister, at a Liberal Party
meeting, said he was going to introduce legislation and that he would make a statement
about it in the House that day. I followed up that statement the same afternoon and I
warned the Government then that this issue would come back to haunt it. I did not need a
crystal ball to tell it that. No-one believed the member for Albany. The editorial in The
West Australian and an article on its front page said exactly that the next day. It went
further and said the Premier had castigated the member for Albany and reminded him
that his role as a member of Parliament was to represent the whole of the State of
Western Australia, not simply a hand-picked few.
Mr C.J. Barnett: That happened.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I know it happened. I will not forget about it either, and neither
should the member. I applaud the Premier for making that statement.
Mr C.I. Barnett: In this House, too.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: True. I will remind members what happened as a consequence.
The member for Albany was reported in the same article as saying that given the
opportunity he would do the same thing again. He dismissed the Premier's advice and
told him to stick it where the monkey sticks its nuts. The member's saying that he would
do the same thing again should concern the Leader of the House.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Is that a matter for a Committee of Privilege?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It should be.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The member is farcical.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is not farcical at all.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The member should go a long way in the Labor Party with his morals.
He is cut out for the 1980s. No wonder Brian Burke gave him a safe seat.
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Mr MARLBOROUGH: I say to the Leader of the House that of course it should be part
of any review of' questioning by a Privilege Committee because it leads into other
statements made the same day which were reported in The West Australian. Those
statements were made by the Premier during the same sitting of the Parliament. I said to
the Government the day before this happened that this would hound the Government and
would not go away. 1 said that the member for Albany would be a dead albatross around
the Government's neck. What did we see the very next day? The Premier not only
castigated the member but also asked him whom he was representing as a member of
Parliament. He was asked a number of questions, which were reported in Hansard and
which could be produced before a Select Committee of Privilege about his understanding
of the debate which took place in caucus, whether the Liberal Party or the Government.
Several members inteijected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I do not care what it is called; call it a meeting. The public
know what it is; they understand what went on. The Premier said at that meeting that a
broad ranging debate occurred on this issue. Those who have been around this
Parliament for long enough know that we do not have to mess around with words. What
would the Deputy Leader of the National Party think if I said I had a broad ranging
discussion with a constituent about a problem, or with a colleague? I would not have to
ask the member that.
Mr House interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I know the member says that tongue in cheek, but he knows that
I would not have to ask him six or 10 questions to clarify a statement on a broad ranging
discussion to know what it meant. He and I know what it means. Of course it is an
important piece of legislation. Of course the caucus ought to know what it is about and
understand the need to cross every "T' and dot every "i'. The Minister came into the
Parliament the next day and said the deadline for presenting the relevant claims was four
o'clock on 30 June. Does he mean that members came into the Chamber unaware that
that announcement would be made. Nobody believes the member for Albany. and I said
that on the day.
The West Australian ran this story and it still does not believe the member for Albany.
He should talk to reporters from the ABC, and others, because nobody believes him.
Nobody to whom I have spoken who was concerned about the way in which this matter
was brought before the House or the involvement of the member for Albany believes his
version of events. I believe that many people on the Government side of the House who
may vote against this motion on party lines know in their heart of hearts that when this
document is tabled lots of questions will need to be asked about this matter. The problem
will not be solved unless the matter is taken before a Select Committee of Privilege.
In closing, I will give the member for Albany some good advice: It is in his best interests
to take this opportunity to go before this Select Committee of Privilege and explain what
took place. It is also in the long term best interest of this Government that this be done.
It is particularly in the best interests of the Government when one looks at the
parliamentary standards we should be setting in the 1990s. I move -

That this document do lie upon the Table of the House for the balance of this
day's sitting.

Points of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Clearly this document should not be tabled. I draw to your
attention, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr D.L. Smith) the morality of the situation. Here is a
transcript of a conversation about which sonic doubt arises as to whether it was obtained
legally or without the knowledge of one of the participants. I think it would reflect very
badly on the House for such a document to be tabled.
Mr THOMAS: My point of order was to be -

Mr CiJ. BARNBETT: On another point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, you should respond
to my point of order first.
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Mr Thomas: The member did not raise a paint of order!
Mr C.J. Barnett: Sit down!
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Cottesloc needs to mend his ways in
this place. It is not for him to conduct the business of the House. This is not the
Government's place but the people's place. The member for Cockbun wishes to take a
point of order in relation to what the member was saying and I will give him an
opportunity to do so.
Mr THOMAS: My point of order was to be that the member for Cottesloe had no right
being on his feet, but events overtook that.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Cottesice will know that under standing
orders if leave is not given for the tabling of a paper for the balance of the day that is the
end of the matter. The paper will not be tabled.

Debate Restumed

Several members intnjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Members, this motion concerns the referral of one of
our members to a Committee of Privilege. It is not a matter for showmanship but one for
serious consideration, so I am not impressed by the behaviour of some members.
MR GRILL (Eyre) [9.48 pm]: In seconding the motion I have some slight reluctance in
proceeding with it. I do not say my view is shared by my colleagues, but I have some
reluctance in supporting this motion. That reluctance arises because I have seen
members in this place unfairly vilified by a media rat pack in the past and I have second
thoughts about any member being vilified in any forum, especially by the Press. I have
some empathy with the member as he is new and probably finding his feet in this place. I
have some empathy with him because there is some logic, although not sufficient, and
some merit in the argument he has put that he had some fiduciary duty towards his
former clients.

I believe he was placed in a very difficult position by his own party, by his leader, and by
the Minister for Labour Relations. I also have some empathy for him because in the final
analysis he accepted that his actions were inappropriate and improper. I also have been
prepared until now to give him the benefit of the doubt in respect of the matters he has
explained to this House, mainly because there has been no clear evidence that he gave
offending information to his law firm prior to about 3.00 pm on 30 June. However,
having said those things somewhat in support of the member for Albany. I add that there
is huge suspicion on this side of the House, in the public arena generally, in the media,
and I suspect even on the Government side of the House regarding the member's
credibility and his veracity. There are questions about the timing of the issue of the writs.
There are questions about the conflict between the various witnesses in relation to the
time of the issue of the writs.
I have concerns in my mind, and no doubt they exist in the minds of other people, about
the ongoing financial links which the member has with his own law firm. I have
concerns about the conflict between his statement to this House and the statement by the
Premier and the member for Albany's statement in this House and statements made by
Mr Brian Bradley, a lawyer also from Albany. Unless clear evidence emerged which
indicated that the member for Albany had tipped off his legal firm prior to 3.00 pm on 30
June, he should not be further bothered by this question. However, if clear evidence did
emerge, the member should resign.
I said earlier that very real questions exist about the veracity of the member for Albany.
Questions have arisen in this House about this matter, and questions have arisen in this
House and elsewhere regarding Southern Processors. I have said that serious questions
exist about the credibility and the veracity of the member for Albany, and that I have
been prepared in the past to give him the benefit of the doubt. Having read the transcript
of the conversation that took place on 5 July between the member for Albany and Brian
Bradley, that document and the statements made by the member for Albany in that
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transcript have tipped the balance; I now believe that the statement made by the member
for Albany to this House was not correct.
In normal circumstances it is not an appropriate thing to say in this House that a member
has told an untruth, or was dishonest or has told lies, but we have a substantive motion
before the House and we have certain evidence before us. I am afraid in this case it must
be clear char on one occasion or another the member for Albany has told an untruth; that
on one occasion or another, depending on to wham he was speaking, the member for
Albany -

Mr C.J. Barnett: You had better explain carefully what you mean.
Mr GRILL: I will. The member for Albany has been dishonest, and on one occasion or
another, depending on whom we believe, the member for Albany has told lies.
Let us first look at the evidence we have in respect of the question of whether the
member for Albany at about 3.00 pmi on 30 June 1993 rang his firm to advise its
members about changes to the Workers' Compensation Act and other matters, or
someone from his firm rang the member for Albany. In that respect, we have the
statement made by the member for Albany at page 1 240 of Hansard on 7 July which
reads, in part -

I had at that time, in my opinion, a legal fiduciary duty to the clients of the firm;
so when question time was finished - because the information was then in the
public domain and in this House the gallery was full of journalists - I decided that
I should discharge my legal duty by telling the firm in Albany. The media are
very efficient at broadcasting matters in and around the metropolitan area, but it
takes rather longer to get into the bush, so it occurred to me and it was my
conclusion and my judgment that in order to satisfy that duty that I considered I
had, it was necessary for me to tell one or other of the partners in Albany, so I
telephoned. I am not sure what time it was, I did not note it down, but it was after
question time. If Mr Daniele says it was about 3.00 pmn or thereabouts I accept
what he says.
With respect to the query raised by the member for Thornilie, that Mr Bradley said
that I said to him that Mr Daniele telephoned me, it is my recollection that I
telephoned Mir Daniele. I do not know whether Mr Bradley is right or wrong in
reporting what took place on Monday this week, but my recollection is that I
telephoned Mr Daniele and certainly that is what I should have done to discharge
my duty, rather than the other way around.

That is a clear statement that the member for Albany phoned Mr Daniele. What does he
say in the reported conversation with Mr Bradley on 5 July? The transcript of the
conversation reads -

BR Yeah - Well, see what worries me a bit is, according to Bruce Hocking,
Rino issued 10 Writs in the District Court between 3 and 4 o'clock on the
30th June which is a fact because I have checked down there and Rino
told Bruce that he did so because he got a call from you.

KP Rino spoke to me and said what's going on. He got me in Parliament
House and I said this is what the man has said - you know the 30% etc -
which was reading off the Ministerial Statement I then had in front of me -
and he said thanks and hung up.

Further down on the same page -

KP He got in touch with me and I told him.
BR Well I wonder what prompted him to because no one else would have had

an inkling down here. I mean, there's no way that anyone down here
would have known. What prompts Rino to ring you at 3 o'clock?

And here comes the rationale, adding to the lie -

KP You know - I'm backwards and forwards to them at the moment over the
unit and also my getting out of Haynes Robinson so in the course of
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talking backwards and forwards several times - almost daily at the present
moment which is giving me the shits - I have been talking to him and he
says to me what's going on and I said the man has just made this
announcement which is news to me.

Further on the member for Albany says -

I'm only an innocent bloody back bencher and you don't have a clue what's going
on - these things get sprung on you and it is not the first time. I know you're
supposed to be able to sort of say - Oh yeah, what a good idea that is.

We have two recorded statements, one recorded in Hansard and the other by Mr Bradley.
The two are diametrically opposed on that issue. Only one conclusion can be drawn; that
is, either Mr Prince was lying to his legal colleague or he was lying to this House. One
conclusion that must be drawn is that one way or another the member for Albany was not
telling the truth.
Mr Tubby: Mr Bradley is a failed Labor candidate and a sacked lawyer.
Mr GRILL: Is the member for Roleystone accusing him of lying?

Mr Tubby: You are accusing him of lying.
Mr GRILL: No-one is accusing Mr Bradley of lying.
Mr Kierath: What is your record of truth like in this place?
Mrs Henderson: It is better than yours.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.L. Smith): Order! The level of interjection is too high.
The member for Riverton should watch his language in terms of reflecting on other
members, and the member for Lyre should continue his speech.

Mr GRILL: The second question I will canvass is when the member for Albany first
heard of the changes to the workers' compensation legislation. At page 1240 of Hansard
he states -

On Tuesday in the party room I became aware, as a result of some comments by
the Minister for Labour Relations, that there would be changes to workers'
compensation. The changes were not detailed and there was no advice or
information given about exactly what would happen.

That is what the member for Albany had to say. That is a clear admission that the
question of changes to the Workers' Compensation Act were canvassed at the party
meeting on the previous Tuesday. What is recorded in the transcript by Mr Bradley on
that particular issue? Paragraph 1 on page 1 of the transcript states -

Mr Tubby: You are quoting this as gospel.
Mr GRILL: If the member for Roleystone wants to question this, he can. The proper
place is in a privilege committee; but the member is not questioning it, so let us proceed.
Mr Bradley said -

What I'm ringing about is these changes that Kierath announced the other day.
Look, how definite are they - do you know?

The member for Albany said -

Well - he said in the Assembly - that's as definite as I can tell you - because that
was the first I heard of it.

Points of Order

Mr BLAIKIE: It would appear that the member for Eyre is simply regurgitating a
conversation that we have already heard from the member for Peel. Mr Acting Speaker, I
ask you to direct whether that represents tedious repetition in his speech.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The motion deals with the question of the veracity of a
personal explanation, so the focus must be on that personal explanation. To that extent
there will be some repetition, and I do not think it is tedious in the context of the motion,
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I have some difficulty with the way in which we can reflect on other members tiring the
course of this kind of debate. It is true that during the course of a substantive motion of
this kind, it is possible to reflect, but members should bear in mind that it is an unusual
situation, especially where it is an issue of referring a matter to a committee of privilege
rather than the result of a committee of privilege. Members should not abuse the
privilege that they have on these occasions to reflect on the character of other members,
including the member for Albany.
Mr BLAIKIE:. I thank you for your ruling. A further point requires clarification. In this
difficult debate regarding members, where a member refers to a supposed telephone
conversation that has already been referred to, is there any requirement on the member to
introduce new material or can that member keep on referring to material that has already
been used?
The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Vasse has repeated the same point of order.
The issue in this case is a referral of a particular matter in relation to veracity to a
committee of privilege. Quite obviously, it will involve going back over some
conversations and using them in different ways. I do not regard that as tedious repetition,
simply an approach to a matter that must be taken in these kinds of debates.

Debate Resumned
Mr GRILL: This material has not been used before.
I remind the House that in response to the question by Mr Bradley the member for
Albany said when the matter was raised in the Legislative Assembly. "That was the first I
heard of it." On the same page of the transcript Mr Bradley says -

Yeah - well I've seen a copy of that - it doesn't really say much more than what's
been in the press really. See when we spoke early last week, on Monday or ...

The member for Albany interrupted Mr Bradley and said, "I had absolutely no warning of
that!" I submit that was another clear untruth.
Mr Blaikie: Would you also indicate the date, and at what time during the day that
conversation took place?
Mr GRILL: I do not know what time, but it took place on 5 July. Further on Mr Bradley
said this -

No - but did you get any chance to ring me or whatever because as I understand it
was - I know when you spoke to me last week you said that there had been
nothing discussed in the party room.

The reply from the member for Albany is a clear, "That is right." I submit that is a
further clear and unambiguous untruth. On page 2 of the transcript Brian Bradley states -

Well I wonder what prompted him to because no one else would have had an
inkling down here. I mean, there's no way that anyone down here would have
known. What prompts Rino to ring you at 3 o'clock?

The reply from the member for Albany was -

You know - I'm backwards and forwards to them at the moment over the unit and
also my getting out of Haynes Robinson so in the course of talking backwards and
forwards several times - almost daily at the present moment which is giving me
the shits - I have been talking to him and he says to me what's going on and I said
the man has just made this announcement which is news to me.

That constitutes a clear untruth in respect to that matter. At page 3 of the transcript, the
member for Albany says -

I'm only an innocent bloody back bencher and you don't have a clue what's going
on - these things get sprung on you and it's not the first time. I know you're
supposed to be able to sort of say - Oh yeah, what a good idea that is .. .

I repeat the words, "These things get sprung on you and it's not the first time." The clear
impression the member for Albany is trying to give by those words is that the first he
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heard of this matter was on Wednesday, 30 June. 1 now turn to paragraph 4 on page 6 of
the transcript where the member for Albany on this occasion stares -

Never having seen any of it, not having heard, I mean, the first dickie bird I had
was on Thursday when it suddenly comes out - bang - there we are,

That is a clear and unambiguous untruth; a clear and unambiguous piece of dishonesty - a
straight out lie.

Point of Order
Mr BLOFFWITCH: That is the third time I have heard that it is a lie. I would like
clarification. If one insinuates that someone told a lie, that is exactly the same as saying
that person is a liar. I believe that to be totaily unparliamentary.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.L. Smith): I remind the member for Geraldton that
under the standing orders it is possible in relation to a substantive motion of this kind to
reflect on the character of a member. However, I have already made the point that we
should nor abuse that situation. I remind the member for Eyre that repeating or
emphasising the statement that it is a lie goes a little towards being excessive. Once said
in terms of the argument is enough; the member is not to dwell on it.

Debate Resumed
Mr GRILL: The next area with which I will deal is the clear conflict between the
evidence presented to this House by the member for Albany in his statement to the House
and the clear contradictory statements which have been made by the Premier about the
discussions that occurred in the party room. The member for Albany in paragraph 3 of
page 1240 of Hansard states -

On Tuesday in the party room I became aware, as a result of some comments by
the Minister for Labour Relations, that there would be changes to workers'
compensation. The changes were not detailed and there was no advice or
information given about exactly what would happen.

On page 1421 the member goes on to say -

Quite bluntly, that was because I knew nothing about it until Wednesday, 30 June
when the Minister for Labour Relations made his derailed statement.

The clear impression given by the member for Albany in those two statements is that
nothiatg more than a passing comment was made by the Minister for Labour Relations
about workers' compensation legislation. Let us contrast that with statements made by
the Premier in this House. I refer members to page 1439 of Hansard in which the
Premier states -

The member for Eyre has made a good point. When changes are made to this
type of system there must be a cut-off date. The member will be aware from his
experience -

The Premier later continues -

We have reached the stage at which we agree changes must be made and there is
broad agreement about those changes. We then have the problem of the cut-off
point. The Government agonised over that decision and looked at the situation in
other States. In one case the Government gave people a month in which to make
claims- The lawyers flooded the system with claims and the courts were bogged
down. Therefore, the people claiming benefits were no better off. An
announcement has been made of a cut-off dare. An inquiry will be set up and the
results will be announced at the end of this month.

I emphasise the words used by the Premier in that statement, "The Government agonized
over that decision." Members opposite may argue that that does not necessarily mean
that the matter was raised in the party room. However, the Premier makes the situation
much clearer on page 1502 where Mansard states -
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Mr COURT: The Opposition wants to know what we discussed about the SCIC -
I will tell them! Regarding die workers' compensation issue, we
explained to the party room that we would bring about changes to the
system as a result of work conducted, and that those changes were going
to take effect, although I am not sure it was specifically mentioned as
being 4.00 pmn the next day -

Mrs Hallahan: You are not sure about that!
Mr COURT: Hang on! Our party meeting lasted a few hours.
Several members interjected.
-Mr COURT: Okay; I will tell members everything which happened at the party

meeting; I will go through it from the beginning. We started with
apologies and then we had the minutes! In relation to workers'
compensation, the broad thrust of the changes was made clear and that
legislation would be introduced in approximately two months' time after
the inquiry had completed its work and made recommendations.

Dr Gallop: So the members did know what the changes would be.
Mr COURT: In the broadest terms, that was explained.

I submit to this House that a clear conflict exists between the words and the implication
endeavoured to be conveyed by the member for Albany and the clear statemnent made on
the subject by the Premier.
Another matter which I will canvass, which reflects adversely on the member for Albany,
and which should go before a privilege committee, relates to statements made by the
member when interviewed by Gerry Cannon on ABC radio on the Gerry Cannon show
on 7 July.

CANNON: Well then you called the firm?
PRINCE: That's tight.
GANNON: With whom did you speak with?
PRINCE: I spoke to one of the partners.
CANNON: Now another of the partners says the first he heard about it was on
the news ...
PRINCE: I don't know what he said. Umm .. . you know, 1. I .
CANNON: With which of the partners did you speak with?
PRINCE: Urmm... I think I spoke to Daniele, actually ...
CANNON: Mr Wyatt said the first he heard of it was on the news according to
the report in this morning's West ... so then, they actually got these writs lodged
before three ...

That raises a number of questions. Why is it that the member for Albany could not
recollect as to which partner he spoke at that rime; he said he spoke to one of the
partners. Why was he not able to answer the assertion by Mr Cannon that one of the
partners told him that the first he heard of the matter was on the news. The member for
Albany was absolutely stumped by that and replied, "I don't know what he said. Umm
..you know, 1. L." When he was asked to which partner he spoke he replied, "Umm ...

I think I spoke to Daniele actually." According to the report in that morning's West the
partner Wyatt said that the first she heard of it was on the news. If that is true - the ABC
seems to have some information indicating that is true - that indicates that the Fim had
information concerning the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Act and the
curtailment of the third party damages rights well before anybody else and well before it
w~as announced in this House. I remind members that it was the partner Wyatt who
signed seven out of the nine writs that were issued that day.
In summary, this House is left with two lots of transcribed statements by the member for
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Albany. One set of transcribed statements was made to Mr Brian Bradley and the other
set was made to Hansard. In both statements there is a clear conflict of evidence. One
can draw the conclusion only thac on one or other of those occasions the member for
Albany was not telling the truth. Any other conclusion does not fit in with the evidence.
What do we draw from that? We certainly have some doubts about the veracity of the
member for Albany and his credibility. One would have to ask: If the member for
Albany was prepared to be dishonest with his professional colleagues, why would he not
also be just as dishonest with his parliamentary colleagues?
That brings us to the question of whether the member for Albany misled the House. I
think that after members have read the transcript of the conversation between Mr Bradley
and the member for Albany, no fair thinking member of this House would doubt that he
misled the House. The circumstantial evidence in respect of these matters is particularly
grave, If members are not prepared to support this motion tonight, they have become
involved in this conspiracy themselves.
MR PRINCE (Albany) [10.23 pm]: Much has been said tonight about what I have said
in the past and I do not propose to go over it again. I will refer to some facets of my
personal explanation to this House on 7 July. My first point is that I passed on
information that was in the public domain. I have not attempted to conceal what I did. I
have been questioned by a number of people from the media and I have made a statement
in the House. At no time have I ever tried to conceal or cover up in any way what I did.
The member for Peel was wrong when he said that at the time of the personal explanation
or some time thereafter I spoke to Mr McG lue. Mr McGlue approached me outside the
Parliamentary Library after the coalition parties' meeting on Tuesday, I think it was
29 June, and not some time after I gave my personal explanation.
The other point I should make in respect of this matter is that not only have I not
attempted to conceal anything, but also I certainly have not derived any benefit from
what happened. I certainly did not benefit financially, as has been stated already, and it
seems, at least in the minds of some, I have not benefited politically. I have been
reprimanded by the Premier and I accepted that reprimand. No-one will ever hear me say
other than that I deserved it. I apologise to the Parliament, I apologise to this House, and
I apologise to my colleagues and other members if I have caused embarrassment or
defamed this place. Certainly, that was not my intention.
It was obvious that the issue of the writs would become public knowledge. As has been
said. Bradley practises in Albany. He started again on I July this year after being away
for 12 months. He is a specialist personal injuries lawyer, knows the District Court
registry in Albany and is able to find out what happens. In fact, there was no attempt to
try to conceal what happened. Mr Daniele, my partner on 30 June - he is no longer my
-partner because I have retired from the partnership - told a former associate of ours,
Hocking, and Hocking told Bradley. There has been no attempt to conceal what was
done at any time. If there were some misleading or a plot of some description by me to
try to gain some advantage of some description, one would think that I would have the
wit to do it a bit better and not be found out.
Mr Grill inteijected.
Mr PRINCE: I will come to that in a moment.

Point of Order
Mr MINSON: I have not been in this House for all that long. However, I recollect that
in a situation as serious as this, a member's personal explanation is heard without
interjection. I ask you, Mr Acting Speaker, to rule that way.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! I am not aware of the standing order
to which the member refers. I understand the member for Albany has already had the
opportunity to make a personal explanation. If the interjections from the other side do
not give him a fair opportunity to make his point clearly, I will rule at that time.
However, the member has had the opportunity to make a personal explanation. In that
sense, there is no point of order.
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Debate Resumed
Mr PRINCE: I also know that the information about this matter was passed by Mr
Bradley thronugh a Labor member of the Legislative Council, Hon Bob Thomas, to
members of the media and to other members of the ALP in this place. He said so while
he was watching me being interviewed on the "7.30 Report" on the night of 7 July. Mr
Thomas is the person who has been quoted by the member for Peel as the source for my
having said at a recent gathering that there were only two lawyers in Parliament. The
gathering actually occurred before the State election; that is not recent. Hon Bob Thomas
was representing the Labor candidate for the seat of Albany, who could not be present
because one of her parents had died suddenly. Hon Bob Thomas made the point at that
gathering that there were far too many lawyers in Parliament and we did not need
another; it was a public meeting in a hotel. I made the point that at the time there were
only two lawyers who were not Labor lawyers in this Parliament. That seemed to be a
fairly reasonable thing to say because it was true.
It is obvious that some members of the Opposition, not all, find it difficult to understand
that some people can do things not out of motives of pure political expediency. It seems
that some members of the Opposition also hold the view that I should have told all of the
law firms of Albany. I have heard that said again tonight. Perhaps it would have been
politically expedient to do so, but I had no duty to do so as a lawyer and I did not do so.
My state of knowledge at the time is obviously one of the critical martens. I have, in my
personal explanation, said what happened. I became aware at the party meeting of
changes in general terms to the workers' compensation system, particularly the ability to
issue a writ for pre-existing injury for an accident that occurred some time before 30
June. I was not aware when we sat in the party meeting that the ability to issue a writ, if
one had not been issued already, would be cut off. That came as a surprise to me when
the Minister made his statement and it was that that triggered in me a duty as a lawyer on
that day to clients whom I do not even know. It was that matter that caused mue then to
communicate with Albany. I did not know about the cut off to the issue of common law
writs until the Minister made his statement. I knew there were going to be changes.
Mr Grill: This is the third version.
Mr PRINCE: No, it is not. It is what I have said before, but it is in more detail. There is
a thing called the rule of law which imposed upon me a duty. It is not a matter of whim
or fancy; it is actually a matter of duty. A number of lawyers, some very senior and
others not so senior, have had the grace to say to me since this matter became public that
I had absolutely no option and I had to act as I did. They support me in doing so. Some
of these lawyers have said so in the electronic and print media. I know some of them
have political leanings on one side or the other, and others have no political leanings at
all. Indeed, the member for Mitchell who is my senior in the legal profession, said in an
interview with Ian H-asleby on ABC Regional Drive on 7 July in answer to the following
question from Mr Hasleby -

David had Mr Prince acted outside the law, would you say?
The answer was -

If the situation is that he actually heard it in the House, and then went and
contacted the law firn, and then the wits issued, then I don't think you could say
that he was acting improperly or even politically inappropriately. I think that's
something that once it's public knowledge, you are quite entitled to do.

Later in the interview Mr Hasleby asked -

..has he acted from a position of privilege do you say?
The member for Mitchell replied -

Look, that's an arguable point, but my view ... on that particular day he was a
member of parliament and he was also a member of the law firm and he still had
responsibilities to his clients. And I think once the information is publicly
available, then with his particular obligation to his clients, I would nor go
overboard about criticising that.

2341



I am obliged to the member for Mitchell for his words.
The member for Peel placed a good deal of emphasis in his speech tonight on the
question of timing. I say again that I did not keep a note of the time I rang Mr Daniele in
Albany and spoke to him. What he then did with the information was up to him.
Obviously I have visited the finn since and I understand that the staff dropped everything
to type up nine writs. As to the accusation that that cannot be done, at least two of the
staff who have been there a long time are offended at the comment that they cannot
knock out a few writs in 10 minutes. If one looks at the amount of typing that is required
on one of those writs for a shont endorsement of claim it is hardly surprising that a
competent person who has been working in that office for a long time could do it quite
easily.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! The point was made earlier that the
member should be given a fair go under the circumstances. Will members please heed
the ruling of the Chair.
Mr PRINCE: Of course there are no unions in that legal firm. The staff are long serving
and they are paid above any award races that may be applicable. in fact, none is
applicable.
Since this matter became public I have received expressions of support from many
people. I have undoubtedly offended some people as well. If I have offended people I
have done that in the past when discharging my duty as a lawyer, particularly in
defending unpopular criminal clients. I am afraid it comes with the territory.
It is of surprise to me that members opposite should spend so much time on this matter.
Had they devoted the amount of time and energy they have put into this matter to the
unemployment issue when they were in Government, perhaps theme would not be so
many unemployed people today.
With reference to the issue concerning Mrs Waugh, whom I have known for many years.
I advise members that she is considerably embarrassed by having been called by a
newspaper reporter and asked a question. She approached me and said she did not know
what the time was when the call was received. She said she thought it was about 2.30 pm
and I offer that information because that is what she said to me and she is a genuine
person.
With reference to the signatures on the writs, anybody who has worked in a legal firm
would know that the most readily available legal partner will sign the them, particularly
if one is in a hurry. It is no surprise to me that Mr Wyatt signed some and Mr Daniele
signed others. It means absolutely nothing of substance -
Several members interjected.
Mr PRINCE: He was probably standing over the secretaries dictating the writs while
they typed.
Mr Marlborough: Did he pull the writs out of the filing system and get the secretaries to
type them? is that how the system works?
Mr PRINCE: Yes.
Mr Marlborough: Was he able to get them out of the filing system and stand over his
secretary to get them typed in 30 minutes?
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel has had a fairly good run in the
last hour and I call him to order. I have tried to call him to order three times and I ask
him to respect the ruling of the Chair.
Mr PRINCE: The issue concerning Mr Bradley is of some sadness and disappointment
to me because he and I were partners for many years. As I said in my personal
explanation, when he retired he became an employee and I was the person who had to
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ask him to leave. Our relationship has deteriorated, which is unfortunate because our
relationship did go bark a long rime. I did have a casual discussion with him when we
passed each other in the car park on Monday, 28 June. He asked me whether I had heard
anything and I said no. The party meeting was the following day and obviously I did not
know anything. When he rang me on 5 July I had no idea he was recording what was
being said on a dictaphone or any ocher instrument. Unfortunately his actions have
soured the relationship even further, particularly as he saw fit to rape the conversation
without telling me.
It seems to me that when I have taken information that is in the public place, have passed
it on and it has been acted upon - I did that in the discharge of a duty which I had at law -
the motion really does not call for anything to be done.
Mrs Henderson: What about your duty as a member of Parliament?
Mr Grill interjected.
Mr PRINCE: I have not said anything untrue in this place. If I prevaricated with
Bradley, which obviously I did, the reason was an extremely sour relationship. I
understand that one of the reasons it was very easy to find the nine files was that a great
many of the others went with Bradley when he left.
Ms Grill: You lied consistently in the 15 minutes of the telephone cal!.

Point of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Ms Acting Speaker, I ask you to direct the member for Eyrc to
withdraw that comment because it is an accusation.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I understand the point of order. Although the member
for Eyre may have been reflecting on a conversation outside this House, the member for
Albany said he prevaricated, which means the same thing. While that may be the case,
and in view of the standing orders and the delicacy of the nature of this subject which
reflects on a member of this House rather than a Government policy, the member's
remark is unparliamentary and [ call on the member for Eyre to withdraw it.

Ms RIPPER: I seek your ruling on the situation that applies.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): I will listen to the member but I do not want
him to canvass my ruling.
Ms RIPPER: I seek your guidance on the situation that will apply in this debate when the
motion specifically refers to the veracity of the personal explanation by the member for
Albany. Given that reference in the motion, I ask whether the normal conventions that
apply to unparliamentary terms such as "lie" apply in this instance.
The ACTING SPEAKER: I will give this matter further consideration because the
member for Belmont has made a good point. I implied in my ruling in the first instance
that it was not the normal situation applying to a parliamentary debate in which
personalities in this place were not involved in the general content of the debate and,
when individuals are named as liars in the course of general debate, of course, that is
unparliamentary under standing orders. I will seek further advice, although I am not
changing my ruling, because this might not be the last time this situation arises in the
debate.

Sitting suspended from 10.42 to 10.44 pm
Acting Speaker's Ruling

The ACTING SPEAKER: I have taken further advice and reflected on this matter. I said
initially chat the member for Eyre was using different words to repeat something the
member for Albany himself had agreed he had prevaricated on in this instance to a
former colleague in Albany. In that sense the member for Eyre did not say something
new about the member for Albany but only used different words to repeat something the
member for Albany had said. I then said that given the delicacy of the matter before us it
would be better if those types of statements were not made, although it was not a direct
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accusation of lying in some new matter raised by the member for Albany. Having
spoken to the Clerk and taought about the matter further, I think my initial ruling was a
little harsh on the member for Eyre because he was only repeating something the member
for Albany had said inside or outside this place. However, I caution all members that
because of the very delicate nature of the claim against the member - a matter of
privilege - they must be very wary of the terms used. I ask that those types of terms,
even when repeating something the member for Albany has said, be kept to the absolute
minimum.

Debate Resumed
Mr PRINCE: I bring my remarks to a close by saying that as far as I am concerned I
sought to discharge a duty I had at law on the day, which no longer applies for I am no
longer a partner of that firm. I dealt with public information. I have never concealed or
attempted to conceal what I did. There was absolutely no benefit flowing to me. There
is no reason or motive for my behaving in any way ocher than my requirement to
discharge that legal duty. Consequently, I reject the accusations contained in the motion.
MR C.J BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [10.46 pm]: To move a
motion to establish a committee of privilege is a most serious act. It reflects poorly on
this House when such an action is taken for political purposes and without due basis.
Members opposite should feel great shame that they have sought to reflect upon a
member of this House for the sole purpose of what they perceive to be a political
advantage. They have done this House no good at all and, indeed, they have done this
Parliament no good at all. It has been a shameful exercise.
I recount some of the events: On Tuesday, 29 June the Minister for Labour Relations
outlined in the coalition party room a series of measures to bring about changes to the
system of workers' compensation in Western Australia. The Minister outlined in broad
terns the details of what was to happen. I cannot remember exactly what he said, and I
dare say no-one can, but he spoke for no longer than five or 10 minutes. He indicated
there would be a cut-off period but to my knowledge he did not indicate the time of that
cut-off period. The important point is that the member for Albany by his own account in
this House has made it clear that whatever the Minister said, certainly the member for
Albany was not aware of a 4.00 pm cut-off at that time. Nor was the member for Albany
by his own account aware that any cut-off would apply to cases where the accident had
already happened but the writ had not been issued. The member has made it clear that he
was not aware of that.
The other point is that the information in the coalition party room was confidential and,
indeed, remained confidential. The member for Albany did not breach any confidence;
he maintained confidentiality on that information. The next day, Wednesday, 30 June,
the Minister for Labour Relations made a ministerial statement to this House. At that
stage the member for Albany, again by his own admission, became aware chat the
proposed changes to the workers' compensation rules had implications for people who
had been involved in an accident at work and had not as yet issued a writ. The member
for Albany then realised he faced a conflict. Indeed, he faced that conflict by a strange
and almost bizarre coincidence because until midnight of that day he remained a partner
in the law fim referred to. He had taken action not to continue as a partner and had set
in motion the process of separating himself from his partners. It just happened that his
exit from that partnership applied at midnight on the day the Minister made the
statement. The member therefore faced a dilemma.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order!

Point of Order
Mr DAY: The member for Peel is being unduly rowdy in my opinion and I ask that he be
silenced.
The ACTING SPEAKER: That may be an accurate point of view, but it certainly does
not constitute a point of order. I have also made the observation made by the member for
Darling Range.
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Debate Resumed
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Albany faced a conflict at that moment on that day
because he remained a partner in the firm of Haynes Robinson and felt he had, by his
own explanation, a clear legal and fiduciary responsibility to the clients of that firm. He
admitted that in a telephone conversation he advised the firm of what had happened; that
is, that proposed changes to workers' compensation would follow a statement made by
the Minister for Labour Relations in this House. It was at that time public information
and not confidential information, therefore, anyone could do anything they wanted with
it. Despite that, the Opposition took the grave step of moving for the establishment of a
Committee of Privilege. Has anjone suggested that the action taken by the member for
Albany was illegal? No. Nor is there any suggestion that his actions were improper,
they involved public knowledge as the Minister for Labour Relations had already made
his public statement. Was his action politically inappropriate? It probably was and the
member for Albany has accepted that.

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel will come to order.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Quite correctly the Premier decided that what the member had done
was politically inappropriate, so he took action. What has happened as a result of that -
call it what one likes - inappropriate, unfortunate or careless action? The Premier
reprimanded the member for Albany in private. He also reprimanded him in front of
members of the coalition, his colleagues and publicly in this House before all members,
the media and the people of Western Australia.

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Albany has suffered a great deal of public
embarrassment over this happening. He stood in this Parliament on 7 July and again
today and apologised to the House for the embarrassment he has caused the Government,
this House and the Parliament generally. When he apologised in this place on 7 July,
over a month ago, he also gave a detailed personal explanation.

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Peel moved that a Committee of Privilege be
formed to -

(1) investigate the veracity of the personal explanation by the member for
Albany to the House an Wednesday, 7 July 1993; and

(2) investigate the actions of the member for Albany in advising the legal firm
of which he was a partner of confidential information which came to him
by virtue of his office as a member of this House.

It was not 'confidential information" but public information and for that reason alone the
motion is ill founded.

Several members interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Marlborough interjected.
T'he ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel should come to order.

Points of Order

Mr KIERATH: Mr Acting Speaker, I have heard you call the member for Peel to order
more than three times and ask you consider Standing Order No 73A.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
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Mr GRAHAM: The Minister for Labour Relations is leading you, Mr Acting Speaker,
down the road of the standing order that deals with cautioning a member. To do chat you
must formally caution the member, which you have not done, so the member has had no
formal warning.
The ACTING SPEAKER: I thank the member for his advice on the point that I was
about Co make. My recollection is that I called the member for Peel to order twice but did
not do so formally. That did not involve the formal naming of the member which implies
that the relative standing order has been invoked. Regardless of that, I ask that all
members heed the ruling from the Chair regarding disorderly conduct because at the
moment it is difficult for the Hansard reporter, who is only two metres away from the
member on his feet, and for me as Acting Speaker, to hear what is being said. That does
not contribute to a good debate. This may be an emotive subject from the point of view
of members, but they should tone down a little.

Debate Resumed
Dr Gallop: Well done, .Jackboots.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Victoria Park will come to order.
Mr C.J. BARNETT': I return to the wording of the motion. As I have already said, the
second part of the motion refers to "confidential information". No doubt exists that at the
time of the conversation between the member for Albany and his partner Mr Daniele the
information was public. The first point in the motion relates to the veracity of the
personal explanation. We have heard nothing said in this House which raised any
question about the veracity of the explanation. What have we heard from the member for
Peel? His argument went on for one hour and came down in the end to who called
whom; did the member for Albany call his legal firm in Albany or did it call him? Does
it really matter who called whom? It does not matter! It is absolutely irrelevant who
called whom.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!

Point of Order
Mr BLAIKIE: I refer you to Standing Order No 137, Mr Acting Speaker.
The ACTING SPEAKER: I think the member for Vasse has raised a point of order, but I
cannot hear the member. I ask him to explain his point of order.
Mr BLAIKIE: Standing Order No 137 states -

No Member shall interrupt another Member while speaking unless to call
attention to a point of order or to call attention to the want of a quorum.

The member on his feet is having difficulty delivering his message and it is difficult for
those who wish to hear him. I therefore call your attention to Standing Order No 137, Mr
Acting Speaker.
The ACTING SPEAKER: I find it hard to accept that a point of order arises. I think this
is a point of view about the chairmanship of the House. I understand the reason for the
member's making his point and ask again that members be a little circumspect in the
volume of their comments. I will not stop interruptions or interjections because they are
part of the colour of this place. I think the member who raises this matter with me has
probably contributed to similar situations in his time by way of interjection; I know that I
have. The level and number of interjections is far too high. I agree, and although I do not
wish to stifle debate I indicate that I will take firm action if my polite requests are not
heeded.

Debate Resumed
Mr C.J. BARNETIT: The substance of the points made in the last hour by the member for
Peel was that there was an inconsistency in his mind about whether the member for
Albany called Mr Daniele or Mr Daniele called the member for Albany. If we say for the
sake of the argument that the member for Albany was mistaken about who called whom -
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and I do not believe he was - is that a mailer that warrants a Select Committee of
Privilege? That would be an absolute nonsense. It is absolutely outrageous to come into
this Parliament and argue about who made a telephone call about a matter that was public
information. That is about the strength of the argument of members opposite.
The second point that was made, initially by the member for Peel and later by the
member for Eyre, was to produce a transcript of a conversation the following Monday
between Mr Bradley, a lawyer and former Labor Party candidate in Albany, and the
member for Albany. There is no doubt about who made that telephone call. Mr Bradley
called the meiber for Albany and set in motion a recording device so that he could
record that conversation. That is probably not illegal, but it is certainly improper and
immoral for a lawyer, in particular, to telephone a member of Parliament and to record
that conversation without his knowledge. Did any members opposite talk to Mr Bradley
before he had that conversation? Indeed, did they encourage him to make that telephone
call to the member for Albany?
Mrs Hallahan: Come on! We am not the Liberal Party.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I want to know which members opposite had a conversation with
Mr Bradley before he took the quite immoral action of telephoning the member for
Albany and recording a conversation without that member's knowledge. The member
for Peel sought to have the transcript of that conversation tabled. He sought to have this
ill-gotten, immoral "evidence" tabled in order to give it some respectability. The member
for Peel can go out in public and can hand it to the media if he wants to, but he may just
bear the consequences if he does. That is the totality of the argument that we have heard
tonight from members opposite. That is as strong as it got.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! Member for Peel, I have brought you
to order more than once. I formally call the member for Peel to order.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is the totality of the so-called new evidence that the
Opposition has put to Ohils House. It is grubby evidence, and it does not deserve the time
of this House. Members opposite should be ashamed of themselves for being party to
that absolutely disgusting behaviour. What makes it worse is that not only is it nor new
evidence and not only is it discredited evidence, but also this matter was dealt with in the
Parliament over a month ago, and the member for Albany gave a detailed explanation at
that time. We have seen tonight a crass political stunt by the Labor Opposition.
Members opposite have set out deliberately to try to score a few cheap political points,
one month after the event, and to discredit the member for Albany. They have produced
nothing new and nothing of merit in this Parliament. Everyone in this Parliament accepts
that a lot of politicking goes on in this Chamber, but members opposite go beyond the
bounds of responsibility when they use politics to move for a committee of privilege.
That is an abuse of the traditions and rules of this Parliament, and it is being done for the
wrong motives. Members opposite have failed and they deserve to fail.
A committee of privilege is a serious matter. I remind members of the circumstances in
which a committee of privilege may properly be used. Recently we had a situation in the
upper House where Hon John Halden tabled a petition.
Mrs Hallahan: Here we go!
Mr C.J. BARNETT: This is important, because I want to talk about when a committee of
privilege should properly be used. The committee of privilege that was set up to
investigate that matter found that that petition was misleading. The tabling of that
petition in the upper House led to the suicide within three days of Mrs Penny Easton - the
most tragic consequence that anyone can imagine of the improper use of the privileges of
this Parliament. That was done for the crass political reason of diverting media attention
from the former Premier, and now Leader of the Opposition, because she had been
caught out for not returning funds made available to her for travel. It was an outrageous
stunt, and it led to the tragic death of a young woman, and members opposite will forever
wear the guilt for their contrivance and for the tragic consequences. Members opposite
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sit there now and jeer and interject, but I remind them, and we will remind them time and
time again, of the behaviour and low morals of the Labor Party. That is the sort of
circumstance where a committee of privilege is clearly justified. There is no justification
for a committee of privilege in this case. Indeed, members opposite do themselves and
the Parliament of Western Australia no good by their conduct tonight.
Mr Ripper: Is not misleading the House a serious matter?
Mr C.]. BARNET: Members opposite have made out no case at all that the member for
Albany misled the House. The closest that they got to that was to ask who made a
telephone call; and that is of no great consequence, and members opposite know it.
Members opposite have brought on this stunt because they think they can get a political
scalp. This matter has been dealt with. There has been nothing new. Members opposite
have run out of motions, new ideas and initiatives. This has been a desperate measure,
and it has failed dismally. The member for Albany explained his position in detail on 7
July.
An Opposition member: Did you believe it?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes I did. Again, tonight he has explained his position. He has
explained his position twice. Now members opposite ask that he be made to explain a
third time. They demand that he go through the humiliation of a committee of privilege.
They have failed to establish any grounds for his doing that. We have listened to
members opposite for two hours, and they have failed. The Government rejects the
motion.

House to Divide

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I move -
That the question be now put.

Point of Order

Mr M. BARNETT: It is not appropriate at the conclusion of a speech for the Leader of
the House to move that motion.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): I am advised that the action taken by the
Leader of the House falls within the standing orders. I can only take advice from the
same source used by the former Speaker. I am using the same criteria he would have
used in the same circumstance. The advice is that because no other member is taking the
call, the Leader of the House is within his rights to move the motion. The motion is not a
matter to be debated, as members will know.

Division

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (26)

Mr C.J. Bamnett MriJohnson Mr Prince
Mr Blaikie Mr Kierath Mr W. Smith
Mr Board Mr Lewis Mr Trenorden
Mr Bradshaw Mr Marshall Mr Tubby
Dr Constable Mr McNee Dr Turnbull
Mr Day Mr Minson Mrs van de Kiashorsi
Mrs Edwarles Mr Omodei Mr Wiese
Dr flames Mr Osborne Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)
Mr House Mr PendaJ

Noes (19)
Mr M. Bamnt Mrs Hajiahan Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr Taylor
Mr Cunningham Mr Kobelke Mr Thomas
Dr Edwards Dr Lawrence Dr Watson
Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr Leaiiy (Teller)
Mr Graham Mr McGinty
Mr Grill Mr Ripper
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Pairs
Mr Shave
Mr Nicholls
Mr Cowan
Mr Strickland
Mr Court

Mr Riebeling
Mr Hill
Mr Brown
Mr Bridge
Ms Warnock

Question thus passed.

Motion Resumed
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): The question is that the motion be agreed to.

Point of Order
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Mr Acting Speaker, I seek clarification. It is not the tradition of
Parliament to gag debate of this kind in the way the Leader of the House has gagged it.

Mr Bradshaw: That is not a point of order.

Thie ACTING SPEAKER: Order! A point of clarification has been sought. Members
should at least allow the member for Peel to ask his question. I will decide whether any
further action will be taken.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is not normal practice for debate calling for a Select
Committee of Privilege to be ended in such a way. It is not the normal practice of this
Chamber for it to handle the matter in the way it has been handled by the Leader of the
House. Under the recognised rules of debate on such an important issue, I would have
had the right of reply for 45 minutes to address the points raised by the Government. I
seek clarification, because, regardless of the method used by the Leader of the House, I
should have that opportunity to reply.

The ACTING SPEAKER: The issue raised by the member is valid because this is not
something that happens every day. However, the method that has been used with the
motion moved by the Leader of the House precludes the normal right of reply that the
mover would otherwise have in normal debate. Under the standing orders, the action
taken is correct. Once the motion is moved, there is no further debate - and that includes
the opportunity for the moverof the motion to have a right of reply.

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

Mr M. Barnett
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop
Mr Grahamn
Mr Grill

Mr CJ. Barnett
Mr Blakie
Mr Board
Mr Bradshaw
Dr Constable
Mr Day
Mrs Edwanies
Dr Hamres
Mr House

Ayes (19)
Mrs Hallahan
Mris Henderson
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Ripper

Noes (26)

Mr Johnson
Mr Kierath
Mr Lewis
Mr Marshall
Mr McNee
Mr Minson
Mr Omodei
Mr Osborne
Mr Pendal

Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Dr Watson
Mr Leahy (Teller)

Mr Prince
Mr W. Smith
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Dr Tunibull
Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Wiese
Mr Bloffwiich (Teller)
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Pairs
Mr Rieheling Mr Shave
Mr Hill Mr Nicholls
Mr Brown Mr Cowan
Mr Bridge Mr Strickland
Ms Wanock MrCourt

Question thus negatived; motion defeated.

WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 10 August.
DR WATSON (Kenwick) [11.22 pm]: Along with all my colleagues on this side of the
House, I oppose this Bill in the strongest possible terms. In the lead up to the 6 February
election, every Australian Labor Party candidate worked very hard to ensure that
constituents understood the terms of workplace agreements and contracts. We were
repeatedly told by the now Government that somebody was not Jeff Kenneut and that this
was not Victoria. However, we will be in a worse position than the Victorians if this
legislation is passed.
I shall refer particularly to the grave consequences of this legislation for women, but I
predict dire consequences for all Workers who undertake workplace contracts from an
unfair position. Governments usually have a vision for the future. However, as we have
been repeatedly told by Opposition members, this legislation will take us back 100 years
to the time before statutory protection for workers. This legislation will not liberate or
improve our quality of life or reduce the stresses of work, but it certainly will involve a
loss of hard-won conditions. I am dismayed that the Minister's personal ideology and
ambition is behind this legislation. On his admission, upon becoming a member of
Parliament he said that a row with trade unions had initiated his ambition.
These three pieces of legislation, as well as changes to safety regulations, reductions in
benefits for injured workers and family people injured in motor cars, a minimum wage a
little above the pension and, undoubtedly, the attenuation of the Occupational Health,
Safety and Welfare and the Equal Opportunity Acts, will change conditions. Working
families in Western Australia will have a grim outlook for the next few years.
National concerns have arisen about the impact of this Bill on women. The people, such
as casual workers, who most need the protection of an award, will be the first to lose it.
Most casual workers are women; in fact, 32 per cent of women are in casual work. If that
disadvantage is compounded by a woman being from a non-English speaking
background, young, without credentialled skills or disabled, she will be in an even more
vulnerable position. Two-thirds of all paid work in the world is done by women, yet we
earn less than one-tenth of the income. We are half the population, and over half of us
contribute in the paid work force. All women do a double day; namely, paid and unpaid
work. Sometimes that unpaid work entails a great deal of child care and increasing
responsibility for the care of the elderly.
The working conditions which make life tolerable for people with family responsibilities
is something to which Australia has committed itself by signing a convention. As you
know, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr D.L. Smith), we incorporated in the Equal Opportunity
Act provisions under which it is unlawful to discriminate against people on the ground of
family responsibilities. Conservatives have traditionally viewed women doing paid work
as earning a little pin money and as a cheap labour force.
Mr Kierath: What a load of rubbish!
Dr WATSON: Despite the fact that we have a legal entitlement to equal pay for work of
equal value, a constant differential remains in salary levels for men and women. I remind
the Minister and the House that it is due to the centrallised wages fixing system that the
differentiation between men's and women's average wages has been reduced. About
10 years ago women earned on average 74 per cent of a man's wage, and the figure is
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now about 77 per cent. We dominate the lowest paid workers in the least skilled areas.
and we occupy the lower end of the hierarchy working in gender segregated occupations.
Two-thirds of all women in the paid work force work in clerical, sales or service
occupations, and most women's occupations are still nursing, teaching and librarianship.
This is despite the fact that, thankfully, more girls are now completing their secondary
schooling. Despite some evidence that girls are leaving school to take up non-traditional
occupations for women, we have still not been able to budge the statistical data to
indicate a global change.
Over the past five years until 1992 the full time wage paid to women increased from
74 per cent to 77 per cent of the average male wage. Of the women in the paid work
force, 32 per cent are casual workers. I emphasise that casual workers will lose their
conditions first. Fifty-three per cent of women are in the paid work force and there has
been an explosion of part time work - granted, some of it is permanent part time work.
That reduces award conditions and usually does not provide any career path for women
in those occupations.
Mr Kierath: A great number of women like and want that sort of part time work.
Dr WATSON: In fact, 12 per cent of women would gladly work longer hours.
Mr Kierath: An awful lot want shorter hours, I can assure you.
Dr WATSON: Mr Deputy Speaker, you can see what I was saying. My point about what
conservatives think about women in the paid work force has been proved. Government
members think they should not be there.
Mr Kierath: That is rubbish. We never said that. We said they should have a choice on
what they want. The type of women you mix with is not the average woman. You mix
with the wrong types.
Dr WATSON: Let the Minister tell me about the type of women I work with. I listen to
my constituents. I have worked with trade unions.
Mr Kierath: You do not listen to your constituents at all. Half of your constituents come
over the bridge to my office because you will not help them. Even some of the
constituents of the member for Victoria Park are coming across to see me now.
Mrs Henderson: And to me.
Dr WATSON: In fact, the Minister might like to know that two members who sit in the
same row with him come to me for advice about workers' compensation.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.L. Smith): Order! The Minister will have his
opportunity later. I do not think it is helpful to be continuously interrupting. The
member for Kenwick will proceed with her speech.
Dr WATSON: Of all employed women, 53 per cent have no post-school qualifications.
Eight per cent might be in managerial positions; but when we look at men with no post-
school qualifications, we find that 23 per cent ame in that category. Employers do not
make it easy for women to do training, either on or off the job, to augment their skills and
to provide some credentials for them. Most women in the paid work force occupy a
narrow range of occupations. Basically a lot of those occupations fall into housekeeping-
type work done outside the home - laundry work, cleaning, cooking - and in caring work,
nursing, child care, teaching and welfare.
Mr Wiese: Quite frankly. I think you are putting women down.
Dr WATSON: I am telling the facts, and I hope that the Minister listens to his
constituents.
Mr Wiese: Nursing and teaching are highly skilled professions.
Dr WATSON: I did not say that they were not.

Mr Wiese: You are putting your sex down.
Dr WATSON: The Minister should not talk to me about nursing.
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Mr Wiese: I try flat to talk to you about nursing.
Dr WATSON: My concern is for women in these sorts of occupations who will be
coerced into signing a contract. We cannot deny the fact that trade unions will gradually
be forced to take a lesser and lesser role in the way in which negotiations arm done in the
workplace. If a worker refuses to sign an agreement, that person can lose his or her
award protection. This Minister will have a new power to suspend the award. New
workers will be even more vulnerable. Trade unions have won conditions. They have
never been given. It grieves me to think that if and when these Bills are passed into
Statute, that fight, that struggle, will happen all over again. As someone in this place said
yesterday, this will be the albatross around the neck of the Government; this will be its
WA Inc; this will stay with the Government until the next election.
Mr Wiese: Do you know the difference between this and WA Inc? WA Inc muined this
State; this will lift it out of the mess.
Dr WATSON: We had been exploring the issues to do with award restructuring under
the umbrella of trade unions. There are a number of points of agreement about how
restructuring should occur to take us into the future. To provide appropriate conditions to
the year 2000, it should narrow the gap between men's and women's earnings by raising
minimum award rates. We would hold our minimum award rate, to which about four per
cent of the working population are subject now, and take the minimum award rate well
above the pension.

Another thing that would occur in award restructuring would be a re-evaluation of the
worth of women's work. Indeed, a number of people were examining the kind of work
that women do as volunteers and in housework to see whether some of it could be
credentialled on a reasonable basis to take them into paid Work when seeking work. One
of the things that adds to women's vulnerability, particularly those who are doing jobs
without credentials, is that women move in and out of the work force because of child
bearing and child rearing responsibilities. Under this legislation they will have to
renegotiate a new contract every time they seek new work. We know from the Minimum
Conditions of Employment Bill that maternity leave and those sorts of provisions will be
very vulnerable. Casual workers do not get those sorts of conditions.
Mr Wiese: Don't you realise that men in this world are moving in and out of jobs all the
time, too?

Dr WATSON: Greater access would be provided to training and skills formation, but
those reforms are always integrated into new packages for different classes of workers.
There would be reforms to child-care Provisions, to increase the elder care provisions and
paid training leave, and to provide career paths for people in permanent part time work.
Trade unions have played a very positive role. I am very proud that I worked with the
Hospital Service and Miscellaneous Workers Union with people like Owen Salmon,
Clive Brown, the member for Frenmantle before he was elected to Parliament, and Helen
Creed. I am very proud to have worked with the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union,
with people like Harold Peden, who sadly died this year. Dave Skipworth. Frank Bastow
and Ron Reid, who had a vision about where their members and workers would be going.
As I have said time and time again - this is always one point of contention between our
side of politics and the conservative side - the centralised wage fixing system has done us
proud.
Mr Kierath: Record unemployment.
Dr Turnbull: The Federal Government does not seem to think that at the moment. It will
diversify.

Dr WATSON: Yes, it has. In recent years women have made major gains in the labour
market. We not only have more jobs but also better jobs and better conditions.
Structural changes have meant that women can be much more confident in the way in
which they approach the workplace seeking work, seeking career opportunities, seeking
promotion and seeking conditions such as maternity leave and family leave.
Let us now look to the year 2000 because it is incumbent upon us to stretch our
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imagination beyond next week and certainly beyond the next election. By the year 2005.
85 per cent of women aged between 25 and 34 will be in (he paid work force. Between
1992 and 2005 there will be a two-thirds growth in the labour force of women, and the
participation rate will increase from 52 per cent to 60 per cent. Membership of the part
time and casual work force will increase faster than for those in full rime work, so it is
important to take account of the needs of pant time workers and for flexible provisions.
We must ask what kinds of provisions this Government will make to provide labour
marker programs with training, and to link the education system with workplace entry. I
will be particularly interested to see how United Nations conventions will work,
particularly in relation to the Equal Opportunity Act, and whether provisions will be in
place to ensure that women will not be discriminated against on the basis of not only their
gender but also age, pregnancy and family responsibilities. Women need flexible
working arrangements. We have come so far recently with the protection that trade
unions have been able to provide and with the farsightedness of trade union leaders.
How will the Government address preparation for work in education programs in school,
apprenticeships, post school courses, and indeed post qualification courses? How will
this Government's restraints on services to women, services provided by women largely
for women, impact on working women? What about reduction in child care services, in
funding for women's health, domestic violence and sexual assault services? I know these
cutbacks are bound to come. What about reduction in funding and services for facilities
for the elderly? All these things will impact tremendously on women.
My other area of concern is the way in which occupational, health and safety provisions
will be attenuated. Already this Minister has flagged the fact that he will be trying to lift
the regulations which prevent manual handling injuries. He should know that the average
rime lost for a women post injury is 20 days, whereas for a man it is 14. Most of those
injuries that keep women off work so long are injuries to the neck and back from injuries
that come directly out of their working environment, out of conditions in various
occupations. Back injuries lead to chronic pain; this issue will be taken up in other
debates. What about those other things that make the workplaces unsafe - chemicals and
ionising radiation? We know what used to happen before the Labor Government came
into power. Women used to be asked whether they were pregnant or whether they had
been sterilized. Conditions were more likely to be changed for men who had concerns
about working with chemicals and the potential to affect their fertility, but women have
always been excluded from jobs if there was thought to be any kind of harm or potential
harn for them because they might want to get pregnant, or might be pregnant, or might
be lactating. They are the sorts of thing I see as being potential battles we wI have to
fight all over again.
Another area I am concerned about in these workplaces where women will have no
organised power is sexual harassment. If ever anything makes a women feel vulnerable
it is unwanted touching, jokes, leering, lewd suggestions, and posters on walls that
women find most offensive and demeaning. How can one single woman bargain with an
employer in a workplace to have those sorts of things made straight? There will be many
more changes and consequences to this legislation than the Minister has thought about.
Take the example of our fastest growing industry sector of tourism. That is mainly a
women's industry. Women will be employed in many of the occupations - I would say
most of them - in restaurants, food outlets, hotels and other accommodation, specialist
shops and cottage industries, in transpont and entertainment. Clerical, sales and cleaning
work comprise 66 per cent of the jobs for women. Perhaps we can take as an example a
small hotel/guest house in the south west which would engage women workers from the
local town as cooks, cleaners, receptionists, table waiters, managers, tour guides or
advisers; a whole range of jobs are necessary in that industry. It is probably busiest at the
weekends and on public holidays. They will probably be required to work split shifts.
There will be no overtime, no penalty rates, and 40 hours a week. If they are under 21
they will get only a proportion of the $275 minimum wage. They must arrange child care
or elder care in a town where those provisions probably are not available. They will be
doing repetitive work cleaning bathrooms, making beds, and preparing food. A hotel
worker recently said to me words to this effect -
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It is hard work. Yesterday I did 20 rooms and some days I do 25. Many of the
girls get back trouble from bending with the beds and cleaning the baths and so
on. With the linen ir is terrible. We have to collect it and carry it by hand. The
corridors are too narrow for trolleys. There are steps and we have to go across the
gardens. I complained once, and I was told, "If you cannot do this job, you had
better find another, because there are plenty of other girls who'll do it."
A cook said to me, "One day I sat down and worked out how many vegetables I
move. Some days I lift seven tonnes, some week days 10 tonnes. Itris all part of
my job."

How can those women negotiate with their employer? How can they negoti ate their
wages, their hours, their working days, their safety, and their child care provisions? They
will be part timers, and casual workers. They will not be participating in any career
paths. There will be little or no training; they will be learning beside Nellie. The older
ones will be working on awards, the new ones with agreements. No-one will know what
the other one is getting. We have emphasised, and rightly, the problems that will arise
where there is an exploitive employer and a number of workers who have had to
negotiate separate agreements. One of my biggest fears is the way this will set worker
against worker. No-one will know; it will depend upon one's individual skills in
negotiating with a particular boss. How are they going to negotiate about injury
prevention? It is not unusual for a person to shift seven tonnes a day or to make 25 low
beds a day. Those women in those sorts of circumstances are dead certain ties for a back
injury. They will not even be fairly compensated. How will they deal with sexual
harassment? Never before will that feminist slogan "that personal is political" be more
relevant.
It is an ideological ambition of the Minister's to see unions relegated to where he wants
to see them, to put employers into an even more powerful position, and workers having
to negotiate their own terms and conditions. It is outrageous. It goes against everything
that we on this side of the House stand for. It is un-Australian. It is certainly un-
Christian. This is the most blatantly ideological set of legislation I have seen in the seven
years I have been in this place. I am concerned about the way in which women will fare
under this legislation. This is a national concern for women.
MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Labour Relations) [12.01 am]: I thank
members for their comments although many of the statements made by members
opposite are so far off the uiMark that I have seriously questioned whether they have read
che Bills before this House. I think a great deal of licence has been taken by some
members in trying to run a fear campaign.
The member for Thomlie raised a number of issues: Firstly, she referred to the minimum
wage. The Industrial Relations Commission will review the minimum wage each year
and make a recommendation and, via regulation, it will be gazetted. As the member for
Thornlie weli knows, the State minimum wage has not been increased for some time.
When given the opportunity to do so, the Industrial Relations Commission did nor
recommend an increase in the minimum wage. Ironically, those workers will have to
wait until the minimum wage is reviewed again. These Bills provide that a review must
be undertaken at least once a year to ensure that the minimum rate reflects the
community's view. It is interesting that members opposite have implied that there is
some sinister plot to reduce that amount. If there were any attempt to lower that amount,
under the legislation the Minister at the time would be accountable. Members opposite
know nothing about that sort of accountability; certainly, they showed no sign of it
during the time they were in Government.
The second matter I will refer to is the tripe raised by the member for Thornlie
concerning 15 year old workers. For her benefit I will explain what happens now. If an
employer tells a 15 year old to commence work at an agreed rate they must have a verbal
contract of employment. However, they usually do not know the terms and conditions of
their award. They do not have to know and understand those conditions; no one tells
them. They can often work for many years without having a clue what is in their award.
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This legislation provides that if a 15 year old has a workplace agreement, he or she must
understand its conditions and have a copy of that agreement. No 15 year old whom I
have ever met has been given a copy of the award when he or she started work. Under
this legislation, that 15 year old must know and understand the conditions of this
agreement. That is a major improvement on the present situation. If members opposite
were really concerned about 15 year olds in this State they would be supporting these
provisions. I understand that the Opposition has some ideological hang-ups about some
aspects of this legislation. However, I would have thought they would be prepared to
support any measures that improved Working conditions for our young people.
The third point by the member for Thornlie that I want to rebut is that a 15 year old can
sign a workplace agreement without taking it home to his parents. What a load of
rubbish! A registration test will ensure that someone must explain the features of that
agreement. A third party must establish whether the 15 year old understands those
conditions, and, most importantly, whether the agreement was undertaken willingly.
That does not happen now. Unless one of the parties complains a 15 year old can accept
an under award payment if the two parties agree. No test is done to ensure it is above
board. The measures in this Bill will ensure that a 15 year old will have threefold more
protection than currently.
The founth point by the member for Thomlie I want to rebut concerns new employees.
Yesterday she called a special press conference because she thought she had found a
clause in the Bill that allowed the agreement to apply irrespective of whether it was
registered. She did not have the capacity to read the Bill and the clauses in conjunction
with an amendment I placed on the Notice Paper. I want to explain it very carefully: If a
person is coerced into accepting an agreement it will not be registered. That provision
ensures that if that agreement is not registered, that person must be paid at the award rate
of pay. The irony is that the amendment on the Notice Paper is to cover the aspect about
which members opposite have been bleating. It will ensure that if an agreement is not
registered as a result of threats or intimidation die worker will be guaranteed the award
rates of pay. I tried to explain that on radio the other day. However, members opposite
have said that I was trying to encourage people to say things that were untrue. That is not
the case. I was simply explaining the process. One can see how difficult it is to explain
the situation to the member for Thornlie even now. She has her mind made up. Not only
will she not listen to me, but also she will not even read the amendments on the Notice
Paper in conjunction with the Bills. No wonder she gets it wrong so often.
The fifth point I want to raise is about people from non English-speaking backgrounds.
An outrageous suggestion has been made that as the Minister for that area, I have
abrogated my responsibilities. For the first time people from non English-speaking
backgrounds will have protection. Under the present award system there is no obligation
to explain in their language what they are getting into. They can start work and not have
a clue what the award covering them entails. Under this Government's proposal, an
agreement cannot be registered unless the worker understands it. Do members know
what that means? They must be able to read and understand it.
Dr Watson interjected.
Mr KIERATH: The member for Kenwick should get in her seat. Those people will be
required to be provided with an agreement written in their language. Someone will have
to speak to them in their language to ensure they understand the conditions of their
agreement. I would have thought that that was a measure which the Labor Party would
support and for which every member opposite would congratulate us. Rather, they have
bucketed us for that initiative. [ hope that in future years when these people find our that
they have far more protection and understanding under our system than the award
system, they will thank us but not the Labor Party.
The next major falsity that the member for Thornlie has peddled around is that people
cannot go to the Industrial Relations Commission as an arbiter.
Mrs Henderson interjected.
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Mr KIERATH: Now she is listening. This legislation provides for a workplace
agreement and if an employee wants to, he can stipulate the Industrial Relations
Commission as his arbiter. However, it does not force one to do that.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.L. Smith): It is quite clear that the Minister does not
intend to respond to the interjections and it is not helpful for members in the Public
Gallery or anyone else in the Chamber for the interjections to continue.
Mr KIERATH: Thank you Mr Acting Speaker. If there is a better method of arbitration
one can choose it; one is not compelled to use the Industrial Relations Commission, as
applies under the current system. People are presently forced to use it; they have no
other choice. All this Bill is doing is creating another choice. If a person was negotiating
conditions of a workplace agreement, was happy with the Industrial Relations
Commission and thought that it was the best arbitrator to resolve any disputes, he would
stipulate that in his workplace agreements. The power of veto lies with the worker. No
worker in this State can be forced into a workplace agreement unless he or she agrees to
go into it. Tests have been placed in the Bill to ensure that occurs. That is the difference
between us and members opposite. The Opposition members want to force everybody
into their way of thinking. They amc not prepared to tolerate different views or choices.
All the Government is doing is putting those choices into the system.
The sixth major falsity which the member for Thornie has been spreading is that unions
cannot be involved in negotiating conditions. If the member reads the Bill she will find
that firstly, the union can be involved entirely in the negotiating process as a bargaining
agent; and secondly, it can be entirely involved in the enforcement of that contract. The
union can also be a signatory to an agreement. Therefore, a role exists for unions in
every step of the process. The real element is that employees cannot be forced to choose
the union as their bargaining agent or their enforcing agent. The employees have the
right to choose whoever they want. Members opposite cannot come to grips with the fact
that for the first time workers will have a choice. If members opposite were honest they
would acknowledge that some union officials were incompetent. Some of the awards are
so low that the union people should be ashamed of the awards in which they have been
involved and to which they have been respondents. Owing to the exclusive recognition
provisions under the Industrial Relations Commission relating to the special rights of
unions, workers under those awards have been forced to accept incompetent union
officials. For the first time those down trodden workers will be able to break out of the
shackles of that incompetence and choose someone who can get them a better deal.
Members opposite are trying to prevent people who have been downtrodden from getting
that better deal. Members on this side of the House do not mind who negotiates the deal,
so long as the workers get a better deal for themselves. We do not mind if the advocate is
not a member of the trade union movement so long as the real benefit is for the working
men and women.
The last falsity for which I take the member for Thiomlie to task is her statement that this
legislation takes away protection for workers. For the first time ever workers will be
guaranteed the right to appoint a bargaining agent of their choice. No longer will they be
the subject - as someone said - of a take it or leave it offer. They will be able to choose
somebody whom they want to negotiate on their behalf. Special provisions are contained
in this Bill to enforce that situation. I was disappointed by the Leader of the Opposition's
comments. I correct her on one statement: At no stage at any time have I said that
no-one would be worse off. I said that no-one could ever be forced to change against his
will. I have been asked that question on several occasions and have replied that I could
not say no-one would be worse off but that nothing could be changed without the
worker's agreement. Why would people who were working under an award with a
prescribed level of payment choose something less? The answer is that they would not,
so long as they had the protection of the right of veto and that right of choice. They
would never accept something less than that, except perhaps in one circumstance; that is,
in a situation similar to the SPC Ltd case in Victoria. In such a situation people may well
accept less if they are faced with the loss of their jobs. Of course people in that situation
would rather have the guarantee of the job than no job at all. That is where the group
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opposite has failed the people of this State. Itris prepared to stand by and see people on
the unemployment pool grow at the expense of others, without doing anything concrete
to address the problem.
The Leader of the Opposition - and I think another member - said that this was like the
situation in Victoria. I remind members opposite that in Victoria the awards were
abolished from I March this year. We do not seek to abolish awards. Members opposite
also said that we would abolish the Industrial Relations Commission; however, we will
not do so. That is another big furphy which has been proved wrong. The Opposition said
that we would abolish the trade union movement. We will not do so; we will make the
trade union movement work harder and ensure that it looks after its workers and does not
take them for granted. I make no apology for that. Even the Opposition's colleagues in
New South Wales acknowledge that at long last voluntary unionism means a better deal
for the rank and file, and not something less. Some of the other claims of the Leader of
the Opposition do not deserve the credit of an answer.
The member for Morley went on about key people helping me with this legislation. I
have never been embarrassed about people helping me; people help me every day of the
week. One of the things I learnt in business was that I could not do everything myself;
however, I did not have to. The key to success is being able to build a good team of
people arid know where to access the information and be able to use their experience. I
accept that I have limited experience in this matter; however, I have more experience
than many - perhaps not all - members opposite. I knew where to go to get that
experience and that knowledge. I knew where to seek the view of people for whom I
have some respect. That is what I have done through this process. 1 do not resile from
that except to say that I issued an invitation for people to help me. Those people do not
represent organisations; it was a personal invitation to help with the policy.
The member for Morley also complained about the treatment the trade union movement
had received, yet I was criticised by others for the favoured treatment I gave the
movement. Some employer organisations camne to me and said that when the mob
opposite were in power the organisations were treated like dirt and were left out in the
cold. They said the very least we should do was to keep the unions out in the dark and
not give them the time of day- I did not accept that advice, but I want members to know
that was the advice I received. I made position papers available to the trade union
movement which I did not make available to anybody else. I held special briefings with
it as an organisation which I never gave to any other groups. The trade union movement
received very special treatment. It received a copy of the Bill before it was introuced in
this House, something which the former Government never did for us, or for the people
with whom we were associated, when it was in power. However, we will not be spiteful.
We have treated them with an open, fair and compassionate point of view. The
Government will continue to talk with the Opposition. I cranked up the Western
Australian Labour Relations Advisory Council to ensure that it had a voice directly to the
Government.
I would like to take up one point made by the member for Morley because it seems to be
a bit of a fetish with not only members opposite, but also their Federal counterparts; that
is, the no disadvantage test. I accept that there is not a no disadvantage test in the
legislation. We have said right from the outset that the important element is that people
know what they are going into, they understand the conditions and they do it willingly
and openly. Under that situation we do not believe that a no disadvantage test is
necessary.
Under the no disadvantage rest, how do we equate some of the conditions that have found
their way into awards; for example, manning levels, restrictions on hours and certain
overtime rates? H-ow do we equate that with another change in conditions? It is like
comparing apples with oranges. Therefore, we cannot ever have a genuine no
disadvantage test so. instead of a no disadvantage test, we have someone else's subjective
view of a no disadvantage test. That view is usually the view of an industrial relations
commissioner. We know that the majority of the industrial relations commissioners
currently and traditionally have come fmom trade union backgrounds. Therefore, it is fair
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to say that often their opinions are slightly biased. We were not prepared to have a no
disadvantage test on that basis.
Mr Brown interjected.
Mr KIERATH: Yes, but the member has only picked the couple that are not. He has not
told us about those who are.
The member for Kenwick spoke as if she had some divine right to look after women's
interests. I have had experience in business. Sure, she can say that many of the people
that I employed were pant timers and she would be right because the majority were.
About 80 per cent of them also happened to be female. The irony is that, in the end, there
was only one male other than me on the management side. I must confess I find
generally in my industry that women are far better to work with than men. Same of the
big problems that they came to me with included the restrictions in awards associated
with manning levels and hours of work that they could not change even though they
wanted them to change to fit in with their personal circumstances. I call that flexibility in
the labour market and that has been the shortcoming of the award system. It has not been
flexible enough to accommodate those arrangements. We are not talking about
exploitation and we are not talking about people being disadvantaged. We are talking
about people who want to change their working arrangements to suit their circumstances
and their employer's circumstances. Under those arrangements, we think those
agreements should have some legal standing.
We are giving people a choice. If there is any exploitation, members opposite will be the
first people to run and tell the rest of the people of Western Australia. They will make
sure that everyone knows about it. What will happen then? People will not go into
agreements if they have that choice because members opposite will have frightened them
away.
One other thing the member for Kenwick said was absolutely ludicrous; that is, that we
were determined to make sure that unions had a lesser role to play. I point out to the
member for Kenwick that even the Australian Council of Trade Unions has
acknowledged that membership of the trade union movement is falling. It has announced
special packages to try to encourage trade union membership. I put it to members
opposite - I know it will tax them - that the reason membership is declining is that people
do not have faith in the service the unions are providing. Until the trade union movement
and members opposite provide their clients and customers with the service they want
rather than the service they are only prepared to give them, membership of trade unions
will continue to decline because they have lost touch with their grassroots. Members
opposite come in here and run their political -agenda rather than look after the people
whose interests they have been entrusted to look after.
I accept that in my new role I am the pet pin-up hate boy of the Opposition. I also accept
that I cannot even debate something without having members opposite continually
interject on me in unison. My voice is starting to crack under the pressure of trying to
speak above continuous and outrageous inteujections from members opposite. However,
last night I asked myself why members opposite pick on me. Instead of the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition debating the Bills, he launched into some personal attack about
something he read in a newspaper article. I have a lot of respect for the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition. I have engaged him in debate at times. I thought he was a very up-front
person and I never thought he would go to the lengths he went to last night. He got me
thinking very deeply about this and then I thought, "Well, he has lost the debate." He had
nothing constructive to put forward on the Bill and all he had left to do was to attack me.
A number of other speakers did the same thing.
Mr Omodei: You must have been right.
Mr KIERATH: Yes, I must have been right. The Government has been exposing the
shortcomings of the Opposition's system. Th'e Government's system will address those
shortcomings and give the working men and women of this State a chance for the first
time to break free from some of the shackles that have been imposed on them.

2358 [ASSEMBLY]



[Wednesday, 11I August 1993] 25

I will recap some of the fundamental principles of the legislation. If members opposite
could listen for a moment they might understand some of ibis. I give an assurance that
the fundamental principle of the workplace agreement is that it is voluntary. The
provisions of the Bill reinforce that. One of the provisions members opposite have
complained about - that relating to misinformation - ensures that people get the facts and
are not told a pack of lies. That is what this legislation is designed to do and the
Opposition is complaining about that. The workplace agreement is a voluntary
arrangement. We will do whatever we need to do to ensure that that is the case. It gives
wYorkers the ability to negotiate a better deal for themselves, a deal which suits them as
individuals and not a deal with which they are forced to conform to collectively. It offers
give and take. It gives greater flexibility and a freedom of choice. There is a safety net.
The minimum wage now applies to everyone in Western Australia. There are safeguards
and minimum conditions that people cannot contract out of. The worker has the right of
veto as to whether he wants to be under an award or a workplace agreement. No-one is
being forced to change. Existing rights will be maintained. Enterprise bargaining is a
worldwide trend. Even the entrenched unions around Australia know that and are
embracing it. The member for Pilbara told us about BHP in the nonth. Everybody
realises that enterprise bargaining is the way to go, except it seems some members
opposite whose minds are still involved with class wars and craft unions from the last
century. We are now embracing enterprise bargaining, with enterprise units of unions
rather than craft unions. We want the unions to be involved if they ame prepared to play
by the rules. They can be signatories, they can be bargaining agents and they can enforce
agreements.
The speculation about teenagers, females and immigrants being inexperienced in
negotiating can be easily overcome.
Mr Catania: Explain that. How can it be overcome?
Mr KLERATI-: The unions will be able to represent the people if the people want them
to represent them. A worker could have the Miscellaneous Workers Union to represent
him if he wanted. If I were retired from Parliament and could negotiate far better deals
than they could, they could employ me. They could have whoever would give them the
best deal. An agreement cannot be forced on employees. If it is it will be put to the test
to ensure it is a voluntary agreement. The Bill provides for dispute resolution
procedures, but agreements must be decided up front and cannot be deviated from. The
work force cannot do what members opposite do; that is, agree to a set of rules and then
tear it up. I am sorry the member for Fremantle is not in the House because in
negotiations some years ago he gave me his word and in two weeks he had broken it. I
accept people's word at face value. When I confronted the member for Fremantle he
said, "You win some and you lose some." He was not at all remorseful about breaking
his word. Under this system a person's Word will be binding. The rules cannot be torn
up and people cannot walk away from them. Heavy penalties will be imposed on
employers who abuse the system. In fact, some employers have expressed concern that
the provisions are a little extreme. However, the provisions have been included in the
Bill to provide for enterprise bargaining.
This legislation will modernise an antiquated industrial relations system. Most unions
admit that the system is out of date and needs overhauling. Even Martin Ferguson of the
ACTU said recently that the recruiting methods used by unions must be overhauled. The
real crunch is that 70 per cent of the people in the private sector work force do not belong
to a unton.
Mr Pendal: That figure is increasing.
Mr KIERATH: That is right. The Government wants to ensure that that group of people
can, for the first time, enjoy the fruits of enterprise bargaining. The shackles on the trade
union movement must be broken because it does not want employers and employees to
have freedom of choice.
As soon as the political mischief surrounding this legislation has settled down there will
be fewer strikes. A crucial part of this Bill is that agreement must be reached between
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the work force and management. The emphasis is on agreement and is not adversarial,
and that is important to understand. It is a change in culture and attitude. Instead of the
them and us situation this Bill is about a work force being pant of a teamn and how the
team Can be improved. I understand the difficulties some people have in accepting this
new ethos. Their careers have been steeped in an adversarial system which pits one
group of people against another. They cannot work side by side for their mutual benefit
and I know members opposite will have difficulty coming to grips with that.
The legislation will provide greater productivity and job creation. We will have to wait
for that to happen. I advise members that already a queue of people wanting to get work
place agreements up and running is outside my door.
Good employers and workers have nothing to fear from this legislation. I guess the
converse is true: The unscrupulous will have everything to fear from this Bill because it
is about allowing agreements where the parties agree, but chat agreement is binding on
them. As I said, they cannot tear up the agreement and walk away from it. Western
Australia will end up having the best system in Australia. It will not be too fast or too
slow and it will not be radical or conservative, but it will allow greater change. In the
words of Alan Wood, a journalist with The Australian, this system will allow Western
Australia to lead the country in industrial relations reform.

Division

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Mr Ainsworth
Mr CJ. Barnett
Mr Blakie
Mr Board
Mr Bradshaw
Dr Constable
Mr Day
Mrs Edwardes
Dr Names

Mr M. Barreni
Mr Brown
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop

Ayes (27)
Mr House
Mr Johnson
NMt Kieraib
Mr Lewis
Mr Marshall
Nit McNee
Mr Minson
Mr Omodei
Mr Osborne

Noes (18)
Mr Grill
Mrs Hailahan
Mrs Henderson
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough

Mr Pendal
Mr Prince
MrW. Smith
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Dr Tumnbull
Mrs van de Kiashoist
Mr Wiese
Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)

Mr McGinty
Mr Ripper
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Dr Watson
Mr Leahy (Teller)

Pairs

Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Nicholls
Mr Shave
Mr Strickland

Question thus passed.
Bill mead a second time.

House adjourned at 12 29 am (Thursday)

Mr Riebeling
Mr Hill
Mr Grahamn
Mr Bridge
Ms Warnock
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

ROADS - BUSSELTON BYPASS ROAD, ALTERNATIVE ROUTE TO
FORMER RAILWAY RESERVE

Consultative Environmental Review; Broadwawer Wetland, Pro tection
445. Mr MeGINTY to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) Will the consultative environmental review being prepared for the
Busselton bypass road consider alternative routes to the former railway
reserve?

(2) Will the CER be available for public comment for at least four weeks?
(3) Can the Minister provide an indication of the anticipated date for the

release of the CER?
(4) Is the Broadwarer at Busselton which is adjacent to the former railway

reserve a wetland of major importance for waterbirds?
(5) Will the Minister provide assurances that the road designated for this route

option will incorporate drainage features which will provide a high level
of protection to the Broadwater and which will be capable of containing
any accidental spills of potential ecologically damaging materials such as
oil on the moad?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) The study will be based on the route in the Busselton town
planning scheme which includes a section of the former railway
reserve. The study will review the current alignment for the entire
moute and marginal adjustments will be made where they are
justified having considered all relevant environmental, engineering
and economic factors.

(2) Yes.
(3) January 1994.
(4)-(5)

Yes.
SPEED LIMITS - 40 KMT-, SUBURBAN AREAS

489. Mr PENDAL to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) Does the Government have a policy over requests by local communities to

implement 40 kmi per hour speed limits in suburban areas?
(2) If so, what is it?

(3) Whose decision is it - that is, State or local government - to implement
such a limit?

(4) If a State decision, how much weight is given to local community opinion
where it can be demonstrated by survey that such a limit has
overwhelming community support?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) Yes-
(2) The policy provides that the local government must initiate a

request for speed limit reduction to 40 krnb, and that streets meet
prescribed conditions and are appropriate for implementation of a
40 kmh limit.
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(3) Commissioner of Main Roads.
(4) Community opinion is fully recognised.

BETTER CITIES PROGRAM - FUNDING; PROJECTS
553. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister for Planning:

(1) What has been the total funding to Western Australia under the better
cities program funding?

(2) (a) What specific projects have been funded through the better cities
program;

(b) which local authorities are associated with each project;
(c) how much was allocated to each project?

Mr LEWIS replied:
(1) $78.29m Commonwealth funds over the five years 1992-96, with $30.03m

received to 30 June 1993.
(2) (a) Four area strategies are currently being funded -

the East Perth area strategy
the Stirling Regional Centre area strategy
the Bunbury area strategy; and
the Fremantle area strategy.

(b) East Perth Perth City Council
Stirling City of Stirling
Bunbury Bunbury City Council
Frem antle City of Fetmantle

City of Melville
City of Cockburn

(c) East Perth $32.678m
Stirling $ 13.38m
Bunbury $ 10.64m
Fremantle $6.75m

BETTER CITIES PROGRAM - WEST AUSTRALIAN FOOTBALL
COMMISSION, $8M ALLOCATION

554. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister for Planning:
(1) With reference to better cities program funding was the allocation of $8m

to the West Australian Football Commission from better cities funding?
(2) If yes -

(a) how was that allocation effected and approved;
(b) by whom?

Mr LEWIS replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

PHILIPPINES - PRESIDENT RAMOS
Premier, Confusion Rectification

14 1. Dr LAWRENCE to the Premier:
I draw the Premier's attention to an article in this morning's The
Australian Financial Review which reveals his bungled attempts to
ingratiate himself with the President of the Philippines and ask -
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(1) Given that the Premier has now caused serious irritation to at least
two of Western Australia's trading partners, namely China and the
Philippines, does he support the Deputy Premier's point that there
is a lack of coordination, unnecessary competition and a fair
degree of naivety among t passing parade of State Premiers
knocking on the doors of national leaders in Asia?

(2) What steps will the Premier take to rectify the confusion that he
has caused in the Philippines Administration?

Mr House: The Premier did not do that.
Dr LAWRENCE: This is an embarrassment to this State.

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(2)

It is early in the day for the Leader of the Opposition to get carried away.
I suggest that she get her facts right before she becomes emotional in this
House. I am aware of the article in today's The Australian Financial
Review. At best, the anicle could be described as strange. It originated in
Hang Kong and last night when we were asked to comment on a copy of it
that had come from Hong Kong we said it was incorrect and we took the
step of issuing a copy of the letter that had been sent to the President. If
the Leader of the Opposition listens to the facts she will realise that she
should think twice before she makes a fool of herself in this Parliament.
The facts are that the Malaysian Minister for Energy, who is a respected
gentleman, visited Western Australia. He met me and officers from the
Department of Resources Development and he explained a number of the
projects in which his country was involved.

Mr Taylor: Are you talking about Malaysia?
Mr COURT: Yes, I am talking about Malaysia, which is near Indonesia and next

door to Singapore.
Following those discussions a representative from the Malaysian
Minister's office met me and then the head of the Department of
Resources Development and explained that Malaysia was negotiating with
the Philippines. The Minister for Energy visited President Ramos in the
Philippines prior to attending the Pacific Basin Economic Council
conference.

Mr Taylor: Your Minister or the Malaysian Minister?
Mr COURT: The Malaysian Minister for Energy met President Ramos.
Mr Taylor: You are getting excited about it.
Mir COURT: The Leader of the Opposition asked a smart alec question, so I will

tell members the story.
The Malaysian Minister explained to President Ramos that Malaysia was
trying to put together an energy deal and that when he and his officers
visited Perth they had met Western Australian companies which have the
opportunity of participating in a major energy deal in the Philippines. As
Premier, I support that. Do members opposite want me to read out the
letter?

Dr Lawrence: We have the transcript here.
Mr COURT: The article refers to what was reportedly said in a letter.
Dr Lawrence: Will you read from the right letter? You have a habit of reading

from the wrong document.
Mr COURT: Only one person has been found to have lied to this Parliament and

that is the Leader of the Opposition.
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Withdrawal of Remark
Mr RIPPER: The Premier should be asked to withdraw the remark that the

Leader of the Opposition lied to the Parliament.
Mr BRADSHAW: Mr Speaker -
The SPEAKER: Order! It is a long practice of this Parliament that that word is

not used and I ask the Premier to withdraw it.
Mr BRADSHAW: Mr Speaker, on the same -

The SPEAKER: Order! The member is too late. Perhaps I should have taken the
member's point of order but I agree entirely with the request for the
withdrawal of remark and I ask the Premier to withdraw it.

Mr COURT: I withdraw.
Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr COURT: Following the representations from the Malaysian ministry we have
made this contact with President Ramos and for the information of
members I will read out the relevant letter. It reads -

I would like to congratulate you on your first anniversary as
President of the Philippines.
I understand that since you have taken office you have devoted
major efforts in building an infrastructure for the Philippines to
enable it to embark on modernisation and industrialisation. Part of
this strategy has been to ensure adequate energy supply through
the construction of new power stations.

I might add this is a major problem in the Philippines. To continue -

I am pleased to note that the Malaysian Government has proposed
to assist in this effort. Similarly, we in Western Australia will be
pleased to co-perate in any way we can to ensure your efforts are
successful.
I am also pleased to note that Western Australian companies have
been approached to provide their expertise in construction and
engineering as well as to explore the possibility of gas supply from
Western Australia.
Your interest in the long term supply of natural gas from Western
Australia will further enhance the exploration and development of
natural gas resources in out State.
Our Government is pleased with these developments and will
support all efforts to foster closer trade relations with our Asian
neighbours.

I will never be embarrassed about promoting Western Australia overseas.
The SPEAKER: Order! The noise level is unacceptable. I was not satisfied with

the level of noise yesterday and I will take firmer action today with
members who continue to inteiJect when I call for order.

STATE SUPPLY COMMISSION - ANTHONY BLEE MEDIA, CONTRACT
REFUSAL

142. Mr OSBORNE to the Premier:
(1) Is the Premier aware of an article appearing in yesterday's edition of the

South Western Times reporting on claims made by the member for
Mitchell that the State Supply Commission would not approve a public
relations contract between Anthony Blee Media and the Government?

(2) Are the claims correct or has the member for Mitchell misled the public?
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Mr COURT replied:

On 6 August the member for Mitchell put out a press statement which
contained the following -

The Member for Mitchell David Smith said today that he was
pleased that the State Tender Board had refused to allow the State
Government to employ Anthony Blee Media as a Bunbury media
representative because the government had failed to go through a
proper tendening process.

After this statement was released the Government made inquiries with the
State Supply Commission, formerly the State Tender Board, carrying out
this procedure.

Mr D.L. Smith: The chief executive officer of your department went to the tender
board and talked to them.

Mr COURT: The member for Mitchell got it straight-out wrong. I believe it is
quite scurrilous that he should release such a statement when the proper
procedure is being followed.

Mr D.L. Smith: Table the documents.
Mr COURT: I will table whatever documents the member wants. When the

Government contacted the tender board it was assured in the first place
that no decision had been made as far as the Government was concerned.
The tender board had properly authorised a person to be given that
contract. The member for Mitchell then said that people from my office
went to the tender board to pressure it into appointing Mr Blee. That is
not the case at all.

Mr D.L. Smith: It is the case.
Mrs Hallahan: Table the documents.
Mr COURT: I will table those documents. It has been spelt out quite clearly that,

to the contrary, the officers from my department were invited to go to the
board to provide an explanation.

Dr Lawrence: You are very defensive about this.
Mr COURT: I am very defensive because a member of the Opposition has

slurred the professional reputation of a media person in Bunbury.
Dr Lawrence: He was getting at your shoddy practices-
Mr COURT: The member for Mitchell should apologise to Mr Bice for what he

said on Friday because his public statement was totally untrue. A
perfectly proper procedure has been followed, and I will table every piece
of paper the Opposition wants in relation to this matter.

Mr Ripper: When will you table them?
Mr COURT: This afternoon if we can get them together in time. Those

documents will indicate step by step the process followed in relation to
this matter.
Not only did the member make these scurrilous allegations about Mr Biee,
but also he has forgotten what he did when in Governiment in relation to
the ministry's office in the south west. It was used straight-out as a
political campaign office for the Labor Party and not for the benefit of the
people of the south west. Mr Blee is a consultant who will provide his
services on an annual basis for $55 000, and yet the previous Government
had an entire office set up to run the Labor Party's propaganda machine in
the south west.
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STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE COMMISSION - THIRD PARTY
INSURANCE

$15 000 Compensation Deduction, Legislation
143. Mr CUNNINGHAM to the Premier:

With reference to the article which appeared on page 4 of today's The
West Australian titled "Evans admits Act must change", can the Premier
explain his Government's embarrassing back down from its claim,
reported on ABC television last Friday evening, that legislation is not
required to implement its plan to force car accident victims to give back
the first $15 000 of their compensation?

Mr COURT replied:
I did not see the article. I was asked yesterday whether legislation was
required related to the $50 levy to which I replied "No, I do not believe it
is..

Dr Lawrence: He claimed it was not necessary for the other elements.
Mr COURT: I have never said that. H~ad the member asked me that question

yesterday I would have said that legislation was required.
INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS COMMISSION - NATIONAL WAGE CASE 2.5 PER

CENT DECISION
144. Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister for Labour Relations:

Has the Minister seen the comments made by Martin Ferguson regarding
the 2.5 per cent national wage case decision implementation in Western
Australia, and can he explain how that decision was made?

Mr KIERATH replied:
I thank the member for his question as it is an interesting one. A group of
people is making all sorts of outrageous claims related to this matter.
Mr Ferguson from the ACTU said last week that he viewed with concern
the heartless decision of the Western Australian Minister for Labour
Relations effectively to reduce by up to $5 a week the incomes of
thousands of people in Western Australia. He should have been
addressing his remarks to the former Minister for Productivity and Labour
Relations. I will inform the House what really happened.

Mrs Henderson: Another lie!
Withdrawal of Remark

The SPEAKER: Order! I believe the member for Thornie just said "Another
lie", which I ask her to withdraw.

Mrs Henderson: I withdraw.
Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr IERATH: Sometimes the truth really hurts. In 1991 the Industrial Relations
Commission, which members on the other side defend fiercely, rejected an
agreement that had been reached between the Western Australian
Government and the Trades and Labor Council for a minimum $12 a week
wage increase and also rejected an application for a general order for that
increase. Is it not interesting that the Industrial Relations Commission
rejected that application, saying it was quite wrong. It was scathing in its
criticism of parties that went outside the system.
In January this year, prior to the recent State election, the previous
Government agreed to an application from one union for a $12 floor, but
the former Minister - and I have a copy of her letter which I am more than
happy to table - said that she did not believe the Industrial Relations
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Commission would accept the $12 application and would rule on the two
and a half per cent, and that the commission's decision should be
accepted.
I have a copy of the decision reached by the Industrial Relations
Commission, which is interesting and which states that this group of
applications proceeded by consent of the panies; that is, the Miscellaneous
Workers Union. Later Commissioner Negus said that he was satisfied by
that information that the wage increase of two and a half per cent could be
approved with effect as agreed by the panties. That is very interesting.
"agreed by the pantics". The former Minister agreed! The Opposition
now attempts to blame the Government for what happened. If anybody in
this process was heartless it was the former Government which made the
decision which created this monumental mess. It should bear the full
brunt of any criticism over that. The Miscellaneous Workers Union made
an application to the commission for a common conditions award, ahead
of the State election, and the irony is that had it not made that application.
they would still be paid the $12 a week.

PLANNING - DECISIONS, ISOLATED FROM CONSIDERATION OF
CONCESSIONS OR FACILITIES

Trigg Island Surf Lfe Saving Club (Inc) Redevelopment
145. Mir KOBELKE to the Minister for Planning:

I refer to the Minister's criticism of local government for extracting from
developers community facilities and other concessions in return for
planning approvals.
(1) Does the Minister still hold that planning decisions should be made

in isolation from any consideration of concessions or facilities?
(2) If so, how does the Minister reconcile his position with the actions

of the Minister for Lands in respect of the Trigg Island Surf Life
Saving Club redevelopment?

Mr LEWIS replied:
(1)-(2)

Mr Speaker -

Mr Taylor: He is in trouble! He has to stop and think about the answer!
Mr LEWIS: No. I would like the member to repeat the first pant of the question.

I will answer the second part of the question very simply: The member
had better ask the Minister for Lands.

Several members inteujected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Nollamara. will you repeat the first part.
Mr Kobelke: I asked -

(1) Does the Minister still hold that planning decisions should be made
in isolation from any consideration of concessions or facilities?

Mr LEWIS: I really think -

Mir Taylor: Is this your puzzled and bemused expression?
Mr LEWIS: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition just said it. This question is so

broad and so arbitrary that I do not believe I can answer it.
RANGE VIEW REMAND CENTRE - DEVELOPMENT STAGE

146. Mr BOARD to the Attorney General:
Will the Attorney General indicate the current stage of development of the
Rangeview Remand Centre at Murdoch and whether the facility's opening
has been delayed due to design problems?
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Mrs EDWARDES replied:
I am sure members will be aware thac the Rangeview Remand Centre has
been built to replace the Longmore Remand Centre, which is totally out of
date and has deteriorated and, frankly, outlived its usefulness. The
Rangeview Remand Centre has been built to accommodate 48 detainees.
It is intended to provide a maximum security facility to ensure that the
community is protected. Design and construction of the facility
commenced under the previous Administration and reflected the detention
management policy of the former Lawrence Government. An open layout
inside the perimeter was adopted, and emphasis was placed upon the
installation of state of the art electronic security devices. When we came
into Government, I instigated a comprehensive review of the site by
experienced staff. That review highlighted a number of problems with the
design of the facility, which needed to be addressed before the centre
could become operational. Those problems related in the main to security
at the front gate, which originally involved a system which allowed
vehicles and visitors to enter the complex without adequate security
checks, and that was identified as a serious flaw.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs EDWARDES: Security in the cells -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs EDWARDES: I am sure members opposite will be interested in this.
Mrs Hallahan: Why not make a ministerial statement?
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call order, member for Armadale. The

member heard me call three people in a row to order for interjecting, and
she is a very experienced member.

Mrs EDWARDES: The member for Jandakot has a right to ask questions about
matters which relate to his electorate, and I have a right to answer those
questions for the member.
Security in the cells of the centre was also found to be inadequate. Further
tests which were carried out on the remand centre's inground detection
system of perimeter fencing indicated that there was a need for further
work to be carried out by the contractor. There is no doubt that these
shortcomings were as a result of the design of the previous Lawrence
Government, which reflected its policy about the detention of juvenile
offenders. As a result, the opening of the centre is behind schedule.
However, I can assure all members here, and the community, that the
Rangeview Remand Centre will not be opened until these problems have
been rectified to ensure the protection of the community and the proper
care of the detainees.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - WEST AUSTRALIAN
FOOTBALL LEAGUE TEAM, RELOCATION FUNDS

147. Mr RIPPER to the Premier:
I wanted to ask this question of the Minister for Community Development.
but on his day of glory he is unaccountably absent so I will direct my
question to the Premier.
I draw to the Premier's attention the answer of the Minister for
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Community Development to a question yesterday in which he suggested
that he had received no specific proposal for the Department for
Community Development to fund a submission seeking the relocation of' a
football team to Mandurali. Givenk that there will never be a specific
funding request from any group because the proposal has been promoted
by the Minister himself, will the Premier direct the Minister not to waste
scarce welfare funds on this pork-barrelling exercise?

Mr COURT replied:
Members opposite must be getting hard up for questions - they have
started making things up. I suggest the member get his facts straight.
There has been no submission to the Minister's office, full stop.

Mr Ripper Here is the document which shows that the Minister is directing his
department -

Mir COURT: I said there has been no submission.
MASON, SHARON - GREER, ARTHUR BOYCOTT, WTLFUJL MURDER

CONVICTION
Police Procedures Review

148. Mir CATANIA to the Minister for Police:
I refer to the conviction of Arthur Boycott Greer for the wilful murder of
Sharon Mason. Is the Minister reviewing police procedures in light of
media reports that -

(a) a vital prosecution witness, interviewed by police a year ago, was
forgotten and discovered only two weeks before the trial by Crown
lawyers;

(b) another witness who made regular deliveries to the killer's shop
was never asked by police if he had seen masks;

(c) Otter was never interviewed in the initial investigations despite an
appalling criminal record;

(d) significant pants of interviews with Greer, when he was eventually
interviewed, were subsequently found to be inadmissible; and

(e) the victim's father committed suicide,.and one of the reasons given
was that he believed he was one of the principal suspects?

Mir WIESE replied:
I am not aware of the matters raised in the member's question. In view of
the serious nature of the question, the member should place it on notice so
that I can have an opportunity to look specifically at the matters he has
raised, after which I will reply to him.

MISCELLANEOUS WORKERS UNION - MINISTER'S LETTERS, 2 JULY.
4 AUGUST

$12 Payment, 235 per cent Adjustment
149. Mrs HENDERSON to the Minister for Labour Relations:

(1) Can the Minister recall his letters to the Miscellaneous Workers Union of
2 July and 4 August 1993?

(2) Did the Minister withdraw the $12 payment in lieu of the lower 2.5 per
cent wage adjustment, thus lowering the wages of workers covered by the
award, because the union refused to accept the Minister's demand that it
agree to cancel the common conditions award?

(3) Does the Minister stand by his earlier comments in light of these letters of
2 July and 4 August, which I am prepared to table?
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Mr KIERATH replied:
(1)-(3)

I am more than happy to comment on this, and to table my letters and the
letter of the member for Thornlie, because when she was the Minister, in a
letter to the Civil Service Association she said in relation to this issue -

You will be aware that I met with TLC Public Sector affiliates in
early November to discuss the outcome of the General Order
application for payment of the $12. At this meeting it was made
clear that the Government would continue to pay the $12 until the
2.5% became effective as a result of applications being made by
public sector unions.

Points of Order
Mr RIPPER: It would appear that the Minister is quoting from an official

document and I ask him to table the file of official documents he has in his
hand.

Mr Taylor: And don't pull out pages!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Everyone knows that we have rules regarding members'

quoting from official documents in their hands when answering questions.
I request that the Minister table any documents to which he has been
referring.

Mr KIERAT-: Certainly, Mr Speaker, I will table them. There is also a letter
from the previous Minister, from which I will quote. I am more than
happy to table the decision in the Industrial Relations Commission as well.

Mr RIPPER: Mr Speaker, I ask for clarification on your ruling. Does it apply to
the sheaf of papers stapled together which the Minister has in his hand?
He was quoting from that document and he should table the whole lot.

The SPEAKER: The member must realise that this is a difficult area. During his
time here, and even before that time, disputes have arisen about quotations
from papers being held in a member's hand. I remember an occasion
when the Deputy Leader of the Opposition had such a difficulty. The
House must rely on the integrity of the person concerned -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! We must work on that system. There have been many

occasions when people have said, "I am referring to this part of this
document and not to others", and the House has always had to accept that.
We have no other way. I have already made a ruling. I do not want
interrzuptions because this is an important issue for both the questioner and
our system. I ask the Minister to table the papers from which he has been
quoting. I am sume that he will.

Questions without Notice Resumed
Mr KIERATH: I have one further piece of paper here that I also agree to table. I

have three documents which have been stapled together - the member for
Belmont said that they were stapled together - but I must caution the
Opposition because, of the three pieces of paper, one is a decision by
Commissioner Negus and another is the statement Of applications. I want
to table this information so that members of the House know the contents
of the documents, when I have finished quoting from them, because the
document goes on to say that this was a consent application at the time a
member opposite was Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations.

Several members interjected.
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The SPEAKER- Order! The member for Morley has been here long enough to
know that we like to savour his interiections, so we do not need to hear
them three or four times. Will the member accommodate us once only;
we will pick up his interjection quickly.

Mr KIERATH: Mr Speaker, I am happy to cable the documents, including those
fmom which I quoted earlier, because the Opposition for the first time then
will have all the facts before it and members opposite will not go around
broadcasting blatant misinformation and causing fear in the community.
These are the decisions made when members opposite were in power, and
agreed to by the unions.

(See paper No 245.]
MABO HIGH COURT DECIS ION - MEETINGS WITH MR FRED CHANEY,

ARCHBISHOP PETER CARNLEY
Minister's Opinion; Premier's Knowledge

150. Mr BRIDGE to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:
I refer to the Minister's separate meetings yesterday with a senior Liberal,
Fred Chancy, and Archbishop Peter Carnicy in relation to the Mabo High
Court judgment -

(1) Does the Minister accept the view put to him by those individuals
that the Premier has wilfully misrepresented the High Court
judgment for base political purposes?

(2) Was the Minister an apologist for the Premier's position or did he
express his own views?

(3) Was the Premier aware of the meetings?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) No.
(2) No. I expressed my opinions which were basically in line with the

Premier's.
(3) The meeting with Mr Fred Chaney was sought by him and held in my

office. In the same way as several hundred others have been through my
office, I met him and gave him half an hour of my rime. I was invited to
the second meeting by the Premier. He convened and chaired it.
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