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THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett) took the Chair at 2.15 pm, and read prayers.

BILLS (5): INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1. Health Amendment Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Taylor (Minister for Health), and read a first time.
2. Acts Amendment (Meat Industry) eml.

Bil introduced, on motion by Mr Grill (Minister for Agriculture), and read a first
tune.

3. Goverrnent Employees' Housing Amendment Bill.
Binl introduced, on motion by Mr Wilson (Minister for Housing), and read a first time.

4. Acts Amendment and Repeal (Gaming) Binl.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mrs Beggs (Minister for Racing and Gaming), and read
a first time.

5. Western Australian Water Resources Council Amendment Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Bridge (Minister for Water Resources), and read a
first tiume,

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND) BILL

Second Reading: Budget Debate

Debate resumed from 22 September.

MRS HENDERSON (Gosnells) [2.27 pm]: I rake pleasure in making a contribution to the
Budget debate this afternoon. T'he problem to which I wish to address my remarks is one that
has arisen from rapid advances in medical science that have outstripped our development of
social policy and legal decision-making. The area to which I refer particularly is where
modem medical technology has created the possibility of sustaining almost indefinitely
breathing by artificial means, feeding by artificial means, and hydration, to the extent that a
person who is terminaly ill or who has suffered a severe accident resulting in brain damage
may be kept alive indefinitely by means of artificial respiratory and other machinery.
We have a situation where people can remain in a vegetative or comatose state, kept alive by
artificial means for many years, and although the person is alive it could be argued that his or
her quality of life suffers enormously. This situation does create very distressing
circumstances, both for the patient concerned and for the relatives and friends of that patient.
There is no doubt that the highly worthy goal of aiming at total eradication of disease and the
prolongation of life has led to advanced technology and life support systems. At the same
time, that focus of energy and effort has worked against the possibility of doctors and others
being able to look at a situation and ask if more treatment is in the best interests of this
patient.

Where the goal has ever been for more effective technology, it is. extremely difficult for a
doctor or other medical person to look dispassionately at the situation and say, "In this
situation, at this time, the best treatment I cant give this person is to let nature take its course.'
There is no doubt that terminally inl or very elderly patients desire very strongly to die with a*
degree of dignity. There is also a very strong desire on the part of the families of those
people, who wish above all else to see their relatives experience a peaceful and pain-free
death.

There have been a number of well publicised. cases where people who have been tenminally
inl or severely injured have demanded the right to have certain medical treatment
discontinued. These cases, in several different countries, have attracted widespread interest,
and where these cases have gone to court there have been widely differing judgments.

This brings me to the question of the rights of patients to refuse medical treatment. Every
person has the common law right to refuse medical treatment. This derives from the right of
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every person not to be unlawfully subject to assault or battery, However, several problems
arise in exercising that right. One is the general lack of knowledge in the community of the
right to refuse treatment. Perhaps more important is the intimidation that patients feel
particularly when they are in the medical surroundings of a hospital; they am very unlikely to
assert themselves and question the treatment being given or to question whether they should
continue that course of treatment. Even if persons are normally quite assertive and aware of
their rights, their own wretched condition in many cases prevents them from asserting
themselves and asking for the sorts of things they might wish.
The tird reason why patients find it extremly difficult to exercise their right to refuse
medical treatment is a complete lack of knowledge, in many cases, of alternative types of
treatment, of what are the likely outcomes of that treatment, what risks are associated with the
treatment they are undergoing or any other kind of treatment, and of their own prognosis. In
fact, it is not uncommon for people who are terminally ill to be the last ones to know their
true prognosis; it may be that relatives and friends have a deeper knowledge of the real
situation than has the patient. The patient, of course, may not be in a -position to express his
or her right to terminate treatment; the patient might be desperately unhappy and unable to
articulate the desire to be taken off the life support machinery and off various kinds of drugs.
If the person does articulate the desire, sometimes it is taken as being part of the depression
associated with the illness or condition, and is not treated seriously.
Thfere is no doubt that the training and the focus of medical personnel towards the ever-longer
prolongation of life makes it very difficult for them to accept that terminally-ill people who
can see the inevitability of their own death, and who wish above all else to experience peace
and a minimum of pain, are quite happy to see the treatment that they are undergoing
discontinued. At the moment a person has the right not to be touched without his or her
consent, and any doctor who ignores this right could be up on a charge of assault. It has been
said by some people that if a person does not wish to continue the treatment that they are
being given, they can always discharge themselves from the care of that particular medical
practitioner who does not respect their wishes. However, in the case of a terminally-il
person, or a person in a coma, or in some other like situation, that is not an option which is
really open to them.
The vast majority of the public is either confused or totally unaware of this basic right to
refuse to continue medical treatment. The right is a very basic one and, in my view, it is as
important and as basic as the right to be fully informed of the circumstances of the treatment
and the disease to be able to make an informed decision.
The question that then arises is: What about those people who are incompetent? Do they
have the right to refuse medical treatment? In many cases it is not difficult to ascertain what
an incompetent person would want in these circumstances. If the person expressed the view
that in the event of a terminal illness or a severe accident causing brain damage, for example,
they would not wish to be placed in intensive care or on life-prolonging machinery, the
person's wishes are clearly expressed and known.
However, even when the person's wishes are known, the legal rights of their relatives and
others to enforce those wishes are not clear, so we have developed the growing practice of
people writing so-called living wills and other documents which set out the position on what
should happen in the case of a serious, disabling accident. Somne of those written instructions
have been the subject of court deliberations in various countries and the outcome of those.
deliberations has varied.
The third situation is where no apparent written or other documentation of a person's wishes
exists but relatives may wish to terminate the particular kind of medical treatment or limit the
treatment in a way that makes it less distressing and less intrusive on the person who is ill.
Those three methods of the patient and/or his or her family influencing the medical treatment
given have had mixed success when the relatives or patient have tried to apply their rights. I
suppose the classic example of this is the case of Karen Quinlan who became a symbol of the
problems created by medical technology. Karen Quinlan was rendered permanently
comatose in 1975 by a combination of drugs and alcohol and her doctors declared that she
was unlikely to ever regain consciousness, or ever breathe again on her own; but her life was
apparently able to be supported indefinitely by means of a respirator. A long court battle by
Karen's parents followed to enable her to be disconnected from the respirator, and the case
progressed to New Jersey's highest court in 1976. 'The Chief Justice concluded that whatever
interests the State had in preserving Karen's life were outweighed by her very poor prognosis
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and the degree of bodily invasion necessary to support her. The court held that Karen
Quinlan's right of autonomy was paramount; patients have the right to have a respirator
turned off or similar support systems withheld. The Supreme Court held that to let Karen die
of natural causes was an important part of her constitutional right to privacy. Ironically,
when her respirator was finally tarned off she continued to breathe for a further nine years
and finally died in June 1985.
An equally well-known and quite famous case was that of a Mr Perlmutrer, a 73-year-old
man who was suffering from arnytrophic lateral sclerosis, which is an incurable disease. He
had a life expectancy of two years, and his disease had progressed to almost rotal paralysis;
speech required an enormous effort on his parr and he was dependent on a mechanical
respirator for breathing. Even with the life support system his prognosis was death in a very
short time. Unlike Karen Quinlan, Mr Perlmutter was in command of his mental faculties
and was legally competent. He wanted to have his life support system disconnected.
A Florida court which heard this case stated there was no doubt that the State did have an
interest in preserving ife, but held that what was of paramount irnportance was that the
condition was incurable and the treatment burdensome. Recognising that the patient's
condition was terminal, his situation wretched and continuation of his life temporary and
artificial, the court could find no compelling State interest to interfere with the patient's
wishes.
Both these two cases -- Karen Quinlan and Mr Perlmutter -- demonstrate the capacity of
American courts to uphold the right of both legally competent and incompetent persons to
have lif-prolonging treatment terminated. A number of other courts have upheld this right
of incompetent persons to refuse treatment. However, these cases have highlighted that in
some courts a distinction has been made between turning off a respirator and withholding
nutrition and hydration; while other court rulings make no distinction between these various
kinds of medical support systems.
following these conflicting decisions, in March 1986 the American Medical Association
Council on Ethical and Judicial Affairs resolved that it is ethical to discontinue all means of
life-prolonging medical treatment, including nutrition and hydration. They issued this quite
historic statement -

Even if death is not imminent but a patient's coma is beyond doubt irreversible and
there are adequate safeguards to confirm the accuracy of the diagnosis and with the
concurrence of those who have responsibility for the care of the patient, it is not
unethical to discontinue all means of life-prolonging medical treatment.

The American Medical Association went on to say --

Life-prolonging medical treatment includes medication and artificially or
technologically supplied respiration, nutrition or hydration. In treating a terminally ill
or irreversibly comatose patient, the physician should detenmine whether the benefits
of treatment outweigh its disadvantages. At all times the dignity of the patient should
be maintained.

That was a historic statement by American doctors at the end of a series of long and involved
court battles concerning the rights of patients to determine whether they should be able to
disconnect life support systems.
Following this, a case came before the New York Supreme Court relating to an 83-year-old
man who, during surgery for a hernia, suffered a heart attack and consequent brain damage.
He then went into a coma; and a close colleague of the patient applied to be appointed as
guardian with authority to direct termination of the patient's life support system. The New
York Supreme Court held that if competent patients had the right to refuse medical treatment,
this same right must be accorded to those who are incompetent. The court set down for the
firs time the criteria it would apply to all incompetent persons applying to have their life
support systems disconnected. The criteria were, firstly, that it must be a terminal illness;
secondly, that the person must be in a vegetative coma that is penmanent and irreversible;
tirdly, that there is a lack of cognitive brain fuinction; fourthly, that there is an extremely

remote possibility of recovery. The court held that once it was satisfied that all these criteria
were fulfilled it had a duty to ascertain and implement the patient's wishes.
Pre-expressed wishes of a patient, of course, make that ascertainment easy. Different from
this have been the mentally competent patients who have sought to be allowed to die. The
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best known of these was in 1983, a Mrs Bouvia, who was aged 26. She had been paralysed
from birth by cerebral palsy and confined to a wheelchair. She had only slight control of one
hand. She sought a court order to prevent the staff of a hospital from force-feeding her and
from giving her any more than maintenance care and relief of pain. The court held that if
Mrs Bouvia chose to remain in the hospital she had to continue to accept nourishment, and
the judge upheld Mrs Bouvia's right to terminate her own life, but not with the assistance of
society.
The reason I have quoted these various court cases is because this has been an area of
increasing litigation in the United States and of likely litigation in Australia. To resolve
patients' rights by legal processes is a very long and slow business which involves
individuals taking their often tragic cases to court and having them resolved over several
years. The other side of the coin is, of course, the existence of practices in Australian
hospitals which informally tackle this problem even now. People who work in hospitals will
say that if one goes to work in a hospital one soon learns that there are coloured dots, initials,
and other coded signs on patients' treatment cards which mean "not for resuscitation".
Effectively that could mean that a 90-year-old person perhaps suffering from pneumonia is
not to be subjected to a hill-scale emergency resuscitation if that person suffers a heart attack.
Resuscitation can be very uncomfortable and very distressing, both for the patient and for the
members of the family. Indeed, when this occurs family members are usually removed from
the room because it is so distressing. What can happen then is that an elderly person with a
terminal illness dies in a separate room apart from the family and not in the peaceful and
dignified manner which both the patient and the family would have wished. The various
codes and other covert- means of conveying these practices to staff in hospitals reflect the
uneasiness doctors and others feel in this grey and ill-defined legal area.
My belief is that doctors and nurses should not be placed in a position where they are unsure
of the legal status of their decisions. There is no doubt that the basic aim of these procedures
is to prevent pointless suffering. Generally it is not a decision to trmninate life but a decision
about what sort of medical treatment is appropriate under certain circumstances. Effectively.
it allows nature to take its course in some patients. There have been problems of
inexperienced and young registrars in hospitals who have not been aware of these codes and
patterns and have gone for a full-scale cardiopulmonary resuscitation in totally inappropriate
circumstances. This has caused embarrassment to hospital staff and relatives, and highlights
the difficulty and uneasiness doctors feel about expressing these sorts of procedures openly.
In the same vein is the question of pain relief. No-one would question the need for effective
pain relief for termninally ill and chronically ill patients. However, sometimes that pain relief
in itself can expedite the slowing down of bodily functions and can ultimately hasten death.
Courts have held that this is acceptable because pain relief is essentially given for that
puripose, and the secondary effect of it in slowing down other bodily functions was not the
primary reason for giving the pain relief. There is no doubt that most people in the
community would wish to enable terminally ill people to have a dignified and pain-free
death.
What needs to be done in Australia? It is my view that the first thing which needs to be done
is to clarify the right to refuse medical treatment, to ensure that this is well known and
understood, and if necessary to legislate to make this right clear. Secondly, we need to
clarify the rights of families and others to exercise this right on behalf of others who are
incompetent. Thirdly, we need to provide sufficient protection for medical and nursing staff
who naszs and enable others to exercise their right to terminate medical treatment without
fear of litigation.
We have to ensure that the ever-proliferating, life-prolonging equipment and drugs are used
with discretion in the best interests of the patient. While there has been a proliferation of
people making declarations about their own treatment in the event of an accident, etc, this
does not always solve the problem. People cannot usually foresee what will happen to them,
and what does happen may be slightly outside the actual wording of their declaration. It is
my belief that it is only at the actual onset of the terminal illness that people are able to make
such a decision about their future, not several years earlier.
Fifty American States have now enacted legislation to enable people to grant a power of
attorney in advance that allows an agent to act. after a person has been declared incapacitated
or incompetent. Australia has similar legislation in Victoria, New South Wales, and South
Australia. This legislation gives an enduring power of attorney and was intended primarily
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for decisions reining to property. It has been widely used in the United States, and to a lesser
extent in Australia, to refuse life-sustaining treatment.
The person who is appointed as an attorney can do anything that a person can authorise
someone else to do on their behalf. South Australia is the only State that has an Act of
legislation in this area -- the Natural Death Act 1983 -- which gives legal recognition to an
individual's advance declaration directing the withholding of life-sustaining measures in the
event of a terminal illness or injury. In 1980 Victoria introduced a Refusal of' Medical
Treatment Bill, which proposed to allow refusal of medical treatment in some circumstances.
However, this Bill did not progress through all stages.
The Victorian Government set up a commidttee to examine options for dying wit dignity, and
in March 1986 that comittee produced its first report, which was a discussion paper. In
April 1987 the committee produced its second and final report. This inquiry into options for
dignified dying generated enormous public interest. In fact, 1 379 public submissions were
received, and it appears that the inquiry opened a door through which poured heart-rending
stories of the distress and suffering of the elderly and the terminally iW. Almost all of the
submissions supported die right of the tenninally ill to a peaceful and pain-free death and to
be freed from life-prolonging treatment. Many also supported assistance for those who are
dying to achieve a peaceful and quick death.
From the thousands of submissions received by the inquiry I would like to read one brief
submission which is typical of many. It said --

My mother suffered a stroke in the street, was taken by ambulance to the Alfred
Hospital, where she was unconscious for 10 days, but somehow, against all
expectation returned to life -- but what quality of life! Six years of slow death and
agony followed: totally incapacitated, paralysed, loss of sight, and speech, can one
call that life? She was 72 at the time of the stroke, 78 years old when she actually
died. For us all she really died at 72. We had often discussed such a possibility and
she expressed the hope to be helped to die with dignity and little or no suffering.
Although conveying these sentiments to the doctors and staff she had to wait six years
before she finally died, probably from starvation, as she was all but a skeleton in the
end.

That submission is typical of hundreds received by the inquiry from people describing very
distressing situations that terminally ill and others experience in hospitals, particularly when
they made an effort, either on behalf of the patient himself or herself, to direct the kind of
treatment thar they would receive. It is my view that this problem will not go away and it is
one on which we should act to clarify the rights of people to terminate medical treatment
which they do not wish to continue or to give the right to members of their family to
terminate the treatment on their behalf.
MR LEWIS (East Melville) (2.51 pm]: Before addressing my comments to the Budget
debare I refer to the large numbers of people who gathered in the City of Perth today and
walked to Parliament House in protest against the Australia Card. One wonders how the
Government can remain intransigent and continue to pursue the introduction of the
disgraceful Australia Card. I do not believe that any Government member was brave enough
to walk outside Parliament House during the rally or to even stand on the balcony and watch
the tens of thousands of people who walked from the Esplanade to Parliament House. If
members oft the Government are so ignorant of public opinion and if they continue to be
intransigent by refusing to heed the voice of the people, they will not remain in Goverrnent
very long. Governments must always be aware of and listen to the views of the electorate.
The Australia Card demonstration today broke the barriers imposed by party lines, and
included people from all sectors of the community - firom members of the Builders
Labourers Federation on the extreme left to people on the extreme right. If the Government
does not heed the groundswell of public opinion, its days in office are numbered. The
Govemrnent must always remember that when it becomes arrogant and stops listening to
what the people want it is no longer the instrument of the people and it will fall from office. I
suggest that the Premier, his Ministers and the Government should be big enough to admit
they have erred and that they are trying to force on the people sbmething they do not want.
Not one member opposite has been brave enough to interject because members have seen
today that the Australian people do not want the II) card.
Mr& Brian Burke: What do you want us to say?
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Mr LEWIS: The Government should say, "Sure, we misjudged the people and we are on the
wrong track. We will not support the ID card."

Mr Brian Burke interjected.

Point of Order
Mr MacKENNON: Mr Acting Speaker, if the Premier wants to interject he is welcome to do
so, but he must interject from his seat. This House has some rules and one is that a member
can speak or interject only from his seat.

Debate Resumed
Mr LEWIS: It is about time the Government listened.

Mr Brian Burke: Let me tell you that I support the card.

Mr LEWIS: The Premier has reiterated unequivocally that he supports the card; let that be to
his eternal damnation.
Mr Brian Burke: Who are you -- Elmer Gantry? You would be a Calvinist, if you are
anything.

Mr LEWIS: The Preier is not big enough to admit he is wrong. His arrogance has gone too
far and the people realise it. He is never wrong and none of his Ministers is ever wrong.
They will continue to pursue the introduction of the ID card and force it on the people whom
they are supposed to be representing. Their days are numbered.

Mr Brian Burke: They are not numbered by clowns like you.

Mr LEWIS: I heard the Premier say only last night that when a person belittles another
person his argument is weak. I accept that point of view.

I will now address my remarks to the Budget debate. I will direct some of my comments to
the housing problems in the north west, particularly in Karratha. I concur with the Leader of
the National Party that the Budget papers have been written in such a convoluted way that it
is difficult for ordinary members of Parliament, like myself, to completely understand and
analyse them. I am positive that the average person in the community would not be able to
understand them and rational ise them.

The Leader of the Opposition mentioned during this debate that the Government must move
away from the practice of creative accounting. This method of accounting has been used to
make things look good, but we should move back to the type of accounting that is understood
by everyone. For an example of the convoluted nature in which the accounts have been put
together one need only turn to the section of the Budget which deals with Homeswest. The
number of employees and the cost estimates of Homeswest are found in one baseline figure.
One cannot analyse Homeswest's situation from the Budget papers. I accept that if the
annual report of Homeswest were available an analysis could be carried out, but it is not
available at this time. For that reason, it is impossible to analyse, in a meaningful way, the
performance of Honieswest.

Similarly, one can turn to the Budget papers dealing with Landbank, which comes under the
portfolio of the Minister for Lands. Landbank was previously known as the Urban Lands
Council. At this time Landbank is self-supporting only because loans were written off to
keep it going. The Budget should reflect the activities of agencies which borrow on behalf of
the Government. it is wrong of the Government not to include in the Budget the accounts
relating to Landbank. In the 1986-87 Budget, Landbank was accounted for under the
heading, Urban Lands Council.

This Budget is a Budget to dupe the public of Western Australia. The Government has
admitted that it has approximately $160: million in a suspense account -- a slush fund if one
likes. It is a fund that will probably be used for pork-barrelling at the next election.
Not only is $160 million tucked away, but also the Government will earn $40 million or $50
million on the short-term money market. At the end of the year this will aggregate to more
than $200 million which is not accounted for in the Budget papers, hut in fact is a surplus.
The Treasurer and the Govrrnment are budgeting for a surplus of more than $200 million in'
this year's Budget.

Mr Brian Burke: That is not true, but if it were you should praise us.

Mr LEWIS: Why does the Treasurer not come out and say that he has budgeted for a surplus
of more than $200 million?
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Mr Brian Burke: Because it is not true.

Mr LEWIS: 7Te Treasurer has $150 million on the side. Is he denying that?

Mr Brian Burke: That is not a surplus in the Budget.

Mr LEWIS: But it is Government funds which are unappropriared. What is it for?

Mr Brian Burke: It is not a surplus Budget.

Mr LEWIS: It is money which might come in handy if the Government needs it.

Mr Brian Burke: You are saying it represents a surplus Budget of $160 million and that is
wrong.

Mr LEWIS: The Treasurer has budgeted for a surplus of more than $200 million and he has
tried to convince the people of Western Australia that he is budgeting for a balanced Budget,
which is completely untrue.

Mr Brian Burke: For a surplus Budget, not a balanced one.

Ms LEWIS: The Treasurer in fact claims to be budgeting for a small surplus of $2 million,
which is ridiculous. Unfortunately our Press has not been astute enough or wise enough to
pick it up; it has swallowed the story that there will be a slight surplus. In fact there is to be a
surplus of $200 million which represents more than L I per cent of the total revenue generated
within the State. The Treasurer should come clean and admit that those are the facts. I have
not heard him deny them.

Under the capital loans housing programme, $9.5 million is held in internal funds and
balances, and $18.9 million in the Homeswest account, both of which amounts were carried
over from last year -- $27 million was carried over from last year in the housing area alone.

The incredible thing is that the Government said last year what wonderful things it would do.
It budgeted for all these great things. But an examination of what was proposed last year and
what was actually spent reveals the clear duplicity of the Government. The Government tells
a heap of stories about what it will do. However, at the end of the day, when one looks at
actual expenditure, one finds that the Government has spent only about 30 per cent of what is
reckoned it would spend..
Mr Brian Burke: Rubbish!

Mr LEWIS: I will give the Treasurer a very simple example from the Budget papers.

Mr Brian Burke: That is the only type you could give.

Mr LEWIS: It does not become the Treasurer to try to belittle me. If I can explain to the
Parliament, in the Estimates for 1986-87 --

Mr Brian Burke: They are last year's Estimates.

Mr LEWIS: That is correct. Let me explain how the Treasurer has duped the public of
Western Australia. In the Estimates for 1986-87, I-omeswest received an allocation of
$232.77 million dollars. Very creditable. But when one looks at the actual moneys
expended, one finds the Government has spent only $155.76 million. In other words, $77
million has gone sideways; $77 million of last year's Homeswest appropriation was not
spent.

Mr Brian Burke: Where is it?

Mr LEWIS: The duplicity is that the Treasurer says, "I will do all this for housing this year.'
It sounds great, but at the end of the year, we find that he has underspent by 30 per cent -- or
$77 million -- the amount he said he would spend. Of course he will do exactly the same this
year.

The facts is that the Treasurer said he had budgeted for a modest increase in housing
expenditure this year of four per cent over the actual expenditure of last year. He does not

tell us that that actually represents a decrease in expenditure on housing of 30 per cent when
compared to the expenditure for which he budgeted in 1986-87.

Mr Brian Burke: I give up!

Mr LEWIS: I am glad the Treasurer is conceding that point.

These items are very clear from the Budget papers. The amount allocated for land acquisition
in 1986-87 was $9.5 million, and $4.5 was spent. In development, $29.1 million
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was budgeted for and $15.9 million was spent. In construction, $87.4 million was budgeted
for and $58.4 million was spent. in improvements to rental accommodation, $6.7 million
was budgeted for and $7.5 million was spent. That is the only htem on which the Government
overspent.
Mr Brian Burke: May I put something to you that you might perhaps accept? I contest that
what you say is true. But even if it were true, we could mrange for a big Homeswest estate in
East Melville.

Mr LEWIS: Fine.

Mr Brian Burke: Aire you happy with that?

Mr LEWIS: It does not worry me. If the Treasurer wants to make such nonsensical
suggestions when he is not even aware of where East Melville is, he has made an ignoramus
of himself. But the Treasurer will not distract me from my expos6 of the way the
Government has duped the people of Western Australia.

Last year, $13.1 million was budgeted for advances, and $1 1.1 million was spent. For home
purchases, $60.6 million was budgeted for and $32.9 million was spent. In rent relief,
$6.3 million was budgeted for and $4.1 million was spent. In the total package for
Homeswesr last year, $77 million was budgeted for but was never spent. That amount has
been moved sideways into a slush fund which will pork-barrel the next election. Let the
Treasurer deny it.
The trick of this Government is to say that it will do all these great things every year. The
Press writes up how wonderful the Budget is, but the Press and the public do not look at what
the Government actually spends at the end of the year. This is where the Government is
conning the people of Western Australia. In housing alone the Treasurer underspent by 30
per cent on his budgeted allocation, and he has moved that money sideways.

Mr Court: It is not difficult to balance such a Budget.

Mr LEWIS: Exactly right! I would like also to give some examples of what this
Government is doing.

Mr MacKinnon. If they are underspending all the money on housing, are the waiting lists for
housing going down?

Mr LEWIS: No, that is the incredible thing. It went last year from 8 500 to 13 500 -- and
this is the Year of the Homeless. Yet the Government has the gall to underspend its Budget
by $77 million, and then say this year, "We have had a modest increase of four per cent." If
that is not a mendacious statement, I do not know what is.

Mr Brian Burke: I think you are future leadership mnaterial.

Mr LEWIS: Sure, we have heard that before. It is trite and boring.

The Western Australian inflation rate is 10 per cent. We can all remember the Treasurer
coming into this Parliament and trumpeting. He said in answer to a question without notice
on 28 May --

It had reached the stage when people were going back to using gaslight.

What an awful situation to have this mealy-mouthed Opposition with a record like it
has, trying to accuse this State Government of increasing taxes and charges
inordinately.

As I have said repeatedly, the Government will not increase any tax or charge by any
figure exceeding the inflation rate. The Government will also endeavour to restrain
increases below that rate.-..

Let us have a look at that record. The inflation rae since the Government came to power has
been 32.6 per cent. Wages have moved by 27.9 per cent, and under a Labor Government we
have had the following increases: Electricity, 46.8 per cent, or 14.2 per cent above the
inflation rate; gas, 47.7 per cent, or 15 per cent above the inflation rate; metropolitan water
charges, 38.3 per cent, or 5.7 per cent above the inflation rate; and country water charges
have risen 5.3 per cent above the inflation rate. Sewerage is just about on target, and I
compliment the Minister for Water Resources for that. As for bus and train fares, the
underprivileged people who rind it difficult to use their own transport have seen fares rise by
77.8 per cent between 1983 and 1987 -- that is, 45.2 per cent above the inflation rate. The
fares applicable to pensioners' concession have risen by 80 per cent, or 47.4 per cent above
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the inflation raze. These figures are from the Australian Bureau of Statistics and relate to the
period 30 June 1983 to 30 June 1987.
Mr Brian Burke: They are wrong.
Mr LEWIS: The Treasurer should argue with the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
Mr Brian Burke: You are here, they are not.
Mr LEWIS: Fine. I do not put the Treasurer down as an Oxford graduate.
Those figures clearly demonstrate that the Government has been duplicitous. in its whole
argument as to the Budget. It has tried to con the people of Western Australia and, contrary
to what the Treasurer has said, it has increased the cost of basic needs within the community
such as transport and energy well above the inflation rate over the last four years.
Ms Brian Burke: Wrong.
Mr LEWIS: All right, let us look at domestic electricity charges. For every $ 100 the average
Western Australian spends n domestic electricity, in Melbourne they spend $75, in Adelaide
$77. in Brisbane $80, in Sydney $63, and in Hobart $78. Our domestic electricity charges in
Western Australia are at Least 20 per cent above those in the rest of Australia.
Let us look now at industrial electricity charges. For every $1 000 spent by industry in
Western Australia on electricity, in Melbourne they spend $568, in Adelaide $795, in
Brisbane $648, in Sydney $784, and in Hobart $585. The cost of industrial electricity here is
at least 30 per cent higher than the rest of Australia.
Mr Brian Burke: Why is that?
Ms LEWIS: It is because the Treasurer has overtaxed Western Australians by at least
$200 million this year, because he has budgeted for a surplus of at least $200 million and
tried to convince the people of Western Australia that he has budgeted for a near-balanced
Budget.
.Ms Taylor: A loud voice is not necessary.
Ms LEWIS: I accept that, but if people interject they will get it back.
Mr Brian Burke: Why did you not let us know all these things before the Budget?
Mr Marlborough: He is so tough, he would rust.
Mr LEWIS: Why does the member not get up and make a speech rather than sling comments
from the back of the Chamber? Maybe he does not have the intelligence.
Dr Alexander. We are learning from your example.
Mr LEWIS: I do not want ever to learn from the member for Perth's example -- of how he
came into this coward's castle and denigrated the Lord Mayor of the City of Perth -- a most
despicable act -- without one shred of evidence. He came into ths coward's castle and tried
to pull down the fundamental basis of local government.
Mr Thomas: We have not started on the City of Melville yet.
Ms LEWIS: I do not give a damn what members opposite do with the City of Melville. That
person comes in here and does those despicable things in this Parliament which even the
Treasurer is ashamed of. He never even wanted him here, did the member for Perth not know
that? He slipped under the Treasurer's guard.
Ms Brian Burke: You have not-
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: This is the story. The intelligence of the member for Cockburn is just
incredlible, but I will go on with my speech because I do not have much more tine left.
Mr Brian Burke: Could you go on about something interesting?
Mr LEWIS: I would like to quote the Treasurer. When he was asked why he needed this
slush fund of $150 million, which was admitted to, the Treasurer said that the money was
retained in case the Commonwealth imposed more restrictions on recurrent and capital funds.
I can accept that in 1988-89 these sorts of things can happen, but a Government should not
budget in 1987-88 for something that might happen next year, unless it is going to pork
barrel, and that is what the Government intends to do. It has tried to convince Western
Australians it has a balanced Budget.
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Mr Brian Burke: Perhaps we are being pnudent.
Mr LEWIS: I would compliment the Treasurer if he would go out and say chat.
Mr Brian Burke: Say what?
Mr LEWIS: But the Treasurer has tried to tell Western. Australians that the Government has
a modest surplus. The fact is that the Treasurer has budgeted for over $200 million surplus.
Mr Brian Burke: No, we have not.
Mr LEWIS: If the Treasurer came out and said that he was being prudent and was budgeting
for contingencies, just as in business one has a five per cent factor for contingencies, [ could
accept that. But when he makes his Budget speech and says what a wonderful job he is
doing, when he does not tell the public of Western Australia the full agenda, when he does
not tell them he has put sideways, in a secret little kitty, all this money, he is deceiving the
people of Western Australia.
Mr Brian Burke: You should have been here when Sir Charles Court explained to me that he
had three years' money in the suspense account.
Mr LEWIS: That was five years ago, and it would have been $5 million; it was not
$200 million.
Mr Brian Burke: Do not shout -- I did not shout at you.
Mr LEWIS: I have an article here from 7Te West Australian dated I I September which
reads --

Mr Burke said yesterday that the money might be used for capital works or other
purposes "in die next year or two".

Mr Brian Burke: Well, it might be.
Mr LEWIS: Pigs might fly. Why does the Treasurer not say it is a slush fund for the next
election?
Mr Brian Burke: All right, I will tell you why - because it is not.
Mr LEWIS: Well, what is it for?
Mr Brian Burke: It is for those contingencies you were talking about, which we have
prudently made allowance for.
Mr LEWIS: I do not want to be disrespectful.
Mr Brian Burke: You are always very disrespectful to me.
Mr LEWIS: I try always to be respectful to the Treasurer. Like the Treasurer, I like him -- or
did he use the word "fond"?
Mr Brian Burke: No, I said I liked you.
Mir LEWIS: Another thing that is a disgrace is the way in which this Budget has treated the
business community, especially the small business community.
Mr Brian Burke: That is not on. There were 600 at lunch today with Lord McAlpine.
Mr LEWIS: They received a very small hand-back. What was it? It was $2.6 million this
year for relief in their payroll tax.
Mr Thomas: It was $14 million.
Mr LEWIS: Payroll tax takes $365 million from employers in Western Australia- It is a tax
against employment and if this Government ever had an opportunity to give some relief to the
business community, it should have reduced die impost of payroll tax. However, the
Treasurer stated in this House that die intention of this Government was hitherto to try to
reduce the burden of payroll tax. The Government has a slush fund of $200 million yet gives
about $2.6 milion for payroll tax relief and at the samne timne die Treasurer says that the
Government is vrying to help small business. The sooner this Government and the people of
Australia realise that payroll tax is the greatest reason for youth unemployment in particular
and unemployment generally, the sooner the work force will be better off. Payroll tax is a
direct taxation against employment. It is something that has to be done away with and I feel
confident that when we on this side resume the Treasury benches we will put into place a
programme to reduce payroll tax over time.
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I turn now to housing in Karratha. It is unfortunate that the member for Pilbara is not here
because last night in this Chamber she talked about the Opposition and how the New Right
was doing all the wrong things in Karratha. She should have been talking about the housing
crisis that exists in that town at the moment because of the lack of foresight of this
Government. We heard the Minister for Minerals and Energy trumpet in Parliament about
how he put together stage two of the 1LNG project. I commend him for putting the final
touches to that deal -- the biggest construction programme this country has ever seen -- but
what he did not say and what he should have said is that the Government completely forgot
about the necessity to house the 6 000 or 7 000 people who would flood into Karratha at the
peak of the construction project. In Karratha at the moment people are paying up to $450 a
week for a three-bedroomed duplex; they are paying $150 a week for a bit of dint in a caravan
park, and $80 to hire the caravan, with electricity costing more on top of that.
The Government has failed to recognise, and has erred in failing to do some work on1 the
demography of Karratha and how it would change. The Government failed to take into
account the fact that the population would increase and the town itself would be placed in an
untenable situation as far as housing is concerned. There are countless thousands of people
in Karratha perched in caravans all around the town. There is not enough investment in that
town and there is a lack of rental accommodation. It is unfortunate that the Government
completely overlooked this aspect when it put together the second phase of the LNG project.
If ever a Government should stand condemned, it is this Government for failing to recogise
the extreme problems that would be associated with housing in Karratha as the LNG project
came up to its maximum work force- Let anyone on that side of the House deny what I have
said.
Mr Brian Burke: I deny it.

Mr LEWIS: I thought the Treasurer was more informed. It may be all right to be flippant
and to say, "It is a joke that there are people in Karratha who are earning $300 or $400 a
week and are expected to pay that amount out in rent."
The other disgraceful situation is that the Government has given absolutely no funding to the
Industrial and Commercial Employees Housing Authority. It has not actually disbanded
ICEHA but it has given it no funding. There are 80 ICEFIA houses in Karratha.
M~rs Buchanan interjected.
Mr LEWIS: I remind the member for Pilbara that those 80 homes were built by the Liberal-
National Party coalition Government but that her Government has tried to abolish that
housing authority.
Mr Taylor interjected.
Mr LEWIS: If the Minister wishes to talk about State houses in Karratha I can give him
some figures. Homeswest last year asked the Government to build 100 homes in that town; it
was agreed that 65 should be built. Do members know how many homes were actually built?
Only 33 -- and we wonder where the slush money camne from. The Government made
promises about what it was going to do yet when one looks at the bottom line of the
Government's expenditure, one sees that it has not spent the money and done what it said it
would do.
Mr Taylor interjected.
Mr LEWIS: The Minister is the member for Kalgoorlie and maybe he has some clout in the
Cabinet. Unfortuately the member for Pilbara is only a backbencher and perhaps she has
very little clout. It is also unfortunate that the member for Pilbara sits mute in her place and
does not say a darned thing about the housing problem in Karratha because it is such an
embarrassment for the Government. All she could talk about last night in this House was the
New Right and how the chamber of commerce in Karratha was doing anl the wrong things. If
the member for Pilbara were a good member for the region, she would be doing all she could
to draw to the attention of the Minister for Housing the acute problem that exists in Karratha.
Mr Thomas: What about 1982?
Mr LEWIS: Is the member asking what we did for Karratha?
Dr Gallop interjected.
Mr LEWIS: I heard the member for Victoria Park talking about small business last night, and
it was the greatest load of codswaiop I have ever heard in my life. The member should

4100 [ASSEMBLY]



(Wednesday, 23 September 1987])10

never have left school, yet he has the temerity to come to this Parliament and talk about small
business. Where did the member learn about that subject -- out of a book?
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: The member for Victoria Park would not have a clue.
Mr Brian Burke: You never left school and I never got there.
Mr LEWIS: At least I am getting a response from Government members.
Mit Brian Burke: I have told you before, you are leadership material. The Leader of the
Opposition has got bandaids on his chin from worrying about it.
Mr LEWIS: The Treasurer is just trying to be personal. Why do we not criticise the
Treasurer's fat belly and bald head?
Mr Brian Burke: God made me that way. You can be very hurtful, you can.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Lawrence): I think the level of personal comment has gone too
far and!I ask the member for East Melville to continue with his speech.
Mr LEWIS: The Government should immediately recognise that a housing crisis exists in
Karratha and it should put in place a crash programme to crank up the now-defunct ICEHA
and build more Government employees' housing in Karratha. Unfortunately the 8 000 or
9 000 long-ternm residents of Karratha. who live in the town between boom and bust times
suffer greatly. When the boom times end their rents reduce to $170 or $200 a week, which
they can cope with; but when a boom comes along people who may work as shop assistants,
for the Main Roads Department, or for a small engineering firm find their rent jumps to $450
a week. They simply cannot cope; they do not have the financial resources to pay the rents
demanded. It is unfortunate that the Government had no forethought in respect of the
housing crisis, and it is unfomtunate that the Government did not put anything in place to look
after these small people who are being evicted from their homes because they cannot pay the
rents demanded. The terrible thing is that the people who were living in the town and renting
accommaodation have been forced to move from their homes into caravan parks. The people
who axe coming into Karratha, such as construction workers who are paid reasonably well
and receive an allowance of $200 a week to live off the construction camp, can get together
and afford to pay the $450 weekly rent; but the people who live there cannot. They move out
of their homes into caravans, and the construction workers from around Australia come in
and take over their homes. If that is not a disgraceful situation, I do not know what is.
I will give an example of what is happening in Karrarha. I have here a letter from a Main
Roads Department employee who previously worked in Port Hedland but has been
transferred to Karratha. He takes home $610 a fortnight. Of his $305 a week, he pays $255
for his board and accommodation while living in Kanrarha. His wife is at home in Port
Hedland, and each week he travels the 480 kilometres from Karratha to Port Hedland and
back in order to give his wife $50 a week to nin their household in Port Hedland. He
approached Horneswest about housing in Karratha and he was told, 'Sorry, chum, there is no
housing available. You will have to wait two years because the lists are too long. There are
480 applicants on the waiting list and we can't fit you in." Here is an ordinary fellow who is
travelling 480 kilometres every week. The Government says that it cannot help him and that
he will have to wait two years for Homeswest accommodation. That is disgraceful.
M& Brian Burke: Is llomeswest supposed to give him a house so that he has two houses?
Mr LEWIS: Homeswest should allow him to transfer his place of accommodation to
Karratha as a Government employee; he has been transferred and so the Government should
look after him. He should not be expected to travel the 480 kilometres every week; he should
not be expected to try to run his household in Port Hedland on $50 a week. Could any
member opposite do that? This is an indictment of the Government, because not enough
State housing is available in Kairarha. The Government has had its head in the sand. The
member for Pilbara has been conspicuous by her absence in drawing this to her
Government's attention. It is time the Government realised that in Karratha there are real
people in real trouble; it is time the Government did something about their plight. I ask the
Treasurer, for God's sake, to have a look at what is going on in Karratha, and what is
happening to some of the Government's employees. Members opposite should ask
themselves whether they would like to be in this situation. For goodness sake, do something
about it.
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I thank the House for its attention.
MR BURKETT (Scarborough) (3.34 pm]: How pleasing it is to see that this 1987-88
Budget includes a figure of $179.70? million for the police budget, an increase of
$19 115 167 on last year's expenditure in the area of police, a very real increase indeed.
What a shame that the shadow Minister for Police and Emergency Services and the present
Leader of the Opposition jump at every opportunity to grab headlines attacking the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services and the Treasurer when never once have they come up
with any firm policies on what they would do if they were elected to the Government
benches, -probably realising that they are unlikely ever to be anything but a very ordinary
Opposition over the next decade. They see no sense in wasting time formulating policies
which they will never be able to put into practice.
I will give just a few of the achievements in the area of policing during the past 10 months
wider the Burke Governiment's positive approach. The first is the introduction of a most
sophisticated fingerprint identification system at a cost in excess of $1 million. This system
is linked to the national fingerprint identification system.
I can hear mumbling from the Leader of the Opposition. We saw reported in The West
Australian yesterday a promise from him that if his party were elected to Government it
would provide an additional 130 police officers each year. However, yesterday afternoon in
-this place, just to show what sort of mind he has and how astute a politician he is, he reduced
:that figure to 120 police officers. By the time members opposite ever camne into Government,
with reductions like that, the Police Force would probably be put under the wing of some
other area of Government.
Another achievement of the Burke Labor Government is that telephone diverters are
presently being, introduced in country police stations and all metropolitan police stations
which do not operate for 24 hours each day. Already Busselton and Collie Police Stations
have had their telephone diverters installed, so that when those police stations are not
manned, all telephone calls to them are immnediately diverted to the Bunbury Police Station,
which is a 24-hour operational station. The Mundaring Police Station has its telephone
diverter in place, and when that station is not open all telephone calls to it are imnmediately
diverted to the Midland Police Station, which is the nearest 24-hour station. Any
metropolitan police station which is not operational for 24 hours each day will have free
automatic direct dial police telephones installed, thus providing people with a most important
free link to police headquarters. It is intended that the telephones will be as near as possible
to vandal-proof.
The new large police complex has been completed at Armadale, and this station now offers a
24-hour service with traffic and CIE staff also based there. The Gosnells division of the
Police Force recently introduced a pilot scheme for a truancy patrol and an anti-theft squad.
This scheme has had a dramatic effect on the reduction of breaking and entering-type
offences in the imnmediate area. When the new metropolitan policing plan is introduced to the
Warwick division in early October, the police will expand this truancy and anti-theft patrol to
that division.
The police computer netwbtk has been Vqpanded to all metropolitan police stations, arid I am
told that this computer link-up will be extehidid -to eyga police station in WA within the next
three years. Computer dispatch systems are in use at the Witwick Police Station and at the
accident inquiry section in Perth. This computer system has greatly reduced police response
time. Skill-based police have been introduced on a pilot scheme.
The Police Union has called for an additional 1 000 police officers in WA, and how great it
would be if any Government could fund an additional 1 000 officers on demand. I mentioned
the Leader of the Opposition's promise yesterday morning to appoint 130 additional officers,
and then his statement yesterday afternoon that he would appoint 120 officers. This
Government has budgeted in 1987-88 for 142 additional public servants to assist the
Commissioner of Police to redeploy police officers from non-operational to operational
duties. There never has been an increase in the Public Service component of the Police Force
of this magnitude, plus an extra 100 police officers allowed for in this Budget, making the
Western Australian Police Force the fastest-.growing Police Force in Australia.
it does not give me any pleasure to have to mention the case of a police officer who has been
placed on a charge. However, we heard the entire Opposition of this State attacking the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services for holding up the promotion of five senior
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sergeants to the position of inspectors, but which delay, in the end, affected only three
sergeants. It is interesting to note that the member for Mt Lawley and other members of the
Opposition did not mention, in their criticism of the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, that a senior police sergeant was promoted earlier this year to the position of police
inspector. The officer was transferred from his country police station to the metropolitan
area. Within eight weeks of that transfer, he was arested by the police internal investigations
branch and charged. He is now awaiting the hearing of those charges by the courts. Is it not
wonderful that members of the Opposition generally overlook such serious matters?

It would be pleasant if the Opposition congratulated people like the Deputy Police
Commidssioner, Frank Peters, for the marvellous job he has done as chief of the police traffic
branch. In this 12 months, the number of road fatalities in this State has fallen by 31
compared with the figure for the same period last year. I do not think anyone could say that
Deputy Police Commissioner Peters and his traffic police are not doing an excellent job.
Three weeks ago, when I was travelling with my wife along Scarborough Beach Road at
10. 10 pm-
Mr Hassell- Did you realise that you have an ability no-one else in this place has. A couple
of minutes ago not one member of this side of the House was in the Chamber.

Mr BURKETT: It is afternoon tea time. I will not say anything nasty about the member for
Cottesloe, if he does not say anything nasty about me.

Mr Hassell; I was not being nasty.

Mr BUJRKEfl: I realise that, and I am not sad about it.

Due to the diligence of Deputy Police Commissioner Peters and his staff, I was booked on
that occasion on Scarborough Beach Road for travelling at 79 kilometres an hour in a 60
kilometre-an-hour zone. I was fined $40 and my driver's licence now shows a loss of one
demerit point. However, while I was angry the following day, I now find I am driving more
slowly.
I believe that the Minister for Police and Emergency Services has one of the most difficult
jobs in the Ministry- lHe should be congratulated on the firm stand he has taken in the face of
continued criticism from a few people in the Police Union.

On Monday of this week, the following conversation took place on 6PR talkback radio
between Detective Sergeant Kim Chadbourne, the very competent President of the Police
Union, and Mr Howard Satter, a well-known radio personality --

SATTLER.

Did you get any comfort this morning from Police Minister, Gordon Hill, w ho you
have no confidence in, saying that a proposal for a police corruption squad was only
in the embryo stage, or do you think that maybe he's moved a bit futrther down the
track than he's letting on?

CR-ADBOLIRNE
Well two things theme. The motion of no confidence in Mr Hill wasn't a broad motion
of no confidence. It simply says that we weren't happy with the way he handled the
recent promotion of five men to inspectorship, and it was limited to that. I think
generally the Police Force has, at times got a variance with the Minister but it's not a
vote of no confidence in him generally. So we need to restrict it back to what it was,
simply the way he handled that problem alone.

Theme was no mention of the fellow who received the tubber stamp of promotion from
sergeant to inspector and was later arrested by the police internal investigations branch and is
now facing charges in the courts.

I was not there because [ was not invited, but I believe that approximnately 200 police officers
attended that union meeting. Using my figures, that amounts to less than six per cent of the
rotal number of police in Western Australia. Therefore, less than six per cent saw fit to attend
a meeting at the union's request. I do not know whether they were offered free drinks; they
generally are at meetings like that. However, not many of them were attracted to the
meeting.

I congratulate Police Commissioner Brian Bull for the outstanding job he has done since
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taking up his high office. I congratulate also Police Commander of die Inspectorate John
Hughes for the outstanding job he and his dedicated police men and women did during the
America's Cup. I spoke to visitors to Western Australia for the America's Cup who told me
that the police task force at Fremantle will go down in history as the best organised police
operation of anywhere in the world. There was no trouble at all while the America's Cup
was being held, yet we did not hear one word from the Opposition congratulating the Police
Force. It did not mention one word of congratulations to Commander Hughes or to any of
die 60 or 70 task-force members who worked with him.
I congratulate the Treasurer of Western Australia on his excellent Budget and the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services on his attaining a real increase in police numbers during
cough economic times. The Budget increase totalled $19 115 167 which will enable the force
to be expanded at a greater rate than anty other Police Force in Australia. Well done!
MR HASSELL (Coutesloe) [3.48 pm]: I take this opportunity to refer to a couple of events
that occurred today and yesterday relating to the people's walk against the Australia Card.
Part of my remarks relate to this Parliament. The whole purpose of the people's walk was to
allow the people to come to Parliament House, which is supposed to be the cradle of our
democracy. I know you will be shocked, Madam Deputy Speaker (Dr Lawrence), to know
that those people could not come near Parliament House because the parliamentary
authorities made it impossible for them to assemble here. I think that is an indictment of this
Parliament. I understand the ruling came from the President and the Speaker. I emphasise
that I am not criticising them personally because I have ascertained also that this ruling is a
longstanding one. It seems to me, though, to be faint irony to say the least, first, that free
speech is inhibited at Parliament House and, secondly, that while the Government controls
the mnbers in this place and comprises people who complained bitterly about section 54B of
the Police Act and moved to amend it because they said it inhibited free speech, it has been a
party to stopping people from coming near Parliament House today. Quite frankly. I believe
that is disgraceful. I am sure that you, Madam Acting Speaker, will agree that it is even more
disgraceful when it is understood that the ban put on the effective use of Parliament House is
not supported by legislative authority.
The group of which I am but one of the conveners is called People Against the Australia
Card. It is an informal group so far; it does not have a formal constitution although we are
trying to put one together which, as the member for Mitchell knows, is pretty desirable from
a legal point of view. The group is a coalition of different political opinions and we have
among our number members of the Liberal Party and Labor Party, Senator Jean Jenkins -- the
new Democrats Senator for Western Australia, and Senator Jo Vallentine -- the independent
Senator for Nuclear Disarmament. The leader of the National Party has also been totally
supportive of the group, as has Senator Fred Chaney -- the leader of the Liberal Party in the
Senate, and Wilson Tuckey -- the Federal Opposition spokesman on the Australia Card,
although he represents the party interest. That group has been working for a number of
weeks and has sought to be a single issue coalition that is working on the issue above all. We
strongly believe that the Australia Card is an issue of such importance that it transcends our
political differences, even though they may be very considerable on other matters. A number
of prominent citizens are involved: Bishop Challen, who spoke today at the conclusion of the
walk; Ralph Stanton, who is a planner; Terry Woodhouse, a computer analyst and operator at
the University of Western Australia; and Emeritus Professor Martyn Webb.
Mrs Beggs: Did he throw eggs?
Mr HASSELL: No-one that I know of threw eggs.
Mrs Beggs: A few of diem did.
Mr HASSELL: No-one that I know of. I will put this on the record for the Minister for
Racing and Ganing: In no way is illegality endorsed by People Against the Australia Card in
relation to this or any other matter. Indeed, Professor Martyn Webb made the point very
clearly at the rally today that people should not do anything against the law. That is our
position.
Mrs Bcggs: It did not have the desired effect.
Mr HASSELL: Individual members may 4o certain things and hold certain views and that is
a matter for them. The whole idea of the walk was to bring a*- collection of people to
Parliament House. It turned out to be a very large collection of people: Even the most
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conservative estimates have been put at 8 000 and the highest estimate is 40 000. It matters
not, it is silly to have arguments about crowd sizes; the police usually have the most accurate
estimate. [ have been told that the police estimated the crowd size to be 40 000 and I have
also been told that they estimated a different figure. It is a fruitless argument. [t was a very
large crowd because when the people who filled the whole of one side of St George's Terrace
in their stream reached Harvest Terrace, other people were still leaving the Esplanade. That
could of course be a thin stream of people but in this case the stream was thick. It was
reported to me that as people arrived in Harvest Terrace, others were still leaving. We were
given that information by the media who were in contact with others at the Esplanade by two-
way radio. That is an indication that it was a fair-sized crowd.

The purpose was to bring the people to Parliament for two reasons: Eirst, to allow people to
express to this Parliament a request that as a Parliament we should oppose the Australia Card
concept and forcibly convey that opposition as a Parliament to the Commonwealth; and
secondly, the participants wished to express to this Parliament their desire that the
Government of Western Australia not work in any way with the Commonwealth Government
to facilitate the introduction of the Australia Card system. I shall not canvass that issue
because it is the subject of a resolution to be debated later tonight. But, the essence of the
whole thing was that these people should come to Parliament House which is the cradle of
democracy and ought to be the focus of democracy.
However, yesterday -- the day before the walk was to take place -- the organising secretary
employed by People Against the Australia Card, Miss Katie Tudor, was advised by Mr
Pacecca, the House Controller, that the group would not be permitted to provide any
amplification on the steps of Parliament House other than by a hand-held microphone. Of
course, that caused imnmediate panic because this poor lady, who has done such a magnificent
job in organising the group, was suddenly left with the whole organisation dangling. She
naturally contacted other conveners and in due course I heard of it. I spoke to Mr Pacecca
who indicated it was a longstanding rule; I spoke to the President and the Leader of the
Opposition; and I understand that the Leader of the Opposition spoke to the Speaker and the
President. But, at nine o'clock this morning -- the day the walk was to take place -- the
message came through that Parliament would not allow any amplification to be used on the
front steps.
We expected the size of crowd that eventuated and, of course, it is simply not practical to run
a massive meeting of those proportions with hand-held microphones. In any event it is a
strange distinction Parliament is drawing between electrified hand-held microphones and
microphones which are plugged into a portable generator or a power point. I do not
understand the technological distinction between the two.
Mr Brian Burke interjected.
Mr HASSELL: I am not saying that it is new and before the Treasurer came into the
Chamber I acknowledged that it was not new and said I was making no personal reflection on
our present Speaker and President. It is a longstanding rule aithough I have the feeling that
on some occasions it has not been followed. I have a memory of a tripod with a big speaker
being used by the cleaners or another group which brought its own amplification.
Mr Brian Burke: I can remember every other time being given those hand-held megaphones
to speak through.
Mr HASSELL: The purpose of the walk was being thwarted absolutely by the refusal of
Parliament to allow amplification. A group of us went to a public meeting of approximately
550 people in Bunbury and we had a chance to discuss this matter on our way there and back.
We thought of alternatives and when we met we still did not have a definite answer from
Parliament. We received the answer at nine o'clock this morning that Parliament would, not
budge and there could be no amplification. We were facing the prospect of a meeting of
8 000, 10 000, or more people, which proved to be the case, and were told to runi the meeting
with no electrical amplification. Clearly, that was absurd.
The SPEAKER: I gave a definite answer yesterday.
Mr HASSELL: That may be so, but it was not conveyed to us, and we were awaiting the
results of what we regarded as a further request or appeal to the Speaker, or the President, to
reconsider. However, we did not get the news until 9 o'clock this morning. That news was
bad, and obviously it caused us a lot of concern.
However, our thoughts were to stop at the Barracks Arch and set up the speaker system there,
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and just let the people fill up the Terrace and the streets around it. We chose the Barracks
Arch, because, first, it is in front of Parliament House so it retains our connection with the
Parliament, which is what we sought; and secondly, because the arch is a symbol of a
political battle. The battle to save the Barracks Arch was a very big battle and one that
caused a lot of pain to the Government of the time, particularly to the then Premier, David
Brand. It was a real issue in the community, much like the old Swan Brewery is now.

Mrs Buchanan: My great, great grandfather built the Barracks Arch. His name was James
Britain.
Mr HASSELL: We used to walk through the arch when we went to swimrming lessons.
We rang the police this morning after we received the news, and said to them that we
proposed to stop at the Barracks Arch. I would like to put on the record the tremendous and
positive cooperation that we received at every stage from the Police Force in relation to this
whole matter.

Mr Brian Burke: [ was pretty pleased to have them there at 1.30 pm; I can tell you that.

Mr HASSELL: Why was that -- was the Premier trying to get out?

Mr Brian Burke: I was trying to come up here to address the meeting, and people surrounded
the car and started to rock it; they started to bang on the windows and threaten me. The
police had to come and extricate me.

Mr HASSELL: We tried to convey a message to the Premier as we went past his office. We
did indulge in a bit of rousing talk as we went past the Premier's office, but I do not think the
Premier would have heard us up there in the clouds because he was enjoying his lunch with
Lord McAlpine.

Mr Brian Burke: The lunch was at the Sheraton Hotel, and I left at 1.20 pm. I was coming
up Malcolm Street just before 1.30 pm and these people surrounded the car and started to
rock it and throw eggs at it, and all sorts of things; and the police were there to stop it.
A member interjected.

Mr HASSELL. I would like to say very clearly, without interruption from the Premier or
anyone else, that as far as People Against the Australia Card is concerned, we do not condone
or support that conduct.

M~rs Beggs: But they were against the Australia Card, so how could you dissociate yourself?

Mr HASSELL: If I might ask the Minister to think for a moment, there have been timnes
when even the ALP wanted to dissociate itself from some of the people who marched in its
callings.

To get back to the point, we suggested to the police that we would stop the walkc at the
Barracks Arch and hold a rally there. A senior officer came on the telephone very quickly
and said, "You cannot do that; you will cause massive disruption. That is a bus route,
amongst other things." We had the impression that the police had been in touch with
Transperth, which was not too keen on the idea, and a diversion seemed to be too big a task.
The policeman suggested that we go to Kings Park. We said, "We are not very keen to go to
Kings Park because it is away from Parliament, but could we go there?" The policeman said,

"I cannot tell you that because I have not been able to get through to Dr Wycherley yet to ask
him." So I said, "At least tell us if we can go there, and we can work that out", because in the
meantime we had sound at three locations so far, we had the police at two locations, and we
had the provider of a truck at another couple of locations, and we did not know where we
were; and by then it was close to 10.00 am, with this massive walk due to start in two hours.
So the police officer came back very shortly afterwards, and when he started to talk about
Kings Park, we said, "We do not really want to go to Kings Park because it is not suitable,
but what we would do, in the absence of being able to use Parliament House, is go into
Harvest Terrace, across the road from Parliament House, and set up across the road." That
proposal was accepted by the police. They came up and inspected the site with us and agreed
to close the road. The Perth City Council cooperated in providing parking assistance and
access to the truck, and we were able to organise the loudspeaker system on the truck, which
was used as a platform. When I say "we", a number of' people were involved in all this.

When I came into the House this morning, I went to see the House Controller, Msr Vince
Pacecca, and I asked him to give me the rules which say one cannot have a microphone on
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the steps of Parliament House. He gave the rules to me. They are an extract from the
Government Gazette of 28 July 1972, and they are called the Parliamentary Reserve Bylaws,
made under the Parks and Reserves Act 1895-1972. 1 quickly flicked through the rules and
asked Mr Pacecca which rule says one cannot have microphones. He said, "I do not know; it
is in here somewhere."

So I went through the rules again, and I still could niot find it. However, there is a provision
that says one has to get consent to hold a public meeting at Parliament House; and our
secretary had arranged the consent and had it in writing and had been sent a copy of these
rules. I eventually lighted on a rule that might have had some relevance, although it does not
seem possible that anyone could read it that way. It is rule 19, which states --

No person shall by the use of any wireless, mechanical or other instrument or thing,
make or cause to be made any offensive noise in the reserve.

Mrs Henderson: Quite right.

Mr H-ASSELL: If making a speech is an offensive noise in the reserve, Parliament is going to
be silent from here on because that is what we come here to do every day -- make speeches --
and if that is an offensive noise, Parliament must be silenced because we are in the reserve
right in this place.

Mr Speaker, you of all people would find it absolutely incredible that over all the years that
Parliament has been enforcing this rule against people using amplification on the steps of
Parliament House, the basis of that prohibition is a rule that says one is not allowed to make
an offensive noise in the reserve. It is absurd and wrong that the parliamentary and
administrative authorities should seek to apply a rule which is not a rule. So I inquired
further, because people kept saying to me that the authority is in the Act, and not in the rules,
and I got hold of the Parks and Reserves Act. Mr Speaker, you shook your head, because
you know, as I know, that there is no prohibition in the Act on the use of amplification on the
steps of Parliament House. As we are a country which prides itself on using the rule of law
and not the rule of the length of the chancellor's foot, we should be very concerned that we as
a Parliament have been inhibiting free speech in this way for such a long time. I would be
very pleased if someone could point out to me a rule which says one cannot use
amplification, because I do not think anyone would suggest for one minute that this rule
prohibits the use of amplification. Does the member for Mitchell, who is a lawyer, suggest
that it prohibits the use of amplifcation?

Mr D.L. Smith: It is possible to interpret it in that way but I would not like emphatically to
say that is the case. I would not like to pass any further view on that until I had done some
research.

Mr HASSELL: I will not pass any personal remarks about the member for Mitchell's skill as
a lawyer but I will stake my skill as a lawyer on this proposition: If Parliament prosecutes
someone for using amplification on the steps of Parliament House and relies on by-law 19,
Parliament will make a complete idiot of itself. There is no way that that law in any way
prohibits --

Mr Cowan: It would not be any different from anything else Parliament does.

Mr H-ASSELL: Except that it would be just stupid. If we had gone ahead and set up our
amplification system and some officer of Parliament in pursuit of his perceived duty ordered
the police to seize the microphone, the Parliament would have looked very stupid. As far as I
can see there is no law; there is a practice and there are rulings by the President and the
Speaker from time to time, which pre-date the present President and Speaker; they also pre-
date the present Government. I acknowledged that at the outset.

Mr Stephens: It was an ill wind because the huge crowd would not have been accommodated
there anyway.

Mr HASSELL: The member for Stirling is right. [ think Parliament did us a service because
the crowd would not have fitted out there. There was no chance of all those people fitting
there, but we ought to amend this by-law. if it had been in the Act, I intended to give notice
of a Bill tomorrow to amend it. I am sorry it was not in the Act; I could have done something
about it immediately; but as it is in the by-laws, I cannot initiate a change. However, I
earnestly request that you, Mr Speaker, initiate a change immediately. We should not let this
go on because it is an absurdity and if, Mr Speaker, you believe a change is necessary and if
you continue to argue with the legal advice from the member for Mitchell,
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I ask that you initiate a change. If you, Mr Speaker, take my view, you do not need to initiate
a change, but you do need to tell Mr Pacecca that the rules differ from what he thinks they
are. However, Mr Speaker, I know that you are rightly concerned about this matter.
In very simple terms the principle concerned is that Parliament should be a place to which
people can come and at which, in the public areas, they can speak. [ ant talking about
outside, of course; they should not be able to disrupt Parliament. We ought to have rules that
prohibit people causing any kind of disturbance which would interrupt the proceedings of the
Houses of Parliament. It would no doubt be reasonable for the rules to say that during a
parliamentary sitting amplification of a certain power which would be likely to invade the
walls of Parliament should not be permnitted. However, when Parliament is not actually
sitting -- unless somebody deliberately sets out to cause disruption of some kind or to make
life unbearable for people working here --

Mrs Beggs: We could have rock concerts at lunchtime.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister is being funny about it; I suppose we could have rock concerts,
but that does not seem to me --

Mr Thomas: Peter Garrett would probably be there.

Mr HASSELL: I suppose he would be and I think it would be a good thing.

Mr D.L. Smith: Let's suppose you are allowed amplification: What sort of amplification
would be allowed?

Mr HASSELL: One does not need a lawyer to work that out; one needs a technician.

Mr D.L. Smith: How far would you want their voices to be carried?

Mr HASSELL: Their voices would have to carry to the assembled crowd; that is what a
public meeting is all about.

Mr D.L. Smith: But not inside the building?

Mr HASSELL: One could not have people coming inside the building with amplification,
because the only meetings that take place here are the meetings of the two H-ouses of
Parliament; the committee meetings, the meetings of members of Parliament in their
parliamentary rooms, and Press conferences. One could not have people disrupting the work
of Parliament in that way; we are talking about outside and what is a fair and proper thing for
the people of this State in relation to their right to express themselves.
Mr D.L. Smith: You would not allow amplification outside that would disrupt meetings
going on inside?

Mr HASSELL: I would not allow them amplificationn outside that would disrupt a sitting of
this House.

Mr D.L. Smith: Or the business of the parliamentarians in this House in their offices?

Mr MASS ELL: I think there has to be some give and rake in this area. I am glad the member
for Welshpool agrees with that point. He is a man who has had a lot of experience with these
sorts of things.

Mr Marlborough: So is the member for Cottesloc.

Mr HASSELL: Only of recent times. Today was the first time I have walked in a march of
this kind. Indeed many people there today have never done it before either. That should be a
lesson to the Government.

The SPEAKER: Order! There is only one meeting going on, at least there should be only
one meettng. I am certainly having a difficult time hearing the member who is trying to
address his remarks to me; I am sure H-ansard is as well. If members must have meetings, I
would appreciate it if they had them elsewhere; although it would be far preferable if they did
not have them at all at any time in any way.

Mr HASSELL: Thank you for that, Mr Speaker, because I have been having a bit of trouble
with my voice. I would like to go on to another matter. I am aware, if I may say so, that you,
Mr Speaker, are aware of the issue I have raised. I hope that the officers of Parliament -- that
is, the Joint House Commnittee, which actually has authority under the Parks and Reserves Act
because it refers in its by-laws to the Parks and Reserves Board which I believe is
synonymous with the Joint House Commnittee -- will be apprised of this. I hope that
something will be done about this matter quickly because it is wrong and it is a bad
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thing that the Parliament -- the cradle of democracy -- should not be the place where people
can walk and demonstrate, as long as they do so peacefully and lawfully.
I also want to refer to another matter of conflict which arose today in relation to the people's
walk. it is an important matter and I suspect that there is some ill feeling concerning it. The
People Against the Australia Card, of which I am one convener - there are several,
depending on meetings in Canberra -- determined at the outset of the walk that to maintain
the balance of approach of the People Against the Australia Card, various speakers would be
invited to talk, but the protest would not be allowed to be dominated by one party's interest.
It was resolved to invite the leaders of the parliamentary pantics in this State to address the
meeting, in addition to non-parliamentary speakers. So a letter was sent to the Premier, as the
leader of the Labor Party, Mr MacKinnon, as the leader of the Liberal Party, and Mr Cowan,
as the leader of the National Party. That letter made clear that the invitation was to those
gentlemen as party leaders.
Mr D.L. Smith: What date were the letters sent?
Mr H-ASSELL: They were sent last week on Wednesday or Thursday. They were delivered
on Wednesday night. They were brought up by Mr Stanton, whom I met at the door of
Parliament House. I asked for them to be distributed in the Chamber on Wednesday night.
However, when I came in the next day I discovered that they had not been distributed
because a directive had been given by the Clerk that they should not be distributed in that
way, because he did not know that they camne from a member, and apparently it is not in
accordance with the rules of this place that letters from non-members be distributed in the
Chamber. They were to go to both Chambers, but there was a breakdown in communication
in that I had nor communicated to the Clerk that the request for the distribution of the letters
had come from me. Therefore their distribution was stopped. I did not find out about it until
Thursday, and they were then distributed in the normal parliamentary mail system on the
Thursday.
Mr D.L. Smith: Do you know where the Treasurer was on Thursday and Friday of last week?
Mr HASSELL: I know he was away from the State, but I do not know precisely where he
was or what he was doing; he was not in the Parliament. I also know that there is no member
of this House, and certainty no Minister, with more staff than the Treasurer. That is just a
technical-ity; let us not worry about that.
Mr MacKinnon: With a media monitoring service as well.
Mr HASSELL: Yes, and it was blared out several times that the party leaders had been
invited. But time is short and I will not respond to any other interjections.
On Monday the secretary of People Against the Australia Card received a telephone call from
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet saying that the Treasurer would be unable to
address the meeting which was held today. That was it. When we met on Monday afternoon
as a group to finalise arrangements, that was the message. However, yesterday the letters and
the telephone calls started to flow from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the
office of the Minister for Minerals and Energy; we had a barrage of them advising the
organisers of the People Against the Australia Card movement that the Treasurer would not
be there -- and it was the Treasurer who was specifically invited to be the first speaker as a
courtesy extended to him -- because he would be having lunch with Lord McAlpine.
Mr D.L. Smith: And 700 other people.
Mr HASSELL: The message was that the Treasurer would not be there or, if he could get
there, he would get there late and speak last, which was not what he was invited to do.
Alternatively, the organisers were told that the Minister for Minerals and Energy would
represent the Government. Without any reference to the organising commnittee whatsoever,
the prime organisers advised the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the Minister for
Minerals and Energy's office that only the Treasurer was invited. It did not appear to cross
the Treasurer's mind that the Minister for Minerals and Energy, who is one of the senior
economic Ministers in this Government, could have gone to lunch wit Lord McAlpine so
that the Treasurer could have spoken to the 20 000 people we had here today. The People
Against the Australia Card quite deliberately invited the party leadens. The organisers
allowed only the party leaders to speak today; that was the how it was meant to be. The party
leaders were to be balanced and to speak with the authority of their positions. It would
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have been no use at all having the Minister for Minerals and Energy speak.
Mr Peter Dowding: Did you speak?

Mr HASSELL: Only to introduce the National Anthem. The organisers were seeking to
have an authoritative position statement from the person responsible for speaking on behalf
of the Government or the pasty concerned. On that basis, the group decision was very clear
and was made clear, Although I have some understanding of the feelings of the Minister for
Minerals and Energy, who turned up at the steps of the truck this afternoon and wanted to
make himself heard, the fact is that he was not invited. No-one spoke who was not invited to
speak. Bishop Challen spoke, the Leader of the Opposition spoke, the Leader of the National
Party spoke, and Professor Martyn Webb spoke. It is a pity that the Treasurer did not put
himself out to speak to that substantial crowd, because a great number of people were there,
and they were there for one simple purpose.

The SPEAKER: Order! It has been suggested to me that perhaps I should shut up that bloke
who is making that noise. Perhaps the person concerned will be quiet and not force me to
make him be quiet.

Mr HASSELL: The whole point of the exercise, from beginnIng to end, was that the
ordinary people of Western Australia, of whatever political background, of whatever
educational background, of whatever occupational background, and of whatever ethnic
background, should come together in a democratic way to express a point of view to two
elected Governments. Firstly, to the Commonwealth Government, pointing out that they do
not want the Australia Card in any shape or form or any of its associated legislation. That is a
perfectly legitin- 'te point of view to express publicly and privately. Secondly, if the
Commonwealth Government persisted and insisted in going ahead with the legislation, its
operation should be subject to the holding of a referendum of the people.

Every member of this Parliament was invited to participate in the walk today, but not one
Labor Party member had the courage to walk. The Treasurer gave up an opportunity to
explain his point of view to a massive crowd, and not one of his colleagues was there. The
poor old Minister for Minerals and Energy was sent along on his own like a naughty
schoolboy to ask, "Please, Sir, can I speak?" That is how he was treated by his Government,
and Sir said no. Quite simply, the Minister for Minerals and Energy had not been invited to
speak. The Treasurer and a other members of the Labor Party were squibs. They would not
walk with the people. Let it be clearly understood that they would not be seen with the
people. Members opposite walked around the corridors peeping through the curtains like
naughty children, trying to see what was going on. A couple of them were even peeping over
the roof to see what the people of this State were concerned about. They would have seen
that the people of this State are totally opposed to the Australia Card legislation.
No slight was intended on Mr Parker but he was not invited to speak. The Premier was
invited to speak on behalf of the Government. However, he was not prepared to do so. I
know from the way this Government operates that we will hear squeals and howls for a long
time about how disappointed the Governent is. However, the simple truth is that the
Premier chose to have lunch with Lord McAlpine in preference to speaking to 20 000 people.
The fact is that he did not want to speak to the crowd because he was not prepared to tell
those ordinary Western Australians from every walk of life that he supports the Australia
Card. He bravely came in here and interjected on the member for East Mc4lv We by saying
that he supported the card. However, he was not keen to stand on the back of that truck and
tell Western Australians.

Not more than a month and a half ago, we heard the Prime Minister say over and over
again -- I got sick of seeing him on television, even though I do not watch it often -- that he
trusted the people and he believed in them. Now he will not even listen to them. His
Government and this State Government are arrogant and out of touch. They do not
understand the depth of feeling about this matter. Even if it calls that crowd today a noisy
minority or a funny coalition, it will pay the price for ignoring the will of the people. It is
trying to reduce our democracy through this Australia Card. I warn the Government that this
is still a democracy and in a democracy the will of the people prevails. The Goverrnent
knows as I know that it is not listening. It also knows that every member of the Labor Party
supports this legislation but they have not got the courage to stand up and say so. Again I
warn the Government that if it does not listen to the people it will not be the Government for
too much longer.
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Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Clarko.
TECHNOLOGY: COMPUTERS

Confidentiality: Grievance

MR COURT (Nedlands -- Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.34 pm]: My grievance of
which I have given notice today is directed to the acting Minister for [ndustry and
Technology. It relates to the confidentiality of information collected by the State
Government.

Mr Peter Dowding: Such as hospital records of the Minister for Health.

Mr COURT: The Minister should listen to what I have to say. He can grieve after I have
spoken.

In November 1984, the Minister read a ministerial statement concerning the establishment of
the Department of Computing and Information Technology, DOCIT, which would coordinate
computing information technology operations inside the Government. During that statement,
the Minister said that the I1980s were the years of the technology revolution in information.
That is correct. In the last 15 years there have been major breakthroughs in a whole range of
information technologies.

During his statement, the Minister spoke proudly about how the Government would upgrade
all of the Government computer systems. He referred to the Government's ability to collect
large amounts of information, to get that information out quickly, and to coordinate it and
make sure all the different departments had compatible systems. However, not once during
that statement did the Minister say anything about the safeguards that would be put in place
when the information explosion occurred.

At that time, the Opposition made it clear that, even though it would be wonderful to have
these new systems put in place, it was concerned that not once had the Minister mentioned
the necessary safeguards to protect the confidentiality of the information. In the light of
recent events, we believe that those safeguards should now have top priority because we have
seen the Government let large contracts for purchasing new computer systems and, at the
same time, we have watched the Government leak information causing great concern to the
citizens of this State.

Mr Peter Dowding: Are you referring to the Minister for Conservation and Land
Management?
Mr COURT: Allow me to speak.

Mr Peter Dowding: Don't avoid the question.

Mr COURT: I will cover that.
Mr Peter Dowding: You and your leader used the Minister for Health's private medical
records and you used Len Brush's stolen confidential financial records.
Mr COURT: What nonsense. The Minister has accused me of using stolen records. I have
never used stolen records. Any time [ have had to raise any matter in this House, I have done
so by using factual information.

Mr Peter Dowding: You are holier than thou.

Mr COURT: I do not like what the member is implying.

With the State's systems now being coordinated and made compatible, there is concern in the
community that information could be cross-referenced and huge files on individuals created.
It- is, therefore, one thing to allow this great explosion-of information technology but another
to safeguard that information.

Our concerns have been highlighted further in recent years by the fact that so many of the
Government's political advisers are now holding senior positions in Government
departments. Many of those positions are politically sensitive and those people will have
access to huge amounts of information about individuals. Yesterday, we expressed our
concemn about the appointment of someone to the position of Commissioner of Corporate
Affairs, which would be one of the most sensitive positions in this State. We are concerned
that, with all of the information available to him and with the types of computing systems
being introduced, he will find himself in a very precarious position. I believe that if the
Government believes it is politically opportune, it will place pressure on himn to release
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certain information. The Minister proudly spoke about the new system but refused to
mention the safeguards. However, he said that safeguards would be the Government's first
priority. I believe that the Minister and the Minister for Health would agree with me that,
with this type of information available, it is absolutely imperative that the safeguards be put
in place.

People have become very concerned that certain private derails have been released in recent
weeks. The example that has caused the most concern has been the leaking of information
about the President of the Liberal Party, in which case information from the Teachers Credit
Society and the SEC were used by Ministers in this place. To this very day the Government
has refused to tell us how it got that information.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! I will not tolerate that behaviour from any side. I shall get very
angry if members persist- I will not accept a situation where a member sits and tries to shout
over the person on his feet. It is unparliamentary, undignified and ill mannered.

Mr COURT: Thbank you, Mr Speaker. The Government has refused to say how it received
that information about the transactions with the SEC.
Mr Peter Dowding: There is no evidence that it came from any confidential source.
Mr COURT: Where did it come from? It is all very well for the Government to say that the
information did not come from the SEC; that is what worries us. This is the point of my
grievance; the Government thinks it is clever to release private and confidential banker-client
information and break that very important trust that has traditionally been in the system. We
are asking where that information came from. In reply to a question the Government said
that it did not come from the SEC.
The last point I make is that the rally today was not just a warning to the Federal and State
Governments about the Australia Card and the principle of an identity card. It was part of a
growing concern in the community about the confidentiality of private details oft individuals
in this State.

Mrs Buchanan: Was it necessary to threaten violence to the Premier?
Mr COURT: Who threatened violence?
Mrs Buchanan: Part of the crowd rocked his car and threw things at him.

Several members interjected.

Mr COURT: It was the best behaved crowd one could find anywhere. They were trying to
indicate to the State and Federal Governments. their concern that Governments have these
huge information banks. As the information technology exercise explodes in the private and
Government sectors -- I am referring to the Government sector now -- we want to ensure the
security of that information. I am sure the Minister will agree with me. I hope that we shall
not have a repeat of the exercise when the Minister and the Premier released details of an
individual's investment.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie -- Minister for Health) [4.43 pm]: I have great pleasure in
replying to the grievance from the member for Nedlands, acting as I am for the Deputy
Premier. I hasten to say that I am not acting as Deputy Premier.
Some of the points raised by the member for Nedlands are valid and all of us share his
concern that informnation held by Government departments and agencies should not be readily
available to people who could use it for purposes of which none of us would approve. There
is no better way to illustrate how that information could be used in the worst possible way
than to refer to what happened in this House in the last session of Parliament in relation to the
Opposition's use of the medical records of the former Minister for Health, the now Minister
for Conservation and Land Management. I said in that debate the day it was introduced by
the member for Cottesloe that I could think of nothing more personal or more confidential to
any one of us than our medical records. Yet in an attempt to embarrass the then Minister for
Health and the Government, someone chose to steal the medical records of the Minister from
Frenmantle Hospital, or wherever they were stored, and make them available to the member
for Cottesloe. I know that the person who had those records, whoever it was, hawked them
around from one newspaper to another seeking to have those medical records displayed to the
public.
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Mr Court: What evidence do you have?

Mr TAYLOR: I have a lot of evidence. It is to the good credit of some of the people
involved in our media that they chose not to become involved. I know thar the Western Mail
was offered those records because one of its reporters rang me before the matter was raised in
this House asking whether I wanted to comment on the matter. I talked to that reporter about
my concern that something like that should have been allowed to happen. To give that
reporter credit, the matter went no further. The person with the records then went to another
newspaper and tried the same stunt and, again, those reporters did not take it any further. But
the person decided that surely someone would want to use that stolen information and he
went to the member for Cortesloe, who was more than happy to use the medical records in
the way he chose to use themn.

The member for Cottesloe had put some questions on the Notice Paper to me as Minister for
Health; one of them was held over and I decided I did not have the information available to
me to answer the question before the Parliament rose in the last session. [ wrote to the
member for Cottesloe and gave him the answer he sought. I also wrote to the member for
Cottesloc and told him of my genuine personal concern about the use of those medical
records.

It is fine for the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to stand and carry on about the use of stolen
records and what might happen to records held by Government agencies, when he chose to
support the actions of the member for Cotcesloe in using the stolen medical records of the
former Minister for Health. If it was good enough for him to support those actions, it is nor
good enough for him to stand in this Chamber today and carry on the way he did about the
use of records. There is no justification whatsoever for using medical records in that way. Is
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition trying to tell me that because the Minister was
responsible for the introduction of Medicare, that justified using those records? Is that
sufficient justification?

Mr Court: You do not need medical records to know that the Minister for Health jumped the
queue.

Mr TAYLOR: Of course, the member will not answer because he knows it is not sufficient
justification. [ would like him to tell me in this House here and now whether he would refuse
to use stolen records produced to him in an attempt to embarrass a member of the
Govemnment or any other individual.

Mr Court: I have never used stolen records and I will not use them. I also give a
commnitment that I would not jump a queue that F created.
Mr TAYLOR: Would you always refuse to use stolen documents?

Mr Court: [ have made that commitment, now you give us the answers. Where did you get
that information from?
Mr TAYLOR: What about the Leader of the Opposition, the member for Mt Lawley, and the
member for Cottesloe -- now that he has entered the Chamber -- giving the same
commitmnent? Would they use those records in that way again?

Mr Hassell: What records?

Mr TAYLOR: The medical records of the former Minister for Health.

Several members interjected.

Mr TAYLOR: It was one of the most despicable things I have ever witnessed. It is an
absolute disgrace ever to use such records. Once again, I ask the member for Cottesloe
whether he would refuse to use the. medical records containing personal, private and
confidential informnation belonging to any individual in our society. I ask whether he would
choose to use the medical records of the former Minister for Health in that way again.

Mr Hassell: I will show up your cheating colleagues any day of the week. The man who
introduced Medicare cheated on Medicare, and you know it.
Mr TAYLOR: We have there the man who chose today to lead the rnuch against the
Australia Card because he is a great civil libertarian in Western Australia, yet two or three
hours later he is prepared to say here that be would use again the medical records of any
member of this Parliament if he believed that he could embarrass that member. That is an
absolute disgrace, an absolute hypocrisy.
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Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr TAYLOR: I think we all realise the hypocritical position of the member for Cottesloe in
this entire matter, but I must give a bit of credit to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
because at least he made a commitment in this House that he would not use stolen records if
they were made available to him.

Mr Court: How about telling us why you let out that information about the SEC and the
Teachers Credit Society?

Mr TAYLOR: I have no knowledge whatsoever as to where that information camne from,
except to say that the Opposition members could best look among their own ranks and at
those in their party who chose, for whatever reason, to bring about the downfall of their
president. We saw just how much respect the President of the Liberal Parry has in Liberal
Party ranks at their conference the other day, when after that conference they ended up
having a fist fight at Observation City to try to sort out some of their differences.

Several members interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: Returning to the essence of the matter raised by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, I agree with him that in fact special attention has to be paid to the records that are
held by every Government agency. I can assure the member for Nedlands that if I as
Minister for Health ever found out the person who stole or made available to the member for
Cottesloe the medical records of the former Minister for Health, I would run that person into
the ground through the courts with the greatest pleasure.
Mr Court:, In that case, you are going to have to take your Premier and the Leader of the
House through the courts on the SEC business, and that will be an interesting experience.
Mr TAYLOR: If I find anyone else, they also will appear before the courts, because there is
no doubt that Government agencies at State level do hold highly confidential information on
people, and it is most important that this information not be made available to the public or,
indeed, to members of the Opposition.

MULTICULTURAL AND ETHNIC AFFAIRS
Racist Posters: Grievance

MR DONOVAN (Morley-Swan) f4.54 pml: My grievance is directed to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services, and Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs. While it is not my
intention to inflame this House any further this afternoon, my grievance is associated with the
grossly inflammatory posters that ame appearing in my electorate, and also in other areas of
the Perth metropolitan area. I amn particularly sensitive to this kind of publication. In fact, it
reminds me -- and it is probably very reminiscent to other members -- of the sort of
propaganda that was at work in this State prior to the 1983 election and beyond, associated
with Aboriginal development and political aspirations, and particularly the land rights
movement. I am referring to posters which made claims about 46 per cent of this State being
black under Labor, about the book Red over Black, and the author of that book being paraded
throughout this State.

I think what is happening at present, and utilising as the campaign does the public facilities of
Telecom, the SEC, Transperth, and so on, is probably as dangerous and as inflammatory -- if
not more so -- as the propaganda put about during the 1983 election. The posters I am
referring to are the ones that say, "400 jobs lost; 400 immigrants." One sees that poster
plastered around the Perth metropolitan area.
As of this week, another poster has appeared which strongly inflames me, as members will
appreciate, because of my personal history and military affiliation. This poster is being
distributed throughout my electorate of Morley-Swan and in the eastern suburbs, and it
appeals to the Anzac tradition and calls upon the Anzac spirit. The poster says that the rate of
immnigration that is going on now, with the Asians and Europeans and everybody else, is
directly undermining the freedom for which the Anzacs fought. That is a pretty disturbing
and horrendous approach to adopt. Unlike some of the earlier posters that were plastered
around the metropolitan area, these posters are clearly written by the Australian Nationalist
Movement. The movement is not apologising for it any more; there is no pretence about it; it
has stamped the posters with the name of its organisation.
I ask the Minister what potential there is, since the posters are now clearly identified as
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emanating from the Australian Nationalists Movement, for the prosecution of those people
for the offence they are committing, even though the actual offence with which they could be
charged, given the state of our legislation at present, may be no more serious than one of
defacing public facilities. I suppose there is some private litigation that Transperth, the SEC
and Telecom midght be induced to take in relation to the defacement of their properties.

I am particularly sensitive to this sort of issue -- as I think members and the Minister would
appreciate -- when it is considered that one-third of the electoral population of
Morley-Swan -- that is, the enrolled voters -- were born overseas, If we included their
children, and therefore second generation people, the proportion would be much larger than
that. Those people come from many countries around the world: The United Kingdom,
Ireland, Italy, Asia, India, Yugoslavia, and many other countries. I wonder what it is like for
those people, who have heard so much about the Australian Anzac tradition of comradeship
and a fair go, when they wander down to their bus stop to catch their 7.30 am or 7.45 am bus
to go to work, to find the Australian Nationalists Movement telling them to get lost in the
interests of the Anzac tradition.

The economic contribution of those people to this State and to the country has been quite
substantial. Immigrants of all ethnic origins have been prominent in business; they have been
prominent in the professions; they have been prominent in the work force. As I often like to
remind people, our tradition of Asian labour particularly goes right back to the foundations of
ths State; it goes back to the pearling industry; it goes back to the mining industry; and it
goes back to agriculture. The social and cultural contribution to this State of our imruigrants
and ethnic groups is also well-established and well-appreciated by all, it seems, other than
those lunatic extremists in the Australian Nationalists Movement. The contributions that
immigrants have made in the social sphere in my electorate are quite noteworthy. Two of the
local government authorities in the Morley-Swan area are headed by people of ethnic origin.
I refer to the Mayor of the City of Bayswater and the President of the Shire of Swan, both of
whom have made magnificent contributions to this State - -

Mr Lewis: What about the Lord Mayor of Perth? He is of ethnic origin.

Mr DONOVAN: I am not talking about the Lord Mayor of Perth; I am talking about some of
the inflamnmatory literature which is appearing in this State. If members opposite want to
interject, they might be reminded of the inflammatory literature that 'they were associated
with in respect of Aborigines in the early 1980s.

I ask the Minister, in conjunction with the Comnmonwealth, to examine the possibility of
prosecution. I suppose that would mean consulting with his colleagues, particularly with his
Federal colleagues, to see whether there is any offence created in this latest set of posters,
whether they might somehow or other have contravened a Federal Act. If there were such an
offence, I would certainly urge the Minister to encourage prosecution. Lastly, I ask the
Minister to request the Retrmed Servicemen's League to condemn the misuse of the Anzac
tradition of "a fair go" by these extremists, who have used that tradition in a way which has
nothing to do with patriotism and nothing to do with the best interests of this State.

MR GORDON HILL (Helena -- Minister for Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs) [5.03 pm): I
appreciate the concern expressed by the member for Morley-Swan. I share that concern with
him; and that is a matter of public record. On many occasions I have commrented on the
actions of Mr van Tongeren and the Australian Nationalists Movement. I have addressed
some of the points the member for Morley-Swan raised and I have canvassed my views
through the media and in this place on previous occasions. I previously suggested that it
might be appropriate to look at some form of legislation against incitement to racial hatred. I
canvassed that question with the members of various ethnic communities, with the
Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs Commission, and with the Equal Opportunities Commission
of Western Australia; I have also asked the Federal Attorney General to look at some form of
legislation which could apply nationally. As I understand it, this is being examined; certainly
it has been examined by the Equal Opportunities Commiss ion in recent times and the
commission has produced a report for the Premier which, I understand, is under
consideration.

The difficulty with a proposal to legislate against incitement to racial hatred is that it raises
questions about the impact on freedom of speech. In addition, it might well open up a can of
worms that might be extremely difficult for Governments to act upon. The principal
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difficulty is to ensure that the fundamental principle of democracy -- the principle of freedom
of speech -- is protected. Legislation enacted in many other jurisdictions around the world
has failed to address this very matter, legislation has failed to come to terms with the whole
question of incitement to racial hatred because of the restrictions that this principle imposes
upon it. As Voltaire said, "I disapprove of what you say, but I will defend to the death your
right to say it." That principle is a cornerstone of our democracy and it needs to be protected.
Legislation has been enacted in countries comparable with Australia; for example, legislation
has been in place in New Zealand since 1911 but action can only be taken with the consent of
the Attorney General. In 1978 the position of' racial conciliator was established; that person
deals with allegations of incitement to racial hatred but the effectiveness of that position is
not yet known. Certainly the effectiveness of the original legislation has been established, as
it has with legislation introduced in the United Kingdom. I understand that that legislation is
quite extensive; however, the tendency is to convict only where there are overtones of
violence or where there is the potential for violence. In addition, the Canadian criminal code
had inserted into it in 1977 a section which related to incitement to racial hatred but this
section is little used. As I said, other countries have simnilar legislation, including.
interestingly enough, South Africa, but the legislation in that place is used -- as members
night imagine - quite selectively.

A futher area which is worthy of consideration by the Government is the question of group
defamation. This area needs to be carefully addressed. The Australian Nationalists
Movement has conducted a campaign that I believe is extremely racist and despicable. There
is an argument that it has attempted, through its extremist elements, to impose a real threat to
democracy in this Stare. It has attempted to create an atmosphere conducive to racial
violence and it has caused fear, alarm. and concern among the various ethnic groups to which
it has addressed its campaign. In particular I refer to the Asian communities. In 1981
Australia was a signatory to the international covenant on political and civil rights. That
covenant quite clearly expressed and recognised a link between racist propaganda and
discrimination. As Australia is a signatory to chat covenant, there ought to be some
consideration of actions which could be taken at the national level against the Australian
Nationalists Movement as a result of its campaign.

As the member for Morley-Swan clearly indicated, the ethnic communities in Western
Australia comprise roughly a quarter of the State's population -- that is, People of non-
English speaking backgrounds comprise 25 per cent of the State's population -- and those
comnmunities have made an enormous contribution to the economic weDl being of Western
Australia. Those communities have contributed enormously in terms of improving the
lifestyle of all Western Australians, because of their cultural contribution to this State. In
recognition of that contribution, we have the Equal Opportunities Commission and the
Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs Commission, both of which were established by this
Government in an attempt to provide a voice for those communities directly to Government.

That voice, via those bodies and on behalf of those communities, has expressed concern
about this campaign to the Government, and has been discussing ways in which it may be
counteracted. Those matters are being addressed by the State Government at the moment.

I remind the House that this needs to be dealt with very cautiously because it is difficult to
address the question of legislation, particularly against incitement to racial hatred, because of
the potential threat against that cornerstone of democracy -- the right to freedom of speech.
However, there are other legislative provisions which can and have been used in recent times
to protect the interests of those communities. Section 54 of the Police Act can be used
against people who are acting in a manner constituting disorderly conduct. It can be argued, I
suppose, that racist remarks by the Australian Nationalists Movement amount to disorderly
conduct- The Police Act has been used in recent times. I am aware that a number of people
have been charged under that Act when found placing the placards, to which the member
refers, in public places. The Act has been used and will continue to be used by the
Commissioner of Police, who recently informed me that the police are very active in keeping
an eye out for any such offence- The offence requires members of the Australian Nationalists
Movement, or anyone else for that matter, being caught actually putting posters in place. I
amf not sure that it is possible to take action against the Australian Nationalists Movement
membership as a whole simply because it has its name on the posters. There is a section of
the Criminal Code which addresses the question of defamation, but that cannot be taken by
groups. In any event, the provisions in that section of the Criminal Code may be ineffective
in looking after the interests of the ethnic community as a whole.
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I join with the member for Morley-Swan in expressing concern. I ask the RSL to indicate its
interest in trying to protect the position of the Anzacs in Australia and joining with the
Government in criticising the Australian Nationalists Movement, and taking whatever action
it can to prevent the use of the Antzacs; in this campaign.

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS
Incinerator: Grievance

MR SCHELL (Mt Marshall) [5.13 pm): My grievance is to the Minister for Environment
and concerns the short-sightedness of the Environmental Protection Authority in its appraisal
and recommendation of the Koolyanobbing site for a PCB incinerator. The EPA has shown
little concern for the wheat industry. Recent scares about chemical residues in Australian
beef should surely have underlined the need for the utmost care in preventing the
contamination of our agricultural produce. The grain industry is in a fragile state and our
international competitors would, I am sure, be pleased if Australian wheat was found to have
even a minute trace of PCB contamination. If the proposal to establish a PCB incinerator at
Koolyanobbing goes ahead, it will mean that the incinerator will be operating only 20
kilometres from the nearest wheat field. Given that the prevailing winds in the area are hrorn
the south east, there has to be a risk, particularly from atmospheric emissions from the plant.
I do not know if the Minister and the members here are aware of how strong those winds
blow in the eastern wheatbeli. One of the submissions in the report from the EPA regarding
the prevailing winds says --

The prevailing winds in the area are easterly and are capable of moving dust for
miles, possibly causing environmental damage. It was thought that a closer
examination of prevailing wind patterns ought to be undertaken.

In the findings there was no mention of this and the only requirement is a two kilometre
buffer zone around the bumner. It would need only a slight puff of wind to blow the smoke
from the top of the stack over several kilometres. Knowing the way the winds blow in the
eastern wheatbelt, I am sure that these emissions could be blown anything up to 100 or 200
kilom-etres.

The SPEAKER: There appears to be a debate adjourned by you on precisely this subject. Is
it true that there is a motion currently on the Notice Paper on this matter?

Mr SCHELL: I have a motion on the Notice Paper calling for a portable incinerator to be
established to burn PCBs. My debate today concerns the effect of the PCB incinerator at
Koolyanobbing on the environment -- in other words, on the agricultural industry.

The SPEAKER: The motion quite clearly says --

That the State Government abandon its plans to establish a P.C.B. incinerator at
Koolyanobbing and adopt, as a policy, the disposal of P.C.B.'s where they are
currently stored, by means of a mobile incinerator...

My view is that you are dealing with that very same argument with your grievance. I cannot
see how you can differentiate the two. If you can, I will let you proceed, but you will have to
convince me that what you are saying now is somewhat different from the motion that stands
in your name on the Notice Paper.

Mr SC HELL: The motion states --

That the State Government abandon its plans to establish a P.C.B. incinerator at
Koolyanobbing and adopt, as a policy, the disposal of P.C.B.'s where they are
currently stored, by means of a mobile incinerator so that --

(a) the risk of accidental spillage in transporting the P.C.B. to the incinerator is
eliminated,

(b) there is no basis upon which the Koolyanobbing area can be developed into a
national waste disposal centre.

My debate today is based on the effect of the emissions from the PCB plant on the
environment.

Point of Order

Mr HASSELL: Mr Speaker, there are two bases on which it is suggested you might consider
notrunling the grievance out of order. In the first place, I refer to Standing Order No 178
which says no question shall be proposed. This is not a question being proposed, it refers to
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a grievance being taken. The second point I submit, on stronger ground, refers again to
Standing Order No 178 which says no question shall be proposed which is the same in
substance as any question which, during the same session, has been resolved in the
affirmative or negative. The motion on the Notice Paper which was adjourned by the
member has not been resolved in the affirmative or the negative. It has not been dealt with in
full although it might have been debated in part. I submit on this point of order that the
Standing Order does not rule this grievance our of order.
The SPEAKER: It is not my intention to stop the member, or any other member, from
raising any subject that he wishes to raise. I appreciate the points raised by the member for
Cottesloe and thank him for them. I am inclined at ths stage, on this subject, to accept the
member's word that the subject matter which he is canvassing now is somewhat different --
although only a trifle perhaps -- from the motion which he has on the Notice Paper.
However, I caution other members who may wish to raise such matters in the future, that if
they have a matter on the Notice Paper about a particular subject, that is the correct place to
address it, not in other debates which are going on at ocher times.

Grievance Resumed
Mr SCHELL: We all know the ramifications of chemicals being found in our export beef
and how it affected the market. That market could have been even more greatly affected.
Our wheat industry at the moment is extremely fragile. It may be that emfissions from the
PCB plant will nor have any great effect; they may be in minute quantities and incapable of
being detected on the produce. However, if our trading partners are aware of it, and if in
future this chemnical is found to be more dangerous in minute quantities than we are presently
aware, them is a great risk that the wheat industry of this State could be severely damaged as
a result of this plant being sited at Koolyanobbing adjacent to wheat growing areas. I
understand a group of business people in Kalgoorlie would be happy to have a waste disposal
plant at a site far enough away from built-up areas to develop an industry. Ifthe plant were
sited elsewhere in the vast interior of the State or somewhere in the remote areas there would
not be the same danger to the agricultural industries as there would be in having it at
Koolyanobbing.

I understand there is a company involved in rare earth production at Pinjarra, Rhone Poulenc,
whichi also wishes to dispose of radioactive waste in tis area. This is having quite an effect
on the people of the Yi~garn and adjacent areas. They feel they are being picked on as a
waste disposal centre for the nation. The recommendation in the EPA report that rail be the
means of transporting PCBs could lead to an industry being developed to dispose of waste
material from all over the country. I know the recommendation does not point to that, but it
could develop. A future Administration could change the agreement.
I recommend to the Government that it look further than this environmental report I have
here and rake into consideration the effect that burning PCBs will have on the agricultural
areas due to the prevailing winds, and the potential damage this could do to our markers and
also to the people of the Yilgarrr and adjacent districts. The Government should also consider
the economic ramifications it would have on those people.
MR HODG E (Melville -- Minister for Environment) [5.25 pm]: It is reasonably difficult for
me to respond in any detail to the member because the EPA recommendations were made to
me only last Friday, and as the member would know there is a statutory two-week appeal
period. If people wish to appeal against the EPA's recommendations, they appeal to me, so it
is difficult for me to engage in a detailed debate while at the same time being in a position of
having to determ-ine any appeals which may be lodged. I hope members appreciate that that
is the difficult position I am in when I seek to try to respond to some of the points raised.

I am surprised at the amount of attention the member for Mr Marshall has sought to focus on
this matter because he has expressed concern about alarning international purchasers of
Australian wheat. By raising this matter so publicly as he has done in the media recently he
appears to be going out of his way to focus publicity on the unlikely event of some sort of
contamination occurring to the wheat. It seems strange if the member is genuinely concerned
about alarming possible wheat purchasers that he keeps focusing attention on this point.

Mr Stephens: Did you say the incineration process is quite safe?

Mr HODGE: I am going to give a rugsum,6 of what is in the report. I am not qualified to say
whether it is safe or unsafe. The State's expert body, the EPA, in which I have confidence,
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has said a number of things but the most important is that it has recommended that it is an
ideal site for the incineration. It has stated that 99.9999 per cent of PCBs will be incinerated
in that device.

Mr Cowan: We are talking about parts per million.

Mr HODGE: Does the Leader of the National Party want to hear my comments?

Mr Cowan: Yes, but I want to point out that it is one thing to talk about percentage points
and another to talk about parts per million as people do when referring to residues. You have
to remember that a minute trace is sufficient to determine that a product is no longer suitable
for sale.

Mr HODGE: The point I was going to make, which takes into account the point raised by the
Leader of the National Party, is that in the event of a minute amount of residue coming out of
the incinerator there is a buffer zone around it. The incinerator is sited on the sort of ground
which is geologically most stable and suitable, so there is no possibility of a minute amount
of PCBs, should it get out, getting into the groundwater or polluting nearby farming areas.
Internationally it is agreed that a 2kmn buffer zone around this type of plant is more than
adequate. I am told the nearest farm. is over 20kmn away.

Mr Cowan: It is right in the middle of station country.

Mr HODGE: We are talking about wheat. The EPA has adopted a world standard of a 2km
buffer zone, then there is 20 km to the nearest farm, 53kmn to Southern Cross, and 5km to
Koolyanobbing. This site appears to be ideal because of its geologically suitable ground.
There is no water for pollution to occur, it has rail access, and it has electricity. These are all
things in its favour. The member for Mt Marshall seemed to be saying he had no confidence
in the EPA. I want to reassure the Parliament that the Government has full confidence in the
EPA. We believe it has never worked better than it is working at present.

A public environmental report was prepared by the Health Department in consultation with
an expert firm of consultants. The PER was open for public comment and for a period of
about 10 or 12 weeks from 12 January to 20 March. There were 61 submissions from the
public.

This has been very closely scrutinised. The PER was prepared by the Health Department of
Western Australia in consultation with an expert outside firm of consultants. It has been
scrutinised by the State's Environmental Protection Authority, which has access to some of
the best scientists in the State. It has been the object of public scrutiny, and 61 public
submissions on the PER have been made to the EPA. In addition to that, the
recommendations from the EPA are again open for public appeal. There is a two-week
period, which commenced last Friday, for submissions to be made to the EPA. It is open to
the member for Mt Marshall and to any of his constituents to present fresh evidence in the
form of an appeal.

I give the member for Mt Marshall an assurance that all the appeals will be closely
scrutinised and studied and, if necessary, further expert advice obtained on the matters raised
before the Goverrnent makes its decision. The Goverment will make the final decision,
and if it gives the go ahead it will do so, subject to conditions which will be fair and
reasonable.

Of course, the Government will take expert advice on all these matters. I hope my comments
have gone some of the way to reassuring the member for Mt Marshall. I sincerely believe
that it is not in the member's best interests or in the interests of his constituents to continue
debating this matter through the media. I do not think it is serving his purpose or the
Government's purpose. If he still has fears and concerns, I suggest that he approaches the
EPA a1nd asks through the chairman if he may speak -with senior officers to raise these points-
and to receive expert advice from them.

[Questions taken.]
Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm

AUSTRALIA CARD

Legal Advice: Motion
MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) [7.30 pm]: [ move --

That this House requests the Government to seek from its most senior legal advisors
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and from independent counsel if necessary advice as to the constitutional validity of
the proposal by the Government of the Commrronwealth of Australia to introduce a
national identity carc/surveillance system known as the "Australia Card"; and that it
publish the advice received; and that pending the receipt and publication of the advice
the Government decline to enter into any agreement or understanding that it will make
any State records, including in particular the register of Births, Deaths and Marriages,
available to the Commonwealth or any of its departments or instrumentalities to
facilitate introduction of the Australia Card system.

In moving that motion I am now aware of the fact that it has been disclosed in Canberra
today that the Australia Card legislation before the Commonwealth Parliament contains a
serious flaw which allows the whole intention of the legislation to be defeated on the basis of
a technicalicy. However, I want to make the important point that even if the technicality
raised by the Opposition in Canberra is found to be valid, and I have no doubt it is, there will
still be a serious issue to be contested, and it is still1 necessary for those of us who are greatly
concerned about the Australia Card to continue to fight to have the legislation withdrawn and
ensure that no such legislation is ever brought forward again.

Firstly, let me explain simnpiy the deficiency in the legislation that has been uncovered by the
Federal Opposition. It is not hard to understand, but I think it is desirable to put it on the
record. The Bill which the Comnmonwealth is pursuing contains a definitions clause which
refers to two important dates. The first relevant day means a day declared by the regulations
to be the first relevant day for the purposes of the part, not being a day that is earlier than
1 March 1989. The other definition is of the second relevant day which means a day declared
by the regulations to be the second relevant day for the purposes of the part, being a day that
is later than the first relevant day and later than 30 June 1990.
Those definitions are contained in clause 32 of the Commonwealth Bill. The dates are
significant. The first relevant day is on or after 1 March 1989 and the second relevant day is
on or after 30 June 1990. What is the significance of that? It is to be found in a later clause
of the Commonwealth eml, clause 40, which says that a financial institution, which includes
all the banks, shall not on or after the first relevant day accept deposit money etc unless the
bank has seen the person's Australia Card. That puts it in layman's terms. It goes on to say
that a financial institution shall not after the second relevant day repay money that is
deposited. So there is a simple situation that somewhere between I March 1.989 and 30 June
1990, or some later date, every Australian will have to produce his or her Australia Card to
their bank.

The particular dates are to be determined by regulation. The Federal parliamentary Liberal
and National Parties have pointed out that the particular dates that start and end the period are
to be determined by regulation, and those regulations can be disallowed by either House of
the Federal Parliament. The Federal Government can go to the barricades with the Australia
Card legislation and have a committee of the Senate. At the end of the period of the
committee's operations the Senate can throw out the Bill because the Senate Committee will
receive an overwhelming public response. I can assure members now that People Against the
Australia Card will make sure that significant submissions are made to that committee, if it is
established, against the Australia Card. The Senate can then reject the Australia Card
legislation and there will be a joint sitting of the House of Representatives and the Senate. In
that joint sitting the Labor Party, which has the numbers but not the support -- by no means
all Labor Party members support the Australia Card -- will be able to pass this obnoxious
piece of legislation. The Minister will then start to put the legislation into operation and the
Senate will disallow the regulations declaring the relevant days, and a sizeable proportion of
the critical parts of the Australia Card Bill will fall to the ground.

There will be no first relevant date and no second relevant date. The legislation will be left
high and dry as it relates to dealings with the banks. Under those circumstances, it will be
possible for people like me to survive without an Australia Card whereas, of course, if there
is a first relevant date and a second relevant date it will be just about impossible because
ordinary people cannot survive without a bank account. All of the provisions relating to
banking, bank accounts, and financial institutions, including finance companies, banks,
building societies, and credit unions, will be totally ineffective.

What a red letter day it has been. A total of 40 000 people walked up the hill to Parliament
House today to declare their opposition to this legislation.
Mr Thomas: A 50-fold exaggeration.
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Mr HASSELL: It is a pleasure to see the member for Welshpool smiling. It is the first timne
he has smiled since he has been in this place.
Mr Clarke: He smiled when he was about three weeks old, but that was wind.
Mr HASSELL: The member for Kaninyup is very good. I do not know whether the member
for Welshpool knows, but he is generally known around the corridors of this place as "the
cadaver" because be always looks so serious. It is nice to see him smile, especially in the face
of adversity. It is a great quality.
Mr MacKinnon. He might be one of the 12 over there who did not want the Bill. I heard chat
12 did not want it.
Mr HIASSELL: I think the Leader of the Opposition is being conservative. I believe there
are a lot more than 12 who do not want the Bill and, as every day goes by, chore are more of
them who do not want it. Mr Speaker is nodding his head. He is very worried about this Bill.
There were a tremendous number of people from Rockinghamn in the walk today.
The SPEAKER: The people from Rockingham love their member.
Mr HASSELL: I am sure they do. However, I am sure a proportion of them are probably
nice but misguided. I believe I should tell you, Mr Speaker, that they do not love the
Australia Card and I believe you should remember that.
Mr Clarko: He got into this Parliament on the donkey factor and he knows the donkey factor
is running vowy strongly towards the ID card.
Mr HASSELL: The member for Kaninyup is very perceptive in these matters.
Mr Thomas: Were there more or less today than attended the section 54B rally?
Mr HASSELL: On "State Affair" tonight it was said that I introduced section 54B. I
inherited it, as I mentioned before.
Mr Peter Dowding: You fully supported it.

Mr HASSELL: I would not deny that.
Mr Peter Dowding: I am glad you did not deny it. Would you support it today?
Mr HASSELL: No, because I think the present legislation is better. That floored the
Minister, did it not?
In reply to what the member for Welshpool said in relation to more or fewer marching in the
section 548 rally, I do not think chat he asked the right question. Whether the crowd was
bigger or smaller does not matter. What matters is that section 54B did not stop the rally that
he is talking about and never sought to. No public demonstration ever was stopped by
section 54B.
Mrs Buchanan: What about Karratha?
Mr HASSELL: I repeat: No rally was ever stopped by section 54B.
Mr MacKinnon: We did not let John O'Connor off charges that were properly laid; we did
not interfere with the law.
Mr HASSELL: I do not think it does us any good to live in the past. The fact is that, today,
Western Australia is not confronted with an argument about section 54B. It is confronted
with an argument about the Australia Card Bill which is obviously not supported by the vast
majority of the Australian people. That is the issue. The Government can say what it likes
about the past, but it does not matter. It certainly does not trouble me.
Mrs Buchanan: Does it trouble you that today the Premrier was attacked in thar way?
Mr HASSELL: I stated the position on that clearly. Was not the rneniber for Pilbara-in the
House?
Mrs Buchanan: I was heme and I was here also when the Premier related to the House exactly
what happened to him. I do not think that was a good thing.
Mr Peter Dowding: Who from your side of the House supplied the eggs?
Mr HASSELL: That is a silly question. This is an important motion. It should be
understood that what we are talking about is that, as of today, the signs are clear that the
Australian people do not support an identification or surveillance system. I believe it is
necessary to plc on the record once again for the benefit of the member for Pilbara the fact
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that the People Against the Australia Card movement do not support, condone, or endorse
any unlawful activity in relation to their unm-itigated opposition to the Australia Card
legislation. That includes the fact that the People Against the Australia Card movement do
not support any form of violence against the Premier of this State.

Mrs Buchanan: You have to adrmit that it happened as a result of the walk today.

Mr HAS SELL: I do not admit that.

Mr Thomas:. Does the movement support civil disobedience?

Mr HASSELL: The member knows it does not. The member for Welshpool has been
chirping on about civil disobedience for a long time. About a week ago he tried desperately
to get me to say that I supported it. I do not support any unlawful activity in my unequivocal
and unqualified opposition to the Australia Card.

Mr Court: That was made clear at the public meeting today.

Mr HASSELL: Yes, indeed it was made clear at the public meeting today by our spokesman,
Professor Martyn Webb.

I have answered the question raised by the member for Pilbara. I want it on the record that
the movement which 1, as a convener, am part of, does not endorse unlawful activity.

Mrs Buchanan: What about the time Senator Vallentine, who is pant of your movement,
came into this House and dismupted it.

Mr HASSELL: She did.

Mr Court: That was terrible.

Mr HAS SELL: I did not support that.

Mrs Buchanan: She is part of your group.

Several members interjected.

Mr HASSELL: I suggest to the member for Pilbara that she read the Bible and she will
discover that it clearly states that even sinners can do good works. That is the answer I give
on this issue.

On the Australia Card issue all sorts of people have come together and have said, "Although
we have differences of great substance, we do not differ on our belief in the liberty of the
Australian people and we will not support the Australia Card." The member for Pilbara has
had her answer. It was a clear answer and there are no qualifications to it. Let us forget
about it and get on with the real substance of this motion.
The substance of this motion is a call by members in this House to the Commonwealth
Goverrnent not to go along with the Australia Card before it is upheld as a valid law because
there is every reason to doubt whether the Australia Card is, or could be, a valid law. There
is every reason to question whether it is a piece of legislation which is constitutionally
supported.

If the member for Pilbara and other members on the Government side of the House --

Mrs Buchanan: I am being very quiet now. [ thought you had made your point.

Mr HASSELL: I am sorry.
Mr Peter Dowding: I do not think you have your heart in this motion; you are not doing it
very well.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr HASSELL: I wish that Government members, whether or not they support the Australia
Card Bill. would try to understand what Australian constitutional law is about. The fact is
that the Australian Constitution was a political agreement between six colonies to form a
compact. Those colonies agreed between themselves, as part of the political process, that
they would grant to the Commonwealth of Australia certain powers and they defined those
powers in a document now called the Constitution. The Constitution was a schedule to an
Act of the British Parliament and it set out the powers granted to the Commonwealth. The
legal position is that the Commonwealth has no power over the people of Australia, other
than those which are enumerated in the Constitution.
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If members read the Constitution of the Commonwealth of Australia they will find that
nowhere on any page, section, or subsection1 will they find any reference to an Australia Card
or anything like an Australia Card. There is no reference to anything in the Constitution that
would give the Commonwealth the power to require Australian people to have a card which
bears their digitised photograph and digitised signatur as a basis for living in our
community. It was never intended that the Commonwealth would have power to do such a
thing. This motion is asking the State Government to refuse to cooperate with the
Commonwealth Government unless, and until, the law has been established as a valid law.
There is every reason to doubt that the Australia Card Bill is constitutionally valid. As I have
said in this House before, it is an ironical situation to have a Government which is purporting
to stop people who are cheating on their tax and to stop those people who are cheating on
social welfare doing so by means of a Bill which cheats the Constitution, because this Bill is
not authorised by the Commnonwealth Constitution.

Mr Peter Dowding: What a load of rubbish.

Mr HASSELL: As I have explained, and as the Minister who keeps interjecuing with his
monologic remarks knows, the only way in which the Constitution can uphold the Australia
Card Bill is if the provisions of the Constitution are subverted. The Government is cheating
because it knows that it has no constitutional power to introduce it. What the Government is
seeking to do is to misuse powers in order to introduce this legislation through the back door.

The truth is that the legislation which the Commonwealth Government is now considering, is
legislation which was never contemplated as being authorised by the Commonwealth
Constitution. That is the reason the Australia Card Bill does not purport to make, to having,
or the holding, or an application for an Australia Card compulsory. The Federal Government
knows it has no power and that it is not authorised to do that by the Constitution. What it is
seeking to do is to misuse a whole raft of powers -- the banking power, the corporations'
power and all sonts of other provisions -- to give it the authority to impose this obnoxious
piece of legislation on the Australian people.

This motion seeks to ask the State Government to obtain advice from top legal people as to
the validity of the legislation and to publish that advice. Until the Government receives that
advice the motion asks that it not cooperate in providing records to the Commonwealth
authorities. One of the key requirements of the Australia Card Bill is that the State should
enter into some arrangement with the Commonwealth to provide for the State to supply
Commuonwealth authorities with the registration records of births, deaths and marriages.

In part VI of the Australia Card Bill, under the heading "National Births, Deaths and
Marriages Register', clause 73 refers to access to State and Terr itory registers and states that
the Commonwealth can make an arrangement with the States. It reads as follows --

The Minister --

That is, the Commonwealth Minister --

-- may make an arrangement with an appropriate officer of a jurisdiction for and in
relation to access by the authority to a register kept under a relevant registration law
of that jurisdiction.

That is Commonwealth mumbo jumbo for saying that it will get hold of the register of births,
deaths and marriages in Western Australia and all sorts of other records.

We are asking the Parliament by way of this resolution to say to the Government: Do not
enter into any deals with the Conmonwealth and do not cooperate with the Commonwealth
because the people of Australia do not want that. Of course, we have this very day
introduced into the Legislative Council a Bill to prohibit the State Government from making
available any records of the State to the Commonwealth in connection with the Australia
Card. It is not only Commonwealth law and the Commonwealth Constitution about which
we are speaking, it is also State law. I have read the Registration of Births, Deaths and
Marriages Act and I seriously suggest to the State Government that if it supported any
process by which it would hand over wholesale to the Commonwealth the records of births,
deaths and marriages in this State, it might well be breaking the law of this State. I can find.
nothing in the Registration of Births, Deaths and Marriages Act of this Parliament which
authorises the executive arm of Government to hand over the records of this State for a
completely illegitimate purpose in the nature of the Australia Card.

There has been a lot of debate about the Australia Card; thousands and thousands of words
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have been spoken, even in this House. All we have heard from the Government is a constant
reaffirmation of its support for the Australia Card but we have heard no explanation from the
Premier or a responsible Minister which indicates that they understand what it is about. They
seem to think that the Australia Card is an identification system. They refuse to understand
that the Australia Card is much more than an ID system; it is a national, centralised,
computerised database which will have a considerable amount of information on every
individual Australian and every Australian business.

Mr Peter Dowding: More than their drivers' licence?

Mr HASSELL: A lot more than on their drivers' licence. The database which the Australia
Card legislation will create is not simply that which is stored in computers in Canberra. It is
the availability of all the other information that has to be recorded. It is pant of the database.

Mr Peter Dowding: You are now getting into the area where you are misleading and
frightening people. It is a pity you cannot answer the interjection with a better response than
that.

Mr HIASSELL: I amn very pleased to answer these interjections from the Minister because it
is being demonstrated very clearly that he does not understand the legislation which he
supports.

Mr Peter Dowding: [ understand it better than you do.

Mr HASSELL: Let me tell the Minister that I have not sought to frighten anyone about the
Australia Card.
Mr Thomas: You said the other day in this Chamber that we would not be able to walk down
the streets.
Mr HASSELL: Nonsense. I ask the member for Welshpool to produce chat.

Mr Thomas: I will look for it later.

Mr HASSELL The member will not be able to find it because I did not say it. That is
absolute rubbish.

Mr Thomas: I sat here and heard you say it.

Mr HASSELL: Then produce a copy of it. A person cannot open a bank account, withdraw
money, collect the family allowance, age pension, single parents pension, or the dole, sell or
buy shares, or sell or buy a house. All those things are illegal under the provisions of the
Australia Card Bill. In addition, a fanner cannot deliver wheat to a wheat silo, sell wool to a
stock firm or sell produce. People cannot collect their Medicare refunds even though they
have paid the levy. What kind of an insult is it when the Government imposes on people by
law a levy on their taxation to pay for their medical benefits and then says they cannot collect
them? What kind of decency and honesty in Government is that? This stupid Minister talks
about this card and what people can or cannot do. The Government will take away the most
fundamental right of people to have an identity. What do Government members say about it?
They say they support the Australia Card.

Mr Hodge interjected.

Mrt HASSELL: I shall not respond to the Minister who cheats on Medicare, the Minister who
introduced Medicare, created the queues and then cheated pensioners.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! I wonder whether members would be so kind as to allow the
member for Cortesloe to interject occasionally.

Mr HASSELL: I have a very weak voice tonight and!I am trying to get this across to the
Minister. Let me refer to part WV, division 2 of the Bill under the heading "When Card to be
produced". Clause 40 refers to deposits and accounts with financial institutions -- that
includes banks, building societies and credit societies. Clause 41 deals with investments;
clause 42, income from certain trusts; clause 43, primary production income and rental
income; clause 44, foreign remittances; clause 45, land transactions; clause 46, safety deposit
box services and similar services; clause 47, shares in public companies: clause 48, dealings
in futures contracts; clause 49, employment -- mn other words, one's job -- clause 50,
prescribed payments; and, clause 5 1, production to the Commissioner for Taxation. What is
the penalty for noncompliance with clause 5 1? A fie of $50 000 or $20 000 if one does not
produce the card when the Commissioner for Taxation tells one to.
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Mr Peter Dowding. What about the fellow with the brown paper bag of cash?

Mr HASSELL: Let us pick that up. What about the fellow with the brown paper bag of
cash? Let us deal wit that. This is exactly the point. If the man has a paper bag of cash, the
Minister and his mates in Canberra think he is guilty of a crime. That is exactly what this
legislation is about. The Minister has told us precisely what it is about. It is about making
ordinary people guilty until they prove themselves innocent. That is exactly what this
legislation is about. If a person happens to carry his money in a brown paper bag he must be
guilty-
MxIHodge: You are adil!

Mr HASSELL: That is what the Minister is saying and that is what he is talking about. That
is what this Bill is talking about. A person is guilty until he proves himself innocent. That is
what the Australian people have waken up to. The Australia Card legislation is about people
being accountable to the Government when democratic Governents should be accountable
to the people.

Mr Donovan: That is how you keep scaring people.

Mr HASSELL: I did not finish the list. Clause 52 deals with claims for Medicare benefits;
and, clause 53 deals with hospital benefits. One must have an Australia Card if one wants
medical treatment, especially if that involves waiting in the queue for Medicare treatment,
and especially if one must wait in the queue behind the Minister for Environment, because he
has done a special deal for himself with a special doctor at a special hospital.

Clause 54 deals with social security benefits. The Minister for Labour, Productivity and
Employment can say what he likes. He can wriggle and misrepresent as much as he likes; all
those clauses are in the Bill, and without the compliance of people with the provisions that
require them to have a card they can do none of those things.
Mr Donovan: You are deliberately misrepresenting those clauses.

Mr HASSELL: How am I doing that?

Mr Donovan: You rattle them off using the clause side names as a description. You have
omitted to say that they are "unless" clauses. Clause 40 provides, "unless there has already
been on record a transaction." It goes right through. "Unless there has at some time been a
recording of the Australia Card number." So what you are saying is simply not true -- that
one must present the card every time one goes to the bank.

Mr HASSELL: I have not said that.

Mr Donovan: You have been saying that.

Mr HASSELL: I have never said it.

Mr Donovan: You have implied that.

Mr HASSELL: I have said, and I say again, that none of those transactions can be carried out
without the production of the Australia Card. And that is true.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER:. Order!

Mr HASSELL: Does a person or does he not have to have a card to get a job?

The SPEAKER. Order!

Mr HASSELL: Sorry, Mr Speaker.

The SPEAKER: Look, that is not the son of performance we will accept tonight. I have told
members before this -evening that my attitude is that interject ions adjd flavour to the debate,
but I am not going to allow interjections which endeavour to shout down the person on his
feet.

Mr HASSELL: I put it very simply to the Minister and to the member for Morley-Swan: Do
they want to say one does not have to have an Australia Card to have a job? Is that what they
are saying?

Mr Donovan: The way you are presenting this argument is untrue. You are saying that to the
people of this State.

Mr HASSELL: Let me tell the member he is wrong, because for every single one of those
categories of transactions one must have an Australia Card.
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Mr Donovan: Only on the first occasion.
Mr HASSELL: Does it matter whether itis once or 50 timnes? The first occasion that a
person sells his house is the only occasion on which he sells it. You buffoon! Every time a
person sells his house he must produce a card.

Mr Donovan: You might sell your house twice, but the average person does not.

Mr HASSELL: In the suburb where I live, the statistical turnover rate for continuity of
occupation is five years. In other words, arn average, every five years the average house trms
over in that suburb. Every time that transaction takes place, the owner must have an
Australia Card.
Mr Donovan; You do not have a problem on that score, because your constituents will have
to produce a card only once every five years.

Mr HASSELL: Members opposite still do not understand that we presently have an identity.
We have a legal right to deal in the community. We have a legal right to have a job, to have a
house, to rent a house, to buy a house, to buy shares, or to sell shares. We have a right to do
what we like. The Government proposes to take those rights away from us and grant them
back to us on conditions. We are to become dependent on the Government.

In his answer to the question which was asked of him on Tuesday of last week, the Premier
indicated his monumental ignorance of this legislation, because he simply does not
understand that this is not an ID card; it is a surveillance card. It creates a nationalised,
centralised, computerised databank.

Not all the data will be stored in the bunkers in Canberra. Much of it will be stored in various
places and various finiancial institutions around the country. It reverses the basic principles
by which our democracy has lived and grown. Those basic principles are centralised around
the belief that the Government is accountable to the people, not the people to the
Government.

Mr Peter Dowding: That interpretation is a nonsense.

Mr HASSELL: Let it be recorded that the Minister for Labour, Productivity and
Employment has said "nonsense".

Mr Peter Dowding: The interpretation of it is a nonsense. It is no more a breach of a man's
rights than an ordinary taxation return is a breach of his rights. You sound like the
Americans who think it is right to bear arms. We have gun laws here, and so we should.

Mr Brian Burke: The National Party believes it is a right to bear arms. Have you been to
Queensland? It is almost compulsory to bear them.
Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr H-ASSELL: Mr Speaker --

Mr Brian Burke: The National Party is almost indistinguishable from the Liberal Party these
days.

Mr HASSELL: I know that the Premier and the Minister are capable of understanding the
implications of this legislation but for political reasons choose not to. They do nor want to
acknowledge what it really means. There are also members of the Labor Party who do not
agree with this legislation, but who, because of the rigidity of the Labor Party Caucus system,
cannot be seen to disagree with it.

Mr Thomas: Oh!

Mr HASSELL: Is the member suggesting that all Labor members agree with this legislation?

A Government member: Not all the Liberal members agree with youir point of view.
Mr H-ASSELL: Yes, they do. As of now, they agree wit it. They did not all agree with it in
the begining; that is true. It has taken quite a long time for the opposing view to become a
popular one. I took a lot of flak two years ago when I said I opposed this legislation. I took a
lot of flak for a long time, particularly in, my own party. People said that they wanted this
sort of legislation because they thought it would stop cheats of various kinds. However.
people have suddenly discovered as they read the legislation --

Mr Gordon H-ill interjected.
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Mr HASSELL: No, as they read the legislation.

Mr Brian Burke: Was the Leader of the Opposition one of those?

Mr HASSELL: I do not recall that he has ever expressed a word in support of it, and I do
recall that he has always supported the position on this matter I took as leader.

Mr MacKinnon: I can confinn it was not the popular view at that time.

Mr HASSELL: I can cell the Premier that he will not succeed in creating any mischief
because there is no mischief to be created; it is as simple as that.

Mr Clarko: All he has established is that he agrees with him.

Mr HASSELL: Exactly, and has done so consistently for two years. Let us go through it
again very simply so that Government members can understand that they are backing a loser
in supporting this legislation.

The point of the motion before the House is not simply to re-run the debate about the
legislation but to focus attention on the fact that a great responsibility rests on the State
Government, and the State Government cannot escape that responsibility. The State
Government has the opportunity to say to the Commonwealth that it will not support the
legislation until it is upheld in the High Court as valid Iegislation. The legislation is of
doubtful constitutional validity; it is contentious; and it is opposed by the people of Western
Australia. For the Western Australian Government to support it and, more particularly, to fail
to express its intention not to have anything to do with it in terms of our own constitutional
responsibilities, including the responsibilities under the births, deaths and marriages
registration legislation, indicates that the State Government is failing the people of this State.
This motion is about this Parliament, in this House tonight, saying to the Commonwealth
Government that it should not enter into any system that supports the Australia Card.

To come back to the opening point I made, even though John Stone and John Howard in
Canberra have discovered a fatal flaw in the legislation and even though the intent of the
legislation will be totally thwarted by the deficiencies discovered in it, there will still be vast
areas of the legislation which are capable of applying to us. Therefore, we must continue our
fight against the Australia Card legislation. As John Howard said tonight, the Government
should now concede that it has been snookered by its own legislation; that there is no way it
can make it work; and that it should be withdrawn. The legislation should not be put in the
bottom drawer; it should be put in the deepest well in the country, and the well should be
Filled in.,

This is the worst piece of legislation that has been introduced in all the years that I can
remember, and it should be brought to an end. Apart from what should happen in Canberra,
what should happen right here in Western Australia is that the Government must reject the
legislation and refuse to cooperate with it;, and that is why I move the motion standing in my
name.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch -- Leader of the Opposition) (8.24 pm]: I second the motion
so ably moved by the member for Cortesloe, and in doing so I want to place on record my
congratulations not only to the member for Corresloc but also to Ralph Stanton and all the
other people involved in the People Against the Australia Card movement for their
organisation of that movement and the protest against the card, and particularly their
organisation of today's rally, which gave 40 000 Western Australians the opportunity to put
their point of view clearly on the record. Their point of view is that they do not want
anything to do with the Australia Card; they want to see it go; and they want a State
Government that will do all within its power to get rid of the Australia Card.

Let us see what this Government's response is to questions that have been put to it about
same serious matters which impact upon all Western Australians and relate to the Australia
Card. I refer to yesterday's Notice Paper, where both the Leader of the National Party and
the member for Floreat asked a series of questions of the Premier and other members
opposite about the Australia Card. If we turn, for example, to question 1661, Mr Mensaros
asked the Premier --

Is his Government's policy to support the Commonwealth Government to introduce a
computerised surveillance system with the "Australia Card Bill 1986"?
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The answer was --

See answer to question 1654.
1 would have thought that was a pretty simple question, which could have been answered yes
or no; rather, the answer was, "See answer to question 1654." Question 1717 came from the
Leader of the National Party, addressed to the Premier, as follows --

(1) H-as the Government purchased or otherwise acquired information about
individual Western Australian citizens from any private sector databanks?
(2) If yes, which ones?

Again, the answer was --

See answer to question 1654.
1 could go on with a whole series of questions that in many instances were quite simple and
straightforward. For example, the Leader of the National Party asked the Premier in question
1722 -

(1) Does the Government still support the Commuonwealth Australia Card Bill in its
entirety?
(2) If no, which clauses or parts of the Bill does it not support?

The answer to all these questions, including one from the National Party about access to
databanks, was --

The infonmationt sought by the member and other members will require detailed
research.

Detailed research is required to determine whether the Government opposes or supports the
Australia Card Bill, and which sections of it the Government actually opposes or supports..
Mr Hassell: Perhaps it is detailed public opinion research.
Mr MacKJNNON: It might be. The answer continues --

Accordingly, the member and other members who have asked questions on this matter
will be advised in writing in due course.

So it can be seen that the Government is a little betwixt and between on the Australia Card
Bill. The Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment could not even give unqualified
support for the Bill, unlike his Premier, and he hedged his bets and said, "I will support the
eml but I will wait first to see what secrecy provisions are involved before I give it total
support."
Mr Peter Dowding: You do not even quote me accurately.
Mr MacKINNON: Does the Minister give total, unqualified support to the Australia Card
eml?
Mr Peter Dowding: You cannot even tell the truth about what is said in this place.
Mr MacKINNON: Two bob each way; he wil not even answer the question. I guess the
Minister will reply to the question, "Do you support the Australia Card Bill in its entirety?'
by saying, like the Premier, "The information sought by the member will require detailed
research." I hope his research gives us some guidance about what his answer is.
Mr Brian Burke: Every time you address this House, you use a bit of newspaper or a
question that is on notice. Do you not do any original thinking?
Mr MacKINNON: Plenty of it.
Mr Brian Burke: Then why do you hide your light under a bushel?
Mr MacKENNON: The Premier does not seem to like his own answers. I am quoting his
own answers back to him, and he obviously does not like them. I cannot understand why.
Mr Brian Burke: This is all very boring.
Mr MacKJNNON: Every member in this Parliament has a different style. I do not happen to
like the Premier's style; it is one where he usually tells a lot of untruths to the Parliament and
makes up a lot of stories, and then sits down. Very rarely does he relate his stories, answers
or debates to the facts.
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Mr Crane: I understand he is to receive a Logie Award for best actor.
Mr MacKINNON: He will probably go close to it. This motion makes it quite clear where
the Opposition stands, and we want the people of Western Australia to understand our point
of view: We will have no part of the national ID card or surveillance card; no part of the
Australia Card. The Opposition wants the Government through the Leader of the House to
seek advice, as the member for Cottesloe said, on the constitutional validity of the proposal.
In the meantime, the Government should not enter into any agreements or understandings
with the Commonwealth in respect of how this legislation relates to the State.
I assure you. Mr Speaker, and the people of Western Australia that the Opposition's stand is
quite clear. We make these categorical commitments: We will oppose the Bill in its present
form, or any ocher form; we do not believe in the concept of the ID card; we will oppose the
Bill in Parliament, outside the Parliament, in Opposition and in Government. In addition to
chat, the Opposition will ensure that legislation is introduced to the Parliament this session to
outlaw the provision by the State of infonmation which would assist the Commonwealth
Government to introduce the card. The Opposition will make it illegal to do so. Should that
legislation be defeated by the Government, then again I give the commnitment that during the
first session of the next Liberal Government -- after the next election -- the coalition of the
National Pary and the Liberal Party will introduce legislation that will ensure that the State
of Western Australia does not cooperate in any way with the Commonwealth in the
introduction of an ID card.
The people of Western Australia should have a clear understanding of where the Opposition
stands: We oppose the ID card now, and in the future. The Opposition will do everything
within its power -- legislative or otherwise --to ensure that Western Australia does not
cooperate with the Federal Government to impose upon the citizens of this country a
surveillance system in the form of an Australia Card.
The people of Western Australia received a clear message today about where the Government
stands. [ repeat my point of view, for the sake of this Parliament, so that no doubt exists:
The Opposition does not want any part of the Australia Card as outlined in the Federal
legislation. It is not the Opposition's intention to delay the Parliament unduly, having had the
debate last week, but I wanted to put on the record the Opposition's point of view regarding
the Australia Card.
MR THOMAS CWelshpool) 18.33 pm]: I wish to speak against the motion. In moving this
motion, arnd adopting the general position it has, the Opposition has tended to scare the
community. The Opposition has deliberately perpetrated a number of falsehoods within the
community.
The Australia Card system needs to be looked at. What is the proposed Australia Card
system? It is a system which is essentially a means of identification -- a means of reliably
requiring people to identify themselves in certain circumstances. The system is not a massive
databank. The system is not one which will introduce the numbering of all citizens for all
purposes, or introduce draconian obligations on citizens which do not currently exist.
At present, within Australia we have the Medicare system under which every participating
citizen -- which is virtually everybody -- has a number. We also have a taxation system, and
every citizen who participates in that system has a number. Similarly, under the social
secunity system another set of numbers operate. The Australia Card system will be a means
of correlating those numbers; the same numbers will exist for each purpose. What is so
wrong about that? The only thing which can conceivably be seen as wrong about that is if
one is opposed to a system which would prevent or make much more difficult cheating on
taxes or cheating on the social security system.
An Opposition member: That is not true.
Mr THOMAS: The members of the Opposition have to answer to the fact that it has been
estimated that this system will save public revenue amounting to $2.5 illfion a day.
Earlier today, during the Budget debate, the member for East Melville complained about the
shortage of Homeswest accommodation in KarraW he complained about the length of the
waiting list for Homeswest accommodation in other areas. As I look down the Notice Paper I
see that other members of the Opposition also have motions which complain about the length
of the Homneswest waiting list. I too regret the length of that list, and I would Ik nothing
more than to be able to provide sufficient accommodation. In order to do that the
Government will have to raise revenue. As soon as the Government introduces any measure
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to increase the amount of revenue accruing to the Government, the members opposite who
object are the very ones who complain about the length of the Homeswest waiting list.

Mr Watt: The Government has $200 000 tucked away in a slush fund.

Mr THOMAS: The very people who complain about the fact that the l-omeswest waiting list
is so long, and who complain about the Governent's inability to spend money in areas that
they would like, for electoral or whatever reasons, are the firs: people to jump up and down
when new taxes are introduced. Look back through the Opposition's record. What is its
record when the fringe benefits tax was introduced? It jumped up arnd down and said it was a
terrible thing. What was the Opposition's record when the assets test was applied to social
security? The same reaction.

At present, because of the existing systems in Australia, people can very easily cheat on
taxation. It is possible for a person to have a job during the day, and have another job at
night wider a different name. These people receive the benefit of two thresholds and this is a
means of avoiding a significant amount of tax. Australian Bureau of Statistics figures, when
correlated with taxation figures, indicate that there are significant numbers of people in the
community who do not pay their way, by evading tax.

People can also cheat by claiming social security under various identities, wit instances of
people collecting benefits of up to $200 000 a year. One person did exactly that. Under the
present system, it is possible to go to the Registrar of Births, Deaths and Marriages and obtain
a copy of a birth certificate. If chat birth certificate happens to be one relating to somebody
who has died, the chances are that the offender will not be caught -- the certificate is hardly
likely to be used by the dead person; unless of course the same certificate is selected by some
other offender. So we have a situation where it is not difficult for people to falsify identities,
obtain drivers' licences, and by those means operate under a system where social security is
cheated.

Mr MacKinnon: You can do that with an ID card.

Mr THOMAS: It would be very much more difficult, and if the Leader of the Opposition had
bothered to go to the briefings he would understand thar as well. The other imposition which
the member for Coctesloe finds so intolerable, such a dreadful impost on our civil liberties, is
that the citizen's number will have to provided when buying land or opening a bank account.

Anyone who has taken the trouble to read the Costigan report, and other reports, into
organised crime in recent years will know that one of the major points which encourages
organised crime, and the salting away of large amounts of money, is to have a ready facility
by which ill-gotten gains can be convented into real estate, or convented into a bank balance
which can be used. People find it impractical and inconvenient to keep that money in a shoe
box under the bed.

An Opposition member: Costigan said this would not work.

Mr THOMAS: H~e did not say that. He said he did not like it, and the reason he did not like
it was that he did not think of it. Costigan made the point that what facilitates the operations
of major organised crime figures, drug smugglers and others who have large amounts of
money they cannot explain, is the fact that it is possible to buy a block of flats, or open a
bank account and have the money transferred where it cannot be traced.

Mr Peter Dowding: Maybe we should ask the Opposition to interject and say what they
would do to counter that sort of fraud.

My THOMAS: One wonders -- the Opposition has not said anything yet.

Is it a great imposition on our citizenry that they need the card to buy land, for major
transactions in real estate, to open a bank account and for the initial transaction from that
bank account in order to facilitate a taxation investigation within the areas permitted by the
Australia Card legislation so that the person who is making the transaction can be reliably
identified? I chink not; the system has been introduced for the purpose of preventing tax
fraud, preventing social security fraud and to prevent the existence of hollow logs by which
organised crime figures and others are able to accumulate and bide away huge amounts of
money, which is then unable to be discerned by taxation and other investigators. I think that
is a laudable aimn and one wonders why the Opposition is opposed to such a scheme.

If one looks at the argument put forward by the Leader of the Opposition, it referred largely
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to the constitutionality of the proposed legislation. l am not able to pass an opinion as to the
constitutionality of the proposed legislation and I do not think it is a matter that this
Parliament should be considering. It is a matter which will be considered by the High Court,
if that is where it ends up. By this motion, the Opposition is seeking to have the State
Government frustrate the initiative which has been undertaken by the Commonwealth
Government. The Leader of the Opposition should be addressing himself to the reasons it
ought to be opposed and to the reason the State Government should be of a mind to fmustrate
the initiative undertaken by the Commonwealth. When one comes down to it, one comes to
the very same arguments that were trotted out last week when the matter was discussed. It is
said to be an infringement on our civil liberties. I have already indicated those civil liberties
which will be infringed upon. If one pays tax, collects social security, opens a bank account
or buys land, one will have to produce this number. That does not seem to me to a great
infringement on our civil libernies. There is no massive databank; there is no information
accumulated which has not already been accumulated. It is simply a mailer of correlating the
number so that one has a reasonable system of identifying people.

The only argument that can conceivably be used against the card is the esoteric argument put
the other night by the member for Floreat and also by the member for Cottesloe, although not
repeated in as much detail this evening -- that is, that the card could lead to some sort of
totalitarian society. I think we dealt with that argument the other night and showed that it
was historical nonsense. If one looks at the transition to totalitarian societies -- whether that
is from another form of totalitarian society or from a free society -- it is invariably the case
that the existence or otherwise of an identification system within that community is
irrelevant. The fact is that societies that have a better reputation than Australia's for
protecting civil liberties have identification systems and there has not been any infringement
of their civil liberties.

There is no good reason to oppose this system; there is no reason for the State Government to
be of a mind to accept the position which has been advanced by the Leader of the Opposition.
All the card will do is facilitate the detection of fraud to make it difficult for tax cheats, for
social security cheats and those who indulge in other forms of antisocial behaviour. It will
not mean the introduction of a police State nor would it, for that matter, facilitate the
introduction of a police State.

A number of people who have come out and opposed the Australia Card should look very
closely at the company they are keeping. They should look closely at the track record on
civil liberties of some of the people who are seeking to lead the opposition to the Australia
Card -- such people as the member for Cottesloe. As was mentioned in earlier debate, the
member for Cottesloe was the Minister for Police and Prisons for a large part of the time
section 54B of the Police Act was in operation. During the time the member for Cottesloe
was the Minister for Police and Prisons, it was not possible for three or more citizens to
gather in a public place to discuss a matter of public interest at a meeting to which, as I recall,
the public had been invited without the permission of the Commissioner of Police. That was
one of the most totalitarian provisions that ever existed on the Statute books in Western
Australia. However, the member for Cottesloe who now seeks to promote himself as a
spokesman of liberty, equality, and fraternity, was happy to preside over the operation of that
Act. The member for Floreat the other evening spoke about his experiences and had the
House believe that he is very much opposed to the existence of totalitarian societies, as
indeed I have no doubt he is. The member for Floreat was the Minister who presided over
the introduction of the fuel, power and energy legislation of 1974. As I recall that gave
Government in this State some of the most draconian powers on the Statute books. Those
powers were much more draconian than anything contained in the Australia Card legislation.

One wonders what is the Liberal Party's position. I looked the other day at some of the'
positions that were taken by some of the members opposite and by the Liberal Party during
the time it was in Government. It was a worthwhile exercise. In 1968, the Liberal Party,
when in Government, sought to ban Scientology in this State -- that is, sought to ban what is
effectively a religion; it sought to ban a particular school of thought. The test of being an
advocate of civil liberties is to see whether people are able to come out and defend the rights
and freedoms of a point of view with which they do not feel completely comfortable and with
which they do not agree. At any time it is very easy to get up and rail for the rights of people
with whom one agrees; but the test of a true libertarian -- a liberal with a small T1' -- is a
person who is prepared to get up and defend the rights of people with whom they disagree.
When one looks at the history of the Liberal Party, one finds that in the 1950s it
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attempted to ban the Communist Pasty of this country; in the 1960s the Liberal Party sought
to ban an unpopular religion that most of us would regard as being strange; in the l970s it
introduced the fuel, power and energy Bill, and in the late 1970s and early 1980s there was
the debacle of section 54B. The record of the Liberal Party on the question of protecting the
civil liberties of the individual is deplorable.
Those people who seek to defend freedom and support the rights of the individual and have
mistakenly identified the cause of opposition to the Australia Card should look carefully at
the sorts of politicians with whom they are associating because those people have a
deplorable record.
MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands -- Minister for Works and Services) [8.47 pm]: We
have heard tonight an example of the passion of the member for Cottesloe. We do not often
see signs of his passion but we saw tonight that he has convinced himself that this is an issue
which is to raise the passions of all Australians.
The member for Karrinyup, as is his wont, came mn like Little Sir Echo and tried to
demonstrate that he was able to raise people's passions by suggesting that the Australia Card
would be sought and asked for in a transaction for the sale of a house by a man wearing
jackboots and swastikas. If the Opposition seriously wanted to debate an important issue
using references like that, I think they raise the prospects of the charge against them that they
are simply seeking, by raising people's fears, to gain pure political advantage. It is not a
pretty spectacle, It is, as I said in this House in earlier debate, a matter of great importance; it
is the question of the extent to which everybody's individual freedom should be
circumscribed in the interests of the community at large, and it is very important. It is not an
issue to be brushed under the counter; it is not an issue to be ignored and it is not an issue to
be discussed using only the emotions.
The question of the Australia Card was an issue before the last election and the Opposition
did not raise it because it did not have the political gumption to raise it as an issue. The
reason the Opposition did not have the political gumption was that in a debate, which had not
entered this stage of fear, the majority of people supported the Australia Card. Between 64
per cent and 67 per cent of people supported the card. What has happened since? The
Opposition has been able to mount a campaign based on fear and misinformation; the people
in the community who have been given the Opposition's side of this argument have not heard
a measured, sensible debate on this issue and have become afraid. As a result, support for the
Australia Card has slumped, according to this week's edition of The Bulletin, to only 40 per
cent.
Forty per cent of all Australians is a significant portion of the community. There has been an
increase from 40 per cent support to 60 per cent when the facts have become known. I do not
know the reason the Federal Government has not been quick in coming forth with an
explanation for the basis of the Australia Card. It has only recently taken steps to explain to
the Australian people what is really involved with the Australia Card, and has been
remarkably successful. It would be a remarkable experience for any member prepared to
maintain an open mind, to discuss the issues with an ordinary Australian opposed to the card
who, on having it fairly and openly presented, says, "if that is what it is about then I am
prepared to cop whatever inconvenience goes with it, because the benefits which will flow
from it are good for the community." Those issues of civil liberties about which we were
concerned are either adequately addressed, or sufficiently identified so that they can be
adequately addressed. That has been my experience.
I was in Bunbury earlier today. A meeting was held there last night of 200 or 300 people
who listened to Professor Martyn Webb haranguing the group on the issue of the Australia
Card. The tragedy is that the people there were not given the facts. The members for
Cottesloe and Karrinyup, and the Leader of the Opposition are not prepared to give people
the facts. Nothing could highlight this more than the closed minds of the Opposition
members who were invited to a short briefing from impeccable sources -- they did not have
to agree with the end results, they did not even have to stay for the full briefing -- to listen
with open or closed minds on the Australia Card and the issue of protection. They were not
even prepared to go. Perhaps they were afraid that once the facts were known that might
cause them to change their minds. This is an extraordinary thing, on a matter as delicate as
this. I do not recall ever receiving an invitation from the Opposition on any issue. This
suggests that the Opposition does not work to the same mules as we do.
The former Leader of the Opposition displayed the Achilles heel identified by his brethren
when they sacked him as leader.
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Mr Clarko: Were you invited today? Will you answer that? You are a great one for
threatening people to answer questions.
Mr PETER DOWDING: The member is like a dripping tap. When I am like a dripping tap
at least I drip intelligently.
Mr Clarko: No you don't.
Mr PETER DOWDING: Yes I do. No you don't. Yes I do. That was a good contribution.
Now I will get on witb my speech.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr PETER DOWDING: The member for Cottesloe suggested that we ought to regulate our
society on the basis that we are six colonial powers operating under the umbrella called
Australia. If he feels so strongly about States' rights and that is his perception of the way in
which Australia is moving forward, I do not share it. I believe in the rights of Western
Australia but Ilam fundamentally an Australian. I believe that the Australian people have the
right to make laws with respect to taxation, fraud and the ordinary requirements of our
community.
I refer to a letter from Professor Yuri Orbich, professor of taxation law, which appears in
today's Financial Review. He says --

Let me say it unambiguously. The anti-Australia Card lobby and your Editor do
nothing for their credibility when they attack Government estimates.

That is, Government estimates on the cost-effectiveness of measures against tax evasion and
the effectiveness of tax office strategies. He says this --

In the case of Fringe Benefits, auditing and virtually every anti-avoidance measure
they have proved so. Eight hundred million dollars extra was gained from audit last
year alone (a system still in its infancy).
On most conventional international assessments of evasion there is easily $5 to $10
billion more annually in Australia and I think it is a very respectable, very probably
conservative estimate, to expect $1 billion annually from a high integrity number.

The Australia Card is the enhancement of one's taxation file number to the status that it is
linked to one's real identity and not a forged or false identity. Major cash and other financial
transactions, and other activities, are linked to that number in order to give integrity to the
transaction. In other words, the Australia Card ensures that people cannot cheat as to their
identity.
I said the other day that because a prisoner broke out of a high security prison one should not
call for an abolition of the security measures; it indicates that there may be other ways to
ensure greater security. The Australia Card will make a substantial contribution towards
combating tax evasion and the opportunity for people to accumulate large sums of money
without identifying either themselves or the source of those funds. It is absolute nonsense to
suggest as the Leader of the Opposition did, that the ordinary Australian objects to
identifying himself or herself when opening a bank account. What an absolutely fallacious
view of what ordinary people think. Anyone who applies for a job has to identify himself
with his real name, not a false name in order either to avoid the payment of tax or to get
social security.
Mr Hassell: Do you think one should have to pay a $20 000 fine?
Mr PETER DOWDING: Reductio ad absurdumn is the mark of an intellectual cripple, as the
member well knows by his interjections suggesting that one would have to pay a fine of
$20 000 if one failed to identify one's baby-sitter's Australia Card.
He ought to know because when he was Minister for Police and Prisons he brought in
legislation which in that day was regarded as draconian in terms of the penalties it imposed in
relation to drugs.
Mr Hassell: Why haven't you amended them in four and a half years?
Mr PETER DOWDING: Because wit the effluxion of time and the devaluation of money -

Mr Hassell: Do you know what the effluxion of time was? It was 18 months from that
legislation going in until the time of your Government.
Mr PETER DOWDING: I snruck a raw nerve there. There is a raw, sensitive area that beats
in the little heart of the member for Cottesloe.

4133



Mr Cash: What are we going to tell the people of Maylands?

Mr PETER DQWDING: There are some people here tonight from Maylands and I am proud
to repeat what I have said before, and that is that I support the Australia Card principles and I
make it clear that the issues of civil liberties which have not been identified in the legislation
because of the procedures are matters at which I would want to look and reserve my
comment. That is a view which is shared on this side of the House because, unlike the
Opposition, we believe in civil liberties. The clear record of people on this side. the people
who defended civil liberties --

Mr Court: Is that why you have a director of the secretariat, civil liberties and privacy
section?

Mr PETER DOWDING: Absolutely. There are people whom I regard as having important
civil liberties views who have indicated their concern for the Australia Card legislation --

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr PETER DOWDING: And properly so because many of us are concerned to ensure that
proper public --

The SPEAKER: Order! There are certain members in this House who appear to be intent on
flagrantly disregarding my calls for order. Perhaps I am mistaken; perhaps it is enough for
me to mention that [ think that is happening. I would have thought that members would not
do a thing like that. I certainly hope they are not trying to.

Mr PETER DOWDING: There are members on this side of the House who have faced
imprisonment in their attempts to defend what is regarded as a fundamental right -- I know
some people listening to this might well regard this as a joke -- and there are people in our
community who were deeply affronted at the outright attack on civil liberties which members
opposite supported in this Chamber. How can one ever attack civil liberties principles more
than by saying people shall not gather together in small groups to discuss matters of public
importance without asking the Commissioner of Police for approval? That is more than just a
joke and more than repeating something which is old hat.

Mrs Beggs: Who introduced that legislation?

Mr PETER DOWDING: [ do not know who was the Minister for police matters at the time
but the members for Coutesloe, Karrinyup and Albany, National Party members, and some
others opposite were here supporting that legislation. It is not enough to say as the former
Leader of the Opposition did that people were not actually prevented from doing that. People
were prevented from doing that because they were afraid to break the law, and people were
arrested for doing it. People were prevented from gathering and having public political
meetings, and they were prevented from going around to shopping centres with loudspeakers
as was traditional in politicking. It made a major alteration to the freedom of people in this
comnmunity.

During the Vietnam war when the conservatives did not like people expressing opposition.
people were arrested in this town for doing nothing worse than handing out leaflets in a
public place. I know these thiniks because I defended those people in court, and the
magistrates were faced with laws which said those things were illegal. Members opposite
would not get it into their heads that it did not matter or that they did not make a fundamental
breach of what was an essential civil liberty.

The real issue on this occasion is whether the issues that are raised by the Australia Card are a
fundamental attack on civil liberties or whether they are the sort of conduct about which
society accepts prescription in order to safeguard society. People on this side of the House
believe the latter to be the case in the same way as it is compulsory to put in a taxation return,
to drive on the left-hand side of the road, to wear a seat belt, and all the reforms of the
corporate affairs legislation which members opposite happily built up as much as we have --
perhaps not with the same objective of cutting down corporate fraud; rather their objective
was to secure in the pockets of the privileged the power and money they used to seek to
protect. That is not an example of a fundamental attack on civil liberties. It is a proper way
in which society seeks to regulate itself.

In the last debate on this subject I said to members that if one lived in America from birth to
death one had to use a social security number to obtain employment, make major financial
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transactions, get a passport, and do a whole range of things. Are members opposite
suggesting there is something wrong with the social security number system that exists in
America?
Mr Cash: You are totally out of touch and you have no idea of what their social security
system is about. You are an absolute joke!

Mr PElTER DOWDING: The member for Mt Lawley can resort to that sort of purple prose if
he wants to. Let us deal with this as the basis of an important issue. If one lives in England
and wants to get a driver's licence, one's photograph is put on it. Is it a breach of civil
liberties? Here we have an example of a whole range of things which are similar to the sort
of prescriptions --

Mr Hlassell interjected.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Is the member for Cortesloc saying the taxation data base does not
contain personal information which far and away exceeds any aspect of the Australia Card? I
repeat that the Australia Card is about giving the taxation system a number with some
integrity -- a number which can be relied on. The Federal Government has said, and people
like Professor Gerbich agree, that the Taxation Office number has no integrity because of the
way it has evolved.

Mr Hassell: Professor Cloebbels?

Mr PETER DOWDING: He is a perfectly respectable man of considerable international
repute, a professor of taxation law at the University of New South Wales, and the member for
Cottesice makes a joke about him and says, "Professor Goebbels." You are a bit disgusting
sometimes, William. That was an uncalled-for, unwarranted slur on a man of high
international reputation. It is indicative of the way in which the Opposition approaches this
debate. When it comes to truth and honesty members opposite are bereft. Not one of them
has defended what the member for Cottesloe did with the Minister for Conservation and Land
Management's personal medical records. I remind Opposition members that not only did the
member for Cottesloc use it --

Mr Court: You have not got the guts to tell us how you leaked the SEC information.

Mr PETER DOWDING: Let us get to this point for a second. Will the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition answer my question or not? Was it right to use the Minister's personal medical
records?

Mr Court: I have never used personal records.

Mr PETER DOWDING: When it comes down to it, there is an abject lack of any credibility
in the Opposition ranks on this issue.
Let us consider this horrific database. It will contain less information than is contained
already on my driver's licence. Where is my driver's licence information retained? It is
retained in a very large database. Yet, the member for Cotresloe, when he was Minister for
Police and Traffic, had no concerns about the retention of that information on a database.

Mr Clarko: Why don't you put a photograph on the drivers' licences?

Mr PETER DOWD[NG: Do you think we should?

Mr Clarko: What do you think?

Mr PETER DOWDING: If the member for Karrinyup loses more weight he will look like
the worm he really is. More information is held on the database at police headquarters than
will be held on the Australia Card. More information is retained in the database of any credit
reference organisation than will be held on the Australia Card. We have all heard that the
banks are talking about networking. Once that is done, more information under the Bankcard-
system will be held on the banks' database than will ever be held on the Australia Card.

Mr Clarko: You can withdraw from that.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I cannot withdraw without producing my Bankcard. I do not find
that a hardship.
Mr Clarko: But it is not compulsory.
Mr PETER DOWDINGI: It is. Members opposite are Luddites. It was never agreed in
England to introduce the compulsory wearing of seat belts because it was considered to be a
major infringement of civil liberties. I guess many people argued passionately that way in
England at that time. I never felt that way about it.
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Mr Hassell: I did.
Mr PETER DOWDING: Well the member for Cottesloc is a Luddite; that proves my point.
What about the right to bear arms? In America, that is debated as some sort of fundamental
freedom, and yet, in Australia, we recognise it as something completely different.
This issue should be debated in a measured, sensible, honest, and fair way.
Mr Court: So sit down.
Mr Hassell: Go home and pay your maintenance.
Mr PET7ER DOWDING: I am pleased that the member for Cottesloe talks like that because
any credible listener would believe that the Opposition is more about point scoring or
personal slander than it is about debating an important issue. He interjected when I was
urging that there be a sensible debate.
Mr Hassell: You are bound to support the Bill.
Mr PEITER DOWDIN4G: I have only a few minutes left so maybe the member for Corteslce
could put his foot back in his mouth and allow me to finish. I am not even urging members
opposite to accept the point of view I am espousing. I urge themn to attend briefings which
have been offered to them to listen to two different points of view. I have listened to what
they said with some interest as I have read with interest the speeches recorded in this debate.
Mr Hassell: You are the soul of balance and- reason, aren't you?
Mr PETER DOWDING: Sometimes, sometimes not. My view of the member for Cottesloe
is becoming increasingly one-sided. My view of this issue, however, is that it is of such
fundamental importance that we owe it to the community to attempt to debate it in measured
terms. The member for Karrinyup spoke about jackboots and swastikas, so one can see how
hopeless it is.
Ms Clarko interjected.
Ms PETER DOWDING: Shut up and give me a go.
Ms Clarko: You can't tell me what to do.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Karrinyup had a point when he said that the
M~inister could not tell him what to do. Perhaps he will accept that I can. He will be quiet.
Mr Clarko: Certainly, sir.
Ms PETER DOWDING: This motion asks the Government to take action in respect of
legislation that has not yet been passed. It is, therefore, only an opportunity for the
Opposition to grandstand. I guess an Opposition, bereft of talent on the frontbench, bereft of
ideas, and even bereft of policies, needs to grandstand from time to time. However, the
Governent absolutely rejects the proposition that it should commit itself to a course of
action in respect of legislation even the shape of which is, at this stage, hypothetical because
it has not been passed.
Mr Cash: That is right; you don't know what it's like. Have you read the Bill?
Mr PETER DOWDING: I have read the Bill, but it has not been passed. It would be a
ridiculous misuse of resources for us to receive advice about legislation that has not yet been
passed. The people of Western Australia can be absolutely certain that when the legislation
emerges in its final form, we will take all steps necessary to took very closely at the
implications contained in it which may affect us and the people of Western Australia. We
will evaluate the decisions that will be taken in Government in a far calmer and cooler
environment than the environment of inflamed passion brought about by the Opposition. The
march that occurred today would not have been permitted under the former Liberal
Government without formal permission. It was held today because we repealed that
outrageous section infringing on civil liberties. Regrettably, the Opposition approves of
those people who brought eggs today and threw them at the Premier as an expression of
freedom.
MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [9.19 pm]: It is very difficult to participate in a debate in which
the two Government speakers have spent a total of two minutes speaking to the motion. The
rest of the time they spent speaking about things not mentioned in the motion. The motion
requests the Goverrnent to seek legal advice on certain actions relating to the legality of the
Australia Card legislation. I intend to deal briefly with the points raised by the two
Government speakers and then deal with the issues raised in the motion.
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'The member for Welshpool's argument was based on the premise that the Australia Card is
just an identification system and nothing else.

It was borne out in last week's debate and again tonight that the Australia Card has the
potential to be tremendously dangerous. Far from being an identification card it is virtually a
licence to exist. No-one could deny this. To some extent members of the Government have
enumerated what cannot be done without the Australia Card which the Federal Government
pretends will not be compulsory. It is an argument which is very hollow.
The member for Welshpool stated what the Federal Government says is the purpose of the
Bill but he ignored the arguments put forward by the Opposition that the tax and social
welfare cheats can be prevented from abusing the system by using alternative methods which
do not lend themselves to a total surveillance system like the Australia Card.

The argument was raised about whether the Australia Card violates civil liberties. Oddly
enough, the member for Welshpool did not answer this question. As has been the case with
other Government members, the member for Welshpool referred to alleged breaches of civil
liberties by members on this side of the House when they were in Government. He referred
to section 54B of the Police Act and to the Bill I introduced in 1974-75. It might have
escaped his attention that these questions have been dealt with. I have already said that the
Bill I introduced in 1974 or 1975 was to be applied only if something endangered society. It
may have been an act of God or an act of man. It was only to be applied if a state of
emergency was declared and it was to operate for a short period only. It was not something
with which people would have had to live for all time. If anything that would come under the
responsibility of the Minister for Works and Services, who stated that we must always take
into consideration the interests of society and occasionally perhaps some sacrifices have to be
made against the interests of the individual. Of course, sacrifices demanded in connection
with the Australia Card are far greater than the alleged benefits that society might reap.

The Minister raised very few arguments against the motion. He spoke about the Opposition's
not having raised the question of the Australia Card during the election campaign. I do not
know what that has to do with this debate. The question is whether the card is right or wrong.
The Federal Government has not raised this matter either and this has even less to do with the
request the Opposition is putting to the House tonight; that is, that the Government should
examine the legal options it has.

The Minister said that 40 per cent of the population supports the Bill. He suggested that we
wait and see whether the support increases. By interjection it was correctly suggested that if
anything this support would decrease until it diminishes entirely. The more that people know
about the facts surrounding the Australia Card, the less support the Government can expect.
I was very pleased to hear the Minister say that he has some concern about civil liberties. I
discount all the unimportant fringe statements. This statement is important from a pragmatic
point of view. As I predicted, and still predict, the Government will have to eat its words
and, from the Minister's statement, I see the introduction of the eating of those words. It will
come sooner or later, and perhaps the Minister has prepared the ground by what he has said.
The Minister said that consideration must be given to civil liberties. This is important and I
see it as the opening of the door.
The main thing which none of the Government members has considered is the prevailing
public opinion that has been demonstrated day after day. It is increasing and it is based on
the public opinion that is implied in this motion that one would hope that we have a
democratic Government that takes public opinion into consideration. One would hope that
the Government takes into consideration the fact that people do not want the Australia Card
and, therefore, it will be prepared to seek legal advice about. how it can, even if partly,,
prevent the Comruonwealth Government's endeavour which is against the outspoken rule of
the people.

I suggest that there are various ways, apart from those already mentioned, in which the
Government could examine whether there is a legal way this card can be implemented and
when it is the best rime to do so-

One has to take into consideration that the Australia Card Bill does not ask the States for
enabling legislation, it asks the States to do certain things which they can do without
introducing their own legislation. Therefore, negative legislation can be introduced to make
it illegal for the State to cooperate. Why should the Government do this? Simply because it
(28)
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is the wish of the people. If this Government claims to be a democratic Government one
would think that it would comply with the wishes of the people. This Government has not
done that. The Opposition has done it by introducing a Bill in the other place. The
Opposition would genuinely welcome, with the Government's domestic resources, an
examination of that Bill introduced in the Legislative Council to determine whether, if
enacted, it would prevail legally against the Commonwealth legislation. There could be a
legal argument that it might not be legal. That is the subject of the motion.
Another proposition for the reason that the Bill should be examined was the subject of a
question which I asked in this House and which was ruled out of order by the Speaker. 1
think he was right to take that action because the question might have been hypothetical.
The proposition is that the Government should examine the Constitution of the
Commonwealth of Australia where the enumerated powers are set out in section 51(mII).
The subsection states that the Parliament of the Commonwealth can make laws for the peace,
order and good government of the Commonwealth with respect to banking, other than State
banking. The expression "banking, other than State banking", clearly indicates to me that the
Commonwealth cannot make laws regarding State banking. One of the provisions of the
Australia Card BUi -- I think it is clause 42 -- states that a person cannot deposit money in the
banik or withdraw from his bank account without the Australia Card. In other words, a person
cannot have a bank account without producing the Australia Card, but this cannot apply to
the R & I Bank.

htis a State bank and, therefore, the Comnmonwealth cannot pass legislation to cover it. I do
not think there would be any legal objection to the R & I Bank's volunteering to do this for
the Commonwealth. The issue of the motion is: Will the Government or will it not in the
face of the majority view of the people of Western Australia -- this has already been
demonstrated and it is no good wasting words on it -- instruct the R & I Bank, which legally
it is not required to do?
It is not only the principle. It is easy to imagine when talking about Perth as a financial
centre in South East Asia that it would be an opportunity for the bank and the Government to
create a haven for the State bank. One can envisage how many customers of other banks
would go to the State bank because they do not want to be subjected to the debasing
experience of running around and showing their identity cards.
Taking that a step further, so often we have heard talk about the economic development of
the State and having a money market in Western Australia covering all Asia. What better
opportunity: One bank which can keep traditional confidentiality, one bank in which a
person can trust. A person would not have to show an ID card or fear that Governments
without any conscience, like the present State Government, might take out confidential data
and parade around the financial affairs of private citizens. That bank would do very well and
in turn would be of great benefit to the Western Australian economy.
My third point is that we should examine legally and very seriously whether basically this
Bill is constitutional. As a person much interested in law who was very much involved in
overseas trade when in Government. I never thought I would ever use the overseas treaty
power to the advantage of the principles I hold. However, it appears to me that precisely that
overseas treaty power -- which in my humble opinion was very much abused by the High
Court -- could be used against the validity of the Australia Card legislation.

Last week during the debate on my motion I said that it is tremendously important to
understand the definition not only of individual rights but also privacy; that we are afraid of
our privacy being violated. I also said that the definition of privacy is in the international
covenant of civil rights. That clearly spells out that citizens ought to have a right to privacy
and a right to decide on who knows about their affairs, because that is part of their privacy.
There is no doubt that that is being violated by the whole concept of the surveillance system,
called the Australia Card Bill, and that Australia is a signatory to this covenant. Therefore,
according to the external treaty power, on which the High Court always rules in the interests
of the Commonwealth, it could easily be established that the legislation is simply
unconstitutional because it violates a covenant to which the Commonwealth Government of
Australia is a signatory.
I do not know whether the Government has an argument against the three matters I have
raised but at least it should examine them or seek legal advice on these issues. I see no
validity in the Minister's argument that this would be irresponsible use of funds. The Crown
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Law Department exists, it has excellent lawyers, and very often on much more minor matters
the Government goes outside Crown Law Department and seeks counsel's advice. I very
much support the motion.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [9.35 pm]: I do not wish to delay the House on private
members' day;, however, the Australia Card is obviously a matter of some importance to the
community at large and I owe it to my constituents to involve myself in the debate to some
extent.

One can understand in original philosophic termns why there should be objections to the
Australia Card. In terms of my own philosophy I certainly have reservations about the card
when I think about the basic principles from which I start. They are, Firstly, that in any free
country one should not have to prove one's identity for any purpose and one should have a
right to exist without having that right granted by any corporate body, whether local, State or
Federal Government. Secondly, citizens are entitled to privacy; as far as possible we should
be left free to live our lives within our family units, or any other units we choose, without the
intrusion of other people beyond what we are willing to give as free citizens. Thirdly, no
citizens should be placed in a position where they can incriminate themselves before the law.
They should not be required to give statements to any public authority which has the capacity
to prosecute them, which is likely in any way to provide evidence to the prosecuting authority
and enable it to succeed in getting a conviction against them. Finally, as far as possible there
should not be a situation int any law-abiding country where we impose penalties on those
people who are law abiding; where, in fact, we make criminals of people doing no other
wrong in order to bring those who would be wrongdoers to account.

It is easy in rhetorical terms and from first principles to make very severe attacks on the
Australia Card on the basis of the breach of all four of those types of principles. One has to
then address oneself to the issue of whether there are justifications for giving up any of those
principles or whether, in fact, any of those principles have already been given up. In relation
to the Australia Card, three issues have been promoted as the basis for encroaching upon
those principles: Firstly, there is an abuse of the welfare system; secondly, there is evasion of
tax in a cash economy by very many people; thirdly, there is a problem with illegal
immigration.

Quite obviously people who defraud the welfare system not only bring it into disrepute and,
therefore, make taxpayers less willing to contribute to it, but also impose a cost on the
welfare system which reduces the amount of welfare that can be given to those who deserve
it. Similarly, in the tax area, the more tax evaded by evaders, the more must be paid by law-
abiding citizens. Thirdly, in relation to immigration, although we welcome people from other
lands who want to improve themselves, as a country we should be able to structure that
immigration pattern so that the people who come here meet certain criteria and are approved
for admission rather than simply come of their own volition by some other means and
disappear into our community.

I do not think the Opposition or the National Party disagree about the nature of those three
problems; they disagree about the mechanisms used to overcome them. However, when one
looks at the mechanisms proposed by those other parties, one begins to appreciate that a lot of
the rhetoric starts to disappear.
All of the solutions I have proposed involve the same sorts of intrusions on those principles
referred to previously concerning the Australia Card itself. What the Australia Card does
additionally is to require, firstly, some production of identification, and secondly, the
provision of a photograph, or one must make oneself available for a photograph. When they
start arguing against the Australia Card, members opposite quickly get away from the
question of those four principles and indulge in some misinformation about other
possibilities. For instance, they dwell on the fear that most of us have about modem
technology in terms of its infonnation-gathering base and the ability to use and misuse that
information once it has been obtained. Much of the rhetoric is about issues of that sort.

It does not matter how we approach the question of social security, or income tax, or
imnmigration, we run into problems which quickly contradict each of those principles I have
mentioned. All of us have to accept that, as part of the income tax system, if we earn a
taxable income we must provide a return to the taxation department. On that return we
declare not only our income and expenditure, but a whole host of other information about our
dependants, about us, about the sorts of lives we lead, our expenses and entertainment, We
have accepted for some time the fact that we provide that. Huge numbers of people in the
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Taxation Department are getting RSI from feeding that information into computers.
The truth is that under previous Governments, banks have already been required to provide
tapes and other information to the taxation authorities about interest paid on deposits held by
those banking insritutions. If one is unlucky enough to be one of the 100 or more people
selected by the taxation department when it runs through the tapes to find one's name as
receiving interest, and it has not been declared, one receives a nice little note saying, "We
understand that you have some bank accounts that you have not told us about. We want you
to fill out this form telling us all. the bank accounts you have.' They are smart enough not to
disclose which one they have found; they expect one to incriminate oneself by explaining all
the others. We all know that the taxation authorities have enormous powers to enter premises
and search them, to take records, to require people to attend the taxation office and to go
through interviews where more often than not they are not represented in any way.

Mr Cowan interjected.

Mr D.L. SMITH: In reply to the member for Merredin, the problem is that we cannot go
back to the issue of first principles and try to argue this from the position of first principles.

Mr Cowan: Have you read the Auditor General's report on the taxation office?

Mr D.L. SMITH: I have read that report.

Mr Cowan: What you are saying is certainly not in accordance with that report.

Mr D.L. SMITH: If the debate in this Chamber and in the public arena was about whether
the system will work, whether there are problems with the system and whether more effective
means of overhauling the system can be found, then I could not lay the charge of hypocrisy
on members apposite. They are trying to go back to issues of first principles which no longer
apply in this country. We have moved well away from the situation in the mid-1700s and the
18O0s into a modem economy where, because of the complexity of commerce and the
complexity of the ways in which people earn income, and because of the admitted need and
acknowledged responsibility of Governments to provide social security to those in need, one
cannot argue from first principles any more.

Mr Cowan: That is a lot of rubbish.

Mr D.L. SMITH: It is not rubbish. This motion says that we have an elected Government in
Canberra and a Constitution which has a double dissolution provision in it. The double
dissolution process has been gone through and legislation is about to be passed. The motion
says that when that legislation is in place, because we as a State Parliament disagree about the
success of the mechanism, we should obstruct the Federal Government in the enforcement of
that legislation. If we look at the areas which the Bill attempts to cover --

Mr Hassell: You have got it round the wrong way.

Mr D.L. SMITH: It attempts to cover the social security, income tax, foreign affairs and
immigration. All those are issues on which the Federal Government in terms of the
Constitution, has the power to legislate. We are asked to say, notwithstanding the fact that a
double dissolution process has been gone through and the Government has been returned to
power, that we are going to pass legislation to provide that we should use our powers to break
the Constitution and frustrate the Federal Government in the three areas of legislative power
that it constitutionally has.

When members like the member for Cotresloe stand up and say that they will encourage the
State to break the Constitution, not to cooperate in allowing the Federal Government to carry
through in the areas where it has a constitutional responsibility, and encourage people in the
community at large to break the law, then they have a responsibility not to come before this
House and rely on first principles but to deal with the issues of what alternative methods there
are.

Several members interjected.

Mr D.L. SMITH: The use of the ta number has been suggested by the Opposition. The
reason it does not talk about that now is that members opposite well know that once we start
to taik about any form of change which helps the enforcement of our social security, income
tax, and immigration laws, it will involve some further intrusion on those four principles if it
is to be effective in any way.

If we look at the tax number, as has been suggested, we do not give the Australia Card
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number with a photograph to the bank where the bank can identify us, but we give our tax
number. That is as much a form of identification which can be misused in a modem,
technological age as the card itself.
Mr Hassell: My bank knows who I am now.
Mr D.L. SMITH: We will finish up with a series of numbers. It is no different from having a
series of numbers for the Australia Card.
In terms of the other detailed aspect of the legislation, members opposite fail to recognise that
the legislation itself is not a means of having a single repositry for a whole host of
computerised information; it is purely a system of identification. The motion proposed by the
member for Cottesloe talks about its being a system of surveillance. He is working on our
great fear that all this information will be transmitted to some great computer in Canberra and
other people will be able to hack into the system and access it. The truth is that that is not so
at all. All that information will be left with the banks, as it always has been.
Mr Court: Why are they buying all the new computers?
Mr D.L. SMITH: When the taxation department gets the information from the hank, it will
know, when it checks a name or number against the source of information, that the bank itself
will have had some means of making sure that the person who calls himself David Smith
really is David Smith, or that he has a tax number which is whatever my present tax number
might be.
Mr Court: If there are no problems, why do they have to have a director of a secretariat of
civil liberties and privacy section?
Mr D.L. SMI1TH: Because the legislation is being introduced by a parry which is really
concerned about civil liberties and the abuse which is possible in computerised systems, It
womres me enormously that when I go into a bank to get a loan, not only do I have to say
where I work and what I want to borrow the money for, what my income is and what security
I have, but I must say who my wife is, where mny children are, where I have lived for the last
15 years, and I must provide three references from people who think I might be credit-
worthy. In due course they are rung up and asked what they know about David Smith, and if
he is a worthy person to give credit to-
All that information remains on my application form and has the capacity to be transm-,itted to
some central computer in that bank for its permanent records.
Mr Court: I bet you do it over the telephone; you ring up and say to your bank manager, "I1
need a bit of brass."t

Mr D.L. SMITH: To be quite honest, on the last couple of occasions that I have been asked
by my two banks -- the R & I and the Commonwealth -- both have asked me to complete
those sorts of forms, and I have declined to do so because I do not believe that sort of
information should be deposited with that bank for posterity and for other people to pry into.
It is impossible for members of the Opposition to come in here, as the great defenders of the
four basic principles, and say that we live in a society which either respects those principles
or which can devise a system of proper social security, proper income tax or proper
immigration which is not going to impinge on those four liberties in some way.
Mr Court: So you support the concept of the card; is that what it boils down to?
Mr D.L. SMITH: I have explained that I have those four reservations, and on this side there
has been no party resolution about the ID) card; there has simply been a decision by the
Federal CGovernment. We as a State Government do not have legislative power in this arena
and we are not bound in any way as individual members to support the Federal Government
in its decision.
I do have a number of personal reservations about the card, but they do not concern the sorts
of hypocritical rantings. that we have been getting from members opposite about those four
basic principles. They concemn the sorts of things that are covered in the legislation about
what informnation can be collected; what information one has to be provided with; what
protective devices there are in the legislation to ensure that the system is not abused; and the
fact that the legislation says it cannot be extended by regulation, and if there is to be any
further use or misuse of the information that is provided or might become available, that it
has to be done by legislation.
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They are the sorts of things that 1 an turning my attention to in making my decision about
what I have concerns about in relation to the legislation. I do that from the perspective of a
person who genuinely believes in those four original principles that I referred to, and that
does not put me in a position where at this stage I have to wholeheartedly support or not
support the ID card; it means that we do have problems in those three areas of enforcement
and we have to address ourselves to how we can best redress the imbalance and wrongdoing
that is currently there, without imnpingig -- or at least impinging to the least degree
possible -- upon those areas of concern.

If members opposite want to be taken seriously, they need to address themselves to the
question of what alternative solutions they can provide, and then address themselves to the
question of whether their alternatives will work and whether they will impinge on the four
matters of principle to which I referred. When they start to do that, I will sit here and
genuinely listen to them, and I will not be spoken to by the Speaker for trying to speak over
people who are being rude and ignorant and are fabricating stories for political purposes, with
the hope that they can generate an issue in an impossible situation where the people of
Australia recognise that in the economy, the Federal Government is doing tremendous things.
In almost every area of its responsibilities, the Federal Government would be given a score
which any "A' -class student would be proud of on his record card.

The only issue that the conservative party has going for it at the moment is this one, and it is
parading on about it in a manner which I can only say is reminiscent of what Hitler was like
when he was trying to motivate and mislead the countries that he was trying to lead and
abuse, which led to the great calamrity that he was. It is people 1like the member for Contesloe
who are more likely to do that than the people who lead the Labor Party, both in this State
and Federally. I thank the House for its patience and I oppose the motion.
MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) [9.55 pmj: My colleague, the member for Floreat, responded in
a very thorough way to the speeches of the member for Welshpool and the Minister for
Labour, Productivity and Employment, and I do not intend at this stage of the debate to rerun
that response because it is completely unnecessary.

The member for Mitchell has stated the principles, and I think the short answer is to say that
he is confused about the application of those principles. He understands the issues, but he
has tried to convince himself that the principles do not apply or that some other consideration
applies. He correctly states four or five principles about our rights as individuals, and then
says, "But there are people cheating on tax and the dole; therefore, we need to have the
Australia Card." That is really what his argument amounts to, but it is an argument which
does not do him credit, particularly because he clearly does understand the principles. So I
can only say to the member for Mitchell, in all sincerity, that if he could forget about the
Caucus meetings and think about the issues he has ra-ised and apply those principles to the
Bill that is being introduced into the Federal Parliament, he will be a vigorous opponent of
the legislation.

The only other thing I want to say in response to this debate, which has been exhaustively
discussed and specifically replied to by my colleague, the shadow Attorney General, is that
the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment posed the question: Axe these
provisions a fundamental breach of civil liberties? The answer is, "Yes, they are." They are
a breach of civil liberties because it is not an ID system but a surveillance system; it reverses
the fundamental principle of democracy in that it seeks to make individuals, who have
comnirted no breach of the law, accountable to the State, whereas the essence of democracy
is that Government is accountable to the people; and because it seeks to take away our
fundamental and existing identity and our right to an identity, and to grant it back to us on
conditions. The answer is that, "Yes, it is a fundamental breach of civil liberties; therefore, it
should be opposed."

The Minister referred to the Opposition, as did the member for Mitchell, as inflaming
passions. I make absolutely no apology for seeking to inflame passions, and I will continue
to do so because on a matter as fundamental as this, it is important that people be
impassioned. The Labor Party fails to understand that people do not go to political rallies and
meetings in the numbers that they are going currently unless they are impassioned; and they
are impassioned about something that is rarely talked about in Australia but which is very
important: Liberty. It is on the basis of our passion for liberty that we are opposed to the
Australia Card and everything it represents.

It is legitimate and proper for this Parliament to call on the Government not to cooperate with
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Canberra. It is not a matter of breaching the Constitution. The member for Mitchell is again
using arguments that are unbecoming to him. Nobody is trying to breach the Constitution.

The Opposition says the constitutionality should be tested before we agree to cooperate -- and
that is legitimate, lawful and proper in a constitutional democracy.

I thank members for their contribution to the debate, but I am sorry to note that during debate
last week and this week the Premier has declined to rake the opportunity to speak. He has left
it mainly to the backbench, or in the absence of the backbench, to one or two Ministers to
speak. The Government is seeking to distance itself from a commitment to the Australia
Card, and the Premier is in the forefront of that distancing. The Premier is clever enough to
know -- and he is a clever politician -- that this Australia Card has a short-tern life. At the
very most it will survive until a change of Government at the next election. If it survives
until the next election there is nothing surer, there will be a change of Government. I know
the Hawke Government and the Burke Government axe too clever, too pragmatic politically
to allow the Opposition such a gift on the plate for the election. I am sorry, because I would
like to see a change of Government but!I know how clever they are.

Mrs Beggs: Is that the only issue which will change a Governmuent?

Mr HASSELL: No, but it will make the change certain. Notwithstanding that and all the
games of politics that can be played with this issue, we still come back to the fact that it is
wrong. T7his Parliament ought to oppose it, especially by the means at our disposal; that is,
those things which we control: our own records, and our own constitutional right not to chose
to cooperate with the Commonwealth in giving our rights to the Commonwealth. That is
what this motion is about and that is why I support it.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (18)

Mr Cash Mr MacKinnon
Mr Ctarko Mr Mensaros
Mr Court Mr Schell
Mr Cowan Mr Stephens
Mr Crane Mr Thompson
Mr Grayden Mr Tubby
MirHassell Mr Watt
Mr House Mr Wiese
Mr Lewis Mr Williams (Teller)

Noes (25)

Dr Alexander Mr Parker
Mrs Beggs N& Pearce
Mr Bertram Mr Read
Mr Bridge Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Donovan Mrl 2.1. Smith
Mr Peter Dowding Mr Taylor
Mr Evans Mr Thomas
Dr Gallop Mr Troy
Mr Grill Mrs Watkins
Mr Gordon Hill Dr Watson
Mr Hodge Mr Wilson
Mr Tom Jones Mrs Buchanan (Teller)
Mr Marlborough

pairs

Ayes Noes

Mr Rushiton Mr Bryce
Mr 1ightfoot Mr Carr
Mr Bradshaw MrBurkett
Mrt Blaikie Mrs Henderson
MrTrenorden Mr Brian Burke

Question thus negatived.
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ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT BILL (No 3)

Second Reading
MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [10.05 pm]: I move --

That the Bill be now read a second time.

For quite some time now, there has been an increasing and justifiable concern in our
community about the dangerously rapid escalation of unauthorised use of motor vehicles, or
joy-rides, as this offence is popularly called, particularly by the media. There are, as usual,
divergent theories as to the reasons for this unhealthy proliferation. Some blame the
economic circumstances we experience, with high employment and particularly high youth
unemployment. This reduces a large number of young people to comparative idleness which
in rum leads them to mischief, ending up in repeated criminal activities.

In my conversations with police officers involved in pursuing unlawful use of motor vehicles,
quite weird incredible stories come to light. I was told about youths, known to the police,
who purchased small home computers to record the number, type and condition of motor cars
they have pinched and used, to record the method of disposing of the vehicles and compare
notes to compete with each other.

I was also told that some youths pinch and use cars with such a frequency as any of us use
our own car. An example was given where the delinquent used a car to go to a football
match, parked it some distance from the ground as there were not any nearer parking spots,
with the police watching nearby areas where parking was prohibited. The same delinquent.
after the last siren sounded, was too lazy to walk back to the originally pinched car, but
selected one nearer to the gate to ride back home.

These examples and the community's perception based on unpleasant experiences, all show
very clearly the necessity of some action to improve the situation. Such action, any action,
even if it is only a trial to see whether it does arrest the deterioration or even hopefully
improve the situation, normally ought to come from the Government. Despite the fact,
however, that this grave and unsatisfactoty situation has now prevailed for a long period of
time -- at least several years. and indeed it constantly deteriorated with the speed of a
mathematical progression, or digression -- the Government has not done anything about it.
With aid its resources, departments, a platoon of parliamentary draftsmen, the Government
chose to remain idle.

This compels the Opposition to try to do something itself which would act as a greater
disincentive to the offenders than the present penalties and their application by the courts.
There cannot be any doubt that such action is demanded by the general public, and I would
be very surprised if it were not supported by the public's elected representatives, all members
of this Parliament.

The provisions of this Bill -- which offers one alternative towards the solution and at least
ought to be tried, whether it does achieve only part of the required results -- are very simple.
The Bill increases the penalties provided for unauthorised use of vehicles in section 89 of the
Road Traffic Act. For the first offence, it increases the maximum penalty from a $1 000 fine
or one year's imprisonment to a $2 000 fine or two years' imprisonment. For the second or
subsequent offence, from two years' imprisonment to three years' imprisonment.

I make three comments in connection with these provisions. Firstly, they only specify
maximum penalties in both cases. The policy of the Liberal Party is to convert to maximum
penalties only instead of specifying a minimum and a maximum penalty. Experience shows
that as long as a minimum is being set in the Statutes, not only do courts tend to lean towards
the muinimium but it also becomes a landmark for parole authorities. It means that in most
cases the convicted offender serves only the minimum term as he or she is usually paroled
after that. We would like the judicial authorities to know -- particularly now that with the
amended Interpretation Act they are invited to take notice of the legislators' intention -- that
we, at least on this side of Parliament, would lie them to apply harsher penalties within the
provisions of the law.

Secondly, I would like to explain why I chose to amend the Road Traffic Act instead of
creating a new criminal offence by amending the Criminal Code. The reason is to enable the
police to vigorously pursue these cases without loading them with additional burdens.
Criminal offences in the code are more cumbersome to prosecute, for which the police have
less facilities nowadays. Hence proceeding within the Road Traffic Act does not give them
additional work and gives them more chance for successful prosecution.
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Thirdly, the question could be asked: Why did I not propose even higher penalties? Instead
of following the penalty for simple stealing offences as provided in section 378 of the
Criminal Code -- which I did -- I could have chosen to foliow the penalty of some of the
qualified stealing offences. The nearest perhaps is section (3) which provides seven years'
maximum imprisonment for stealing animals, or section (4A) which gives 10 years'
maximum for stealing an aeroplane. Other sections describe seven and 10 years' maximum
respectively for stealing goods over the value of $1 000 and for repeated offences.
Accordingly, any of these heavier penalties would have been appropriate by comparison.
Because of the summary proceedings, the lack of indictment and to avoid too steep a change,
I chose the penalty for simple stealing, which is three years' maximum imprisonment.

Finally, I wish to remind the House that as shadow Attorney General I have so far achieved
my purpose with almost every private member's Bill I have introduced during this
Parliament. I have achieved that purpose even while being stripped of the kudos for having
done so. The Government in every one of these matters either has introduced a Bill to the
same effect or at least has announced its intention to do so. The subjects of these
announcements were carbon copies of my Bills. Nevertheless, the purpose was achieved one
way or another. The initiative of the Opposition has borne its fruit.

I commend this Bill to the House and eagerly await the Government's usual reaction: To
copy it.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Gordon Hill (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services).

SALE OF (GO VERNM4ENT PROPERTY (PARLIAMENTARY APPROVAL) BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 3 June.

MR PEARCE (Arniadale -- Leader of the House) [10.15 pm]: The Government does not
propose to support the Bill moved by the member for Stirling. The Bill proposes that the
Government cannot dispose of major assets by way of sale unless parliamentary approval is
gained.

I think that the member for Stirling has been around long enough to understand the
constitutional principles which underlie the division of responsibility between the Executive
and the Legislature. The kind of principle which underlies this Bill is to give the
Parliament -- that is, the Legislature -- a role of interference with the Executive arm of
Goverinment, which is neither appropriate nor in accordance with the traditions of
Westminster democracy. It may be that this latent constitutional principle has lain dormant in
the breast of the member for Stirling for many a long year and only found utterance in this
year of Our Lord, 1987, but a more likely proposition is that the member for Stirling is one of
the more lateral thinkers on the Opposition side who has found a new way or what he hopes
is a new angle on the abattoir question. The Government is simply not prepared to accept
that there is any sense in the proposition being put on this occasion. However, I will say in
the defence of the member for Stirling that he is probably the only person on the Opposition
side who has brought forth the abanoir business in any way that is not directly or indirectly
influenced -- financially or otherwise -- by the proprietor of the Midland Brick Company. I
am prepared to say the member for Stirling introduced this legislation not because of large
donations to his party's funds but because he is pursuing a mistaken course out of pure
political opportunism.

Mr Stephens interjected.

Mr PEARCE: All the Liberal Party members have been bought off in this issue; I am
prepared to concede that the member fbr Stirling has- made his own mistakes in this regard.
The Government does not intend to support this legislation.

Mr Lewis interjected.

Mr PEARCE: The Liberal Party is so concerned about it because the biggest single
contributor to the Liberal Party's funds mn this State is Ric New. The fact that the Liberal
Party has raised this issue about a sale of art individual site on advice from our financial
advisers at a price over valuation is an issue only with the Liberal Party because it has the
potential to bring about a competitor for the Liberal Party's biggest financial contributor.
That is the biggest single factor which has kept this debate going on the Opposition's side.
The Government will not dignify that debate by supporting a Bill which would mean that the
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normal executive operation of Government would be frozen for months, if not for years,
because of a necessity to bring these things before Parliament. It was never proposed by the
Opposition when it was in Government, and it is not a right and proper thing to do.
The Government will not support this legislation.

MR WATT (Albany) [10.19 pm]: I support this Bill. I found the remarks of the Leader of
the House quite extraordinary. Contrary to his statement, I certainly have not been bought by
anyone when forming my own reaction to and conclusions about this Bill. I think the Bill
makes good sense. One of the things about making laws in respect of this son of issue is not
necessarily to consider what has been done for years, because although the precedent might
be fine as a guide to what we ought to do, every now and again circumstances change. With
those changing circumstances we have to be prepared to have a look at the rules under which
we govern this State and which guide our actions.

It was not the sale of the Midland abattoir which really compelled me to give my support to
this legislation. I was attracted much more by the sale of the Perth Technical College site. I
have no doubt that it might well have been the Midland abattoir deal that brought it to a head
for the member for Stirling in bringing this legislation here, but I would be very surprised if
there were not a number of deals which brought it to a head. The Perth Technical College is
a very good example of what has happened and what ought not to have happened. The truth
of the matter is that it was handed over to the Western Australian Development Corporation
at an unrealistic and bargain-basement price. If the private sector could have obtained it for
that price it would have welcomed it. In a very short space of time the college was sold off to
a consortium of local business people at a price substantially more than was paid for it. The
Premier then had the temerity to tell Parliament that that was giving the taxpayers of Western
Australia the advantages of private enterprise.

For the advantages that accrue from a private enterprise situation to operate in that exercise,
the Government should have put the property up for auction, out to tender, or used some
other competitive means. We were later advised that there were 42 individual expressions of
interest in the sale of that particular property, yet none of them -- unless, of course, the one
that bought it was one of the 42 -- was given the opportunity of deciding whether they warnted
the purchase of that property to go through. Clearly, if those 42 people, in a competitive
situation such as tender or auction, had been doing what private enterprise does best, I
suspect that the sale of that property would have yielded much more for the benefit of the
taxpayers of this State than it did on its second sale.

The Government has indicated that it is not going to support this Bill so this debate is
probably a waste of time. When the member for Stirling introduced the Bill, I wrote to the
parliamentary draftswoman and proposed that she draft an amendment for me. I admit I
never got a reply. I am not sure what happened to the letter --

Mr Stephens: Tell us what the amendment was.

Mr WATT: I have written it down, and I want it on the record. The member for Stirling
might like to think about it. Clause 3 of the Bill says that no property shall be sold,
transferred, or otherwise disposed of except with the approval of Parliament. My amendment
proposed that after the word "except" the words should be inserted, "by any means other than
by a public and competitive method such as tender or auction." This would enable the
Government to go ahead and sell assets -- real estate, for example -- by a competitive method
such as auction or tender. In that way we would be reasonably sure that the best possible
price was being maintained.

I accept that there is a further dimension to the argument as to whether the property ought to
be sold. That is an action available for Government to take.

Mr Stephens: The amendment was unnecessary because the Bill in its present form would
provide for that. It only states that before the sale is validated it must be approved by
Parliament. Whether it is sold by tender, auction, or otherwise, it would be subject to the
approval of Parliament.

Mr WATT: I do not agree with that. Obviously, the member for Stirling and I are on the
same wavelength but technically I do not think his Bill as it stands covers my proposition.
My amendment said that if the Government decided to sell an asset of a value greater than
$250 000 by public auction or tender, it would not need the approval of Parliament.

Mr Stephens: You are right, I don't agree with that. All I want is the approval of Parliament.

4146



[Wednesday, 23 September 1987] 44

Mr WATT: I agree with the principle of the Bill. I am simply saying that it is competent for
the Government of the day to dispose of an asset. My particular concern is that in the interest
of the taxpayers that asset should realise the maximum possible price. The situation should
not arise where valuable assets axe given away for substantially less than their true value
either to a private operator, or to a pseudo-Government orgarnisation such as the WADC.
Members then have no recourse to information, when it is flaunted in the newspapers and
Parliament about what a wonderful thing the WADC is doing, making profits for the benefit
of the taxpayers in the State, when it has clearly got those profits by a means which is unfair
and outside normal business arrangements.
I commend the member for Stirling for his intent. Obviously we have a minor disagreement
about the method of achieving it. It is high time that some safeguards are introduced into the
laws of this State to protect taxpayers from the actions of any further Government, no matter
what its political complexion might be, against shonkie actions like some we have seen in
recent times.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [10.26 pm]: I thank the member for Albany for supporting the
principle of this Bill, but I disagree with the amendment that he has in mind. The purpose
behind this Bil is to seek parliamentary approval for the disposal of substantial public assets.
It is consistent; no money can be appropriated or spent without the approval of both Houses
of Parliament. Thai money, in effect, is a liquid asset of the people, and we require
parliamentary approval for its disposal. Likewise, I believe it is only consistent and proper
that we should have parliamentary approval for disposal of fixed assets. That is the essential
difference between this Bill and the amendment referred to by the member for Albany. It is
academic, because the Government has indicated it is not prepared to support this worthwhile
Bill,

Mr Watt: They might do a few more shonkie deals.

Mr STEPHENS: I do not know if they want to, but they would have the opportunity to do so
if they chose. I was amazed to hear the Leader of the House refer to the fact that the Labor
Party will not allow Parliament to interfere with executive Governiment. The next thing he
will tell us is that Parliament is interfering with the power of the Executive to spend the
public's money. He will try and dispense with the need for Parliament to approve the
appropriation. These are the words of a totalitarian member. It is no wonder that side of the
House supports the ID card. It is a totalitarian move in the extreme.

Dr Gallop: Come on, Mant!

Mr STEPHENS: This is not the subject of debate now, but I can expand on it to a great
extent because reference has been made to Nazi Germany. What the Labor Party is
proposing for Australia is even worse than that, because Hitler did not have access to
databanks, therefore it would have been exceedingly difficult to keep a tab on all the
activities of the citizens. It is one of the weaknesses of our parliamentary system. The
Leader of the House has highlighted it with his comment that passage of this Bill would allow
Parliament to interfere with executive Government. We all know that executive Goverrnent
is degenerating into a dictatorship by the executive.

The old concept was that the Cabinet was responsible to Parliament. It made the decisions,
but sought parliamentary approval. The Minister's remarks are tantamount to saying that
Parliament should not have any right to interfere with the decisions of the Executive. That is
completely and utterly undemocratic. The public would be appalled to think that a leading
member of the Labor Government has advocated a move to further reduce the effectiveness
of the House.

I am exceedingly disappointed that the Government -has chosen not to support -this
worthwhile measure which will allow Parliament to further scrutinise the activities of the
Executive. That is what we want if we are to restore the dignity, prestige, and importance of
Parliament. It must be given more power to scrutinise the activities of the Executive. That is
the very basis of this Bill. I amn disappointed the Government has chosen to follow the course
of a dictatorship.

Question put and a division taken with the following result --
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Ayes (18)
Wr Cash Mr MacKinnon
Mr Clarke Mr Mensaros
Mr Court Mr Schell
Mr Cowan Mr Stephems
Mr Crane Mr Thompson
b& Grayden Mr Tubby
WI Hassell Mr Want
Mr House Mr Wiese
Mr Lewis Mr WiWjas (Teller)

Noes (23)
Dr Alexander Mr Marlborough
Mrs Beggs Mr Parker
Mr Bertram Mr Pearce
Mr Bridge Mr Read
Mr Donovan Mr D.L Smith
Wi Peter Dowding Mr P.J. Smith
Mr Evans Mr Taylor
Dr Gallop Mi Tray
Mr Grill Mrs Watkins
Mr Gordon Hill Dr Watson
Mr Hodge Mr WilSon3
Mr Tom Jones Mrs Buchanan (Teller)
Dr Lawrence

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr Rusbton Mr Bryce
Mr Lightfoot Mr Curf
Mr Bradshaw Mr Burkett
Mr Blaike Mrs Henderson
MiTrenorden Mr Brian Burke

Question thtus negatived.

Bill defeated.

ACTS AMENDMENT (PROTECTION OF THE COMMUNITY) BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 27 May.
MR PEARCE (Arniadale - Leader of the House) (10.35 pm]: The Governmnent is not
prepared to be quite so dismissive of the Bill moved by the member for Floreat as it was with
the rather foolish proposition recently put before the House by the member for Stirling.
Mr Cowan: It was not foolish at all. Ic was for the preservation of democracy.
Mr PEARCE: The Government is firmly commuitted to notions of democracy and that means
in part allowving the member for Stirling to be publicly foolish, That is his democratic right,
and we do not mind. He cannot expect in a democracy that everything that is said will be
sensible. He is entitled to his view, and the Minister for Police and Emergency Services has
said he wml totally defend the member for Stirling's right to make a fool of himself. I am not
prepared to go so far but I amn prepared to defend the member's right to say it in here.
The member for Floreat is seeking in all sincerity in his Bill to make the business of paroling
people much more difficult. It is a complex scheme which he puts forward and the
Government feels to some extent it is flawed in its fundamental approach. He has to
recognise that except in rare circumstances people who go to gaol will be let out again in the
enid. With very few exceptions, people who go to gaol will finish their sentence and go back
into the community. That is always horrifying for members of the community, particularly if
it is someone who is a multiple rapist or has committed a serious and violent crime. That is
unless we are prepared to go to the stage whereby we say anybody convicted of those serious
crimes is locked away and that is that. It is almost the case with regard to certain murders in
this State because of the attitude the Governiment has taken with regard to strict security life
imprisonment. However, to merely put the emphasis on making it harder for people to go
through the parole process and not look properly at the question of rehabilitation of offenders
so that when they go back into the community they are at least put in a stage where the
likelihood of their repeating those offences is minimised is an error. The Government is
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reviewing the parole system, and we are concerned to make sure that the community is not
put at risk because of decisions that may be made by the Parole Board or others.

The Governent is not sufficiently convinced that the proposal put forward by the member
for Floreat will do all the things one would want done by a review of the parole system.
However, [ give an undertaking to the member that I will refer the proposals in the Bill to the
Attorney General so that when the review of the parole system is conducted and completed
the points of view the member put forward in the Bill and in his second reading speech can
be taken into account.
That may be small cotnfort to the member because pending the final outcome of the review of
the Parole Act and provisions undertaken by the Attorney General it is not the Government's
intention to support the legislation.

Mr Cash: How long before it is completed?

Mr PEARCE: It is being done at present. I do not imagine it will be a long delay -- maybe a
few months.

MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [10.38 pml]: I am in two minds in replying to the Minister's
commuents. On the one hand it could be construed to some extent as a contempt that the
Government's legal spokesman did not bother to respond. On the other hand I welcome the
fact that the Leader of the House did so because frankly and objectively he displays about
five times as much logic as does the Minister for Works and Services, not because of the
latter's lack of capacity, but because of his lack of interest and preparedness.

I have to say that the Minister did not -- I do not blame him because he has so many things in
hand -- comprehend what the Bill wants to do. He said the Bill wants to make parole harder.
In some ways that might be right but it is not the intention of the Bill. Very simply put the
intention is that whereas presently parole is being adjudged on the individual behaviour of the
offender -- in other words the offender, no matter what the criminal offence, is incarcerated,
and depending on how he behaves individually in prison, he is paroled -- in future other
factors will be taken into consideration.

Under the system as it applies today, the interests of society are not taken into primary
account by law. The board which deals with parole does not have to rake that into first
consideration.

Recently we have become aware of cases of some people being paroled in Western Australia
and others being paroled in other States and coming to Western Australia and committing the
same offences here. It is that which prompted the introduction of this Bil in the hope that
this Government would do something about it. The Bill does not necessarily attempt to make
parole harder for prisoners but attempts to remind those people who recommend parole that
the interests of society is the first and primary consideration to be taken into account.

I appreciate what the Minister handling the Bill said; namely, that every prisoner becomes a
free man at some or other time. The change of name from prisons to corrective service
institutions indicates the first aim of imprisonment or of any penalty is for rehabilitation of
the prisoner. However, there is no doubt that there are many habitual criminals whose first
activity after being freed, whether on parole or not, is to commit an offence. Because, today,
everything is specialised, they seem to comnmit the same offence for which they were
previously gaoled.

The Criminal Code contains provisions- relating to habitual criminals. However, those
provisions are very different from what occurs in everyday life. It says that, in certain cases,
the Supreme Court can declare a criminal a habitual crim-inal with the effect that he can be
imprisoned for an indefinite period at the Governor's pleasure. That is entirely different from
the intention of this Bill. .I believe there ought to be methods for differentiating between
people who have offended and can be rehabilitated and for whom there is a chance they will
become useful members of the society and those who have a minimal or nonexistent chance
of becoming useful members of society upon their release. That is the reason that, today,
society is demanding that we deal differently with those people and that is the intention of
this B ill.

I am sufficiently a realist not to have expected the Government to fail over itself accepting
this Bill, although I would have expected that the Attorney General would have studied it
because it was introduced in the last Parliament and lapsed. We did not want to resurrect all
of our Bills. We have opposed the Government's actions in this regard, hence I even have
read the Bill again a second time.
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It is interesting that organtisations such as the Western Australia Law Reform Commission
have examined my private member's Bills and have formed opinions on them, yet the
Attorney General, according to the Minister handling the Bill, has not considered this Bill.
Mr Gordon HIl: That is not what he said at all.

Mr MENSAROS: He said he would bring it to the Attorney's attention and undertook to
have the Attorney examine it.
Mr Gordon Hill: He did not say that the Attorney had not given any consideration to your
Bill.

Mr MENSARQS: To my mind, the Attorney General is one of the best members of the two
Houses of Parliament. Had he examined it, he would have supplied the Minister with a brief
so that the Minister could have replied accordingly. Be that as it may, I would have expected
the Government to have some view on it. After all, nobody can accuse me of political
grandstanding. It is a legal Bill and an expression of criminal law philosophy, which to some
extent, is novel; it breaks with the traditions of criminal law. The trouble is that, as I said in
my second reading speech on the previous Bil, the Government looks at these measures only
vaguely and decides whether they have some legal merit, and whether they appeal to the
public Or possibly both, and then copies them.

An article appeared on the front page of The West Ausa-atian about two or tee weeks ago
after a Cabinet meeting. It announced that the Government would do precisely what is
proposed in this Bill. The legislation has not been introduced yet, but even the Minister
handling this Bill referred to the parole legislation as being under review. One would think
that, at least, there could be more cooperation on these matters. However, if I achieved the
success of at least alerting the Government to something, I have achieved something, even
though I may lose the kudos for it. Subsequently an excellent journalist wrote an article
about this Government poaching legislation, which his editor considered was not appropriate
for publishing in the metropolitan paper, after having noticed it in the country edition.
A weekend newspaper praised the Government for its endeavours which I believe are
incorporated in this Bill. I wrote a letter to the editor stating that it would be fair if the
newspaper gave the Opposition some credit for the legislation. The letter was nor published,
but I received a reply weeks later stating that if the newspaper had known about it earlier it
would have mentioned it in its editorial.
I realise the Government does not want to give credit to the Opposition by supporting this
Bill, even though it supports the principle. I will not divide the House because it seems the
matter is clear-cut. I believe I have done something which has not been an entire waste of
rime.

Question put and negatived.

Bill defeated.

JURISDICTION OF COURTS (CROSS-VESTING) BILL

Receipt and First Reading
Bil received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr Peter Dowding (Minister for Works
and Services), read a first time.

BILLS (2): RETURNED

I. Acts Amendment (Corrective Services) Bill.

2. Water Authority Amendment Bill.

Bills returned from the Council without amendment.

House adjourned at 10.50 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
TEACHERS CREDIT SOCIETY

Debtors: List

1587. Mr COWAN, to the Treasurer:

Does he intend to make publicly available a complete list of the Teachers Credit
Society's debtors?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

No, I do not have a list, and the release of a list is a matter for the society. If the
member has a desire to view this information, it would be at odds with calls he has
made for protection of confidential information and privacy.

STATE ENGINEERING WORKS

Privorisation: Employment

1633. Mr MENSAROS, to the Premier:

In view of his statement two years ago that regarding privatisation policies "the State
Government employees have a right to know if their jobs are at risk under a Liberal
Government", will he state at what risk the State Government employees in general
and the State Engineering Works employees in particular are under his latter-day
privatisation policy?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

A statement on the future of the State Engineering Works is tabled. The member will
note that an undertaking has been given to employ all SEW workers who wish to join
the new operation.

(See paper No 3S9.)

TECHNOLOGY
Information Technology: Strategy

1731. Dr LAWRENCE, to the Minister for Industry and Technology:

What are the Government's basic objectives in a strategy to achieve further benefits
from the use of information technology?

Mrt BRYCE replied:

(i) To achieve optimal, beneficial, effective, and efficient use of information
technology throughout Western Australia;

(ii) to achieve a thriving Western Australian information industry which benefits the
Western Australian community and broadens the State's economic base;
(iii) to promote technological development by encouraging interaction between
Government, industry, education, and research-based organisations;

(iv) to promote the modernisation of existing industry through the adoption of
appropriate information technologies.

TECHNOLOGY: COMPUTERS

Public Sector Proportion

1732. Dr LAWRENCE, to the Minister for Industry and Technology:

What estimated proportion of-

(a) computing capacity;

(b) computing expenditure,

is located in the public sector in Western Australia compared with the private sector?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(a) The public sector in Western Australia, including Federal and State Governments,
is a significant user of information technology. Of the approximate $600 million
spent on information technology in Western Australia last year, Government
expenditure represented about one-third. The public sector also accounts for about 33
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per cent of toral computing capacity;
(b) this level of expenditure provides substantial benefits by improving police, health
care, and transport systems. It also has obvious significance to the IT industry. The
Government ensures that every public dollar spent is used so that an effective return
to the State, and enhanced industrial capability, are achieved.

TEACHERS CREDIT SOCIETY

Investments: Brockley Investments Ltd
1742. Mr LIGHTFOOT, to the Treasurer:

(1) Has the Teachers Credit Society invested $4 million or thereabouts in a
company controlled by Mr Robert Martin and/or titled Brocley Investments
Ltd?

(2) Has the State Superannuation Bonrd invested a simailar amount in Brockley
Investments Ltd?

(3) If yes to (2), can he guarantee that the $8 million is secure?
(4) Who are currently the directors of Brockley Investments Ltd?

(5) Have any directors of Brockley been replaced this year?

(6) If so, by wham?

(7) Was he obliged to give consent under the Superannuation and Family Benefits
Act to the investment?

(8) What was his decision based on?
(9) What documentation was entered into?
(10) Is that documnentation available for perusal or tabling?

(11) What is the value of the shares now?
(12) Have caveats been lodged against the company to protect the State

Superannuation Board and Teachers Credit Society?
(13) Why was the money invested by the State Superannuation Board and Teachers

Credit Society earlier this year, when he knew quite clearly that the State
Superannuation Board and Teachers Credit Society were under scrutiny by
respective authorities?

(14) When was he notified of the Registrar of Credit Unions' disquiet with respect
to the Teachers Credit Society?

(15) Why were many millions of dollars lent to businessmen after the accounts of
the businessmen with the Teachers Credit Society were criticised by the
Registrar of Credit Unions?

(16) Could not many millions of dollars have been saved by the Teachers Credit
Society and other authoritative departments?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) This question should be directed to the Teachers Credit Society.
(2) See reply to question 183.

(3) to (6) Not applicable.
(7) Investments of this nature would be included in the nonmal global approval
detailed in answers given to previous questions.

(8) to (10) Not applicable.

(11) See reply to question 183.
(12) With regard to the Superannuation Board, see reply to question 183. The second
part of the question should be directed to the Teachers Credit Society.
(13) With reference to the Superannuation Board, see answer to question 183. With
reference to the Teachers Credit Society, the question should be directed to the
society.
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(14) to (16) These questions are based on assumptions which are either incorrect or I
am not in a position to verify.

EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOL
Canning Vale: Land Purchase

1757. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Industry and Technology.
(1) In relation to question 1978 of 26 November 1986, when the Industrial Lands

Development Authority purchased the land on which the current Canning Vale
Primary School is located, did the $47 000 paid for that land include any
valuation for buildings?

(2) If not, what was the value of the buildings on the land at that time?
Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) and (2) The price paid included an amount of $17 000 for improvements on the
land.

AUSTRAUIA CARD
Computer Matching: Cost

1774. Mr COWAN. to the Minister representing the Attorney General:
(1) Is it the Government's intention to "computer match" -- establish an automatic

correlation of information -- the database held by the Registrar General's
Office and that of the Australia Card?

(2) If yes. will the information be transmitted by land line?
(3) If no to (2), by what method?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
See reply to question 1654.

TECHNOLOGY: COMPUTERS
Home Installations

1775. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Industry and Technology:
What is the estimated number of home computers in Western Australia?
Mr BRYCE replied:
Accurate figures are most difficult to obtain. However, the best estimate is about
30 000.

AGRICULTURE: PESTICIDES
Budget Allocation

1786. Mr BRAD)SHAW, to the Minister for Agriculture:
Can he explain the difference between the $600 000 he said would be allocated for the
efforts to overcome the beef crisis and the amount of $460 000 allocated in the
Budget?
Mr GRILL replied:
Cabinet agreed to an expenditure of $600 000 for direct assistance in the pesticide
residue problem, in addition to the considerable redirection of resources within (he
Department of Agriculture. $460 000 has been voted in the 1987-88 Budget. Of this,
$200 000 is for the pesticide recall programme, which terminates on 31 October, and
$260 000 is for the purchase of equipment and operating expenses for-the soil and,
animal diagnostic service. Because the diagnostic programme will run through into
the 1988-89 financial year, Cabinet has agreed to provide $140 000 for that purpose,
and this will be formally allocated in the 1988-89 Budget.

PRISONERS
Homosexual Attacks: Protection

1795.. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister representing the Minister for Corrective Services:
(1) What precautions or avenues are available to protect inmates of prisons from

homosexual attacks?
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(2) Axe psychiatric services available to inmates of prisons on a regular basis if
required?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Staff supervision. Additional protection is provided in particular cases by special
placement within the prison system.

(2) Yes.

COURTS: DEFENDANTS

Cost Recovery
1804. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister representing the Attorney General:

(1) When is he introducing amendments to the Official Prosecutions (Defendants'
Costs) Act 1973 to increase the present $250 limit of recovery of costs by a
defendant in a prosecution where the Crown has been unsuccessful?

(2) Is it a fact chat this limit is regarded by the legal profession as being very
inadequate?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(L) and (2) It is acknowledged that the present limnits should be updated. The matter
is currently under consideration.

TECHNOLOGY: COMPUTERS
Capacity: Increase

1806, Dr LAWRENCE, to the Minister for Industry and Technology:

By what factor or percentage does the Australian information technology industry
expect the annual demand for additional computing capacity to increase during the
next five years in the --

(a) public sector;

(b) private sector?

Mr BRYCE replied:

The information technology industry forecasts that future growth in computing
capacity in the private sector will be approximately 40 per cent per year.
The Department of Computing and Information Technology has recently completed a
study of the State's major computing facilities. This study forecasts a range of growth
of 30 to 40 per cent per year over the next five years, Consideration is currently being
given to recommendations relating to the most efficient use of Government resources
in relation to this expected growth.

WATER AUTHORITY

Advertising: Expenditure
1811. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) How much did the Water Authority spend on advertising for the financial year
1986-87?

(2) How does this figure compare with previous years?

(3) What is the projected expenditure on advertising for the financial year 1987-
88?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) In L986-87 the sum of $268 000 was spent by the authority on public notices, a
public awareness campaign relating to the conservation of water, and notification to
the public of Water Authority works and activities.
(2) $394 000 in 1985-86.
(3) $137 000.
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GAMIBLING: INSTANT LOTITERY
Distributions

18L9. Mr HOUSE, to the Minister for The Arts:
Will he provide a list detailing the distribution of funds allocated from the Instant
lottery fund in 1986-87?
Mr PARKER replied:
With the establishment of the Department for the Arts in 1986, State allocations for
direct grant programmres, both from the former WA Arts Council and the Instant
lottery culture fuand, were combined to form the grants budget of the department. A
detailed list of all such direct grants allocated by the department in 1986-87 will be
appended to the department's annual report, which will be tabled in late October.

TEACHERS CREDIT SOCIETY
Minister's Action

1820. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Housing:
(1) When he was first alerted to problems in the Teachers Credit Society, what

action did he take?
(2) Did he alert either the Treasurer and/or the Cabinet?
(3) If not, why not?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) 1 was advised when other Ministers were advised in early August.
(2) and (3) Not applicable.

LIQUOR LICENCES
Premiums: Formula

1826. Mr HOUSE, to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:
(1) Does the Licensing Court use a formula for calculating the premiums payable

on the issue of a licence?
(2) If yes, what is that formula?
(3) If no to (1), what method of calculation is used?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) to (3) 1 am advised that the Licensing Court assesses the amount of premium
payable based on evidence before the court at a hearing at which the parties are
represented either by themselves or by counsel. T'he court then gives reasons in
writing for the premium fixed.

TOURISM: PASSENGERS
Inbound Tax: Cost

1828. Mr TRENORDEN, to the Minister for Tourism:
What is the estimated cost to Western Australia's tourist industry of the
Commonwealth Government's $5 arrival tax -

(a) in the current financial year;
(b) in a full financial -year?_
Mrs BEGGS replied:
It is not possible to determine the price sensitivity of international visitors' reactions
to paying a $5 arrival tax. However, as I advised the House on 22 September. I have
written to the Federal Minister for Tourism on this matter.

GAMBLING: LOTITERIES CONMSSION
Assessment

1829. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:
(1) Who is carring out the assessment of the role of the Lotteries Commnission?
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(2) When is it expected the assessment will be completred?
(3) What is the purpose of the assessment?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) to (3) The working party was established as a result of the Functional Review
Committee's review of the functions of the Lotteries Commission. It includes
representatives from the Department of Community Services, Department of Health,
Public Service Board, Treasury, and the Minister for Racing and Gaining. The
assessment is of aspects of the distribution of surplus funds to non-Government
welfare organisations.

EDUCATION: HIGH SCHOOL
Leeming: Building Plans

1830. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Education:
(1) When is it anticipated that the next building stage of the Leeming Senior High

School will be completed?
(2) What is the anticipated enrolment for Leetning Senior High School at the

commencement of the 1988 school year?
(3) How many transportable classrooms is it anticipated will be required on site at

the school at the comnmencement of the 1988 school year?
(4) How many transportable units are currently located on site at the school?
(5) Where will the extra transportable units be located at the school?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) January 1989.
(2) 760 students.
(3) 10.
(4) 4.
(5) Adjacent to existing and to the east of the canteen.

TRAFFIC: PEDESTRIANS
Footpath: Leeming

1831. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Local Government:
(1) Has the Melville City Council approached the Department of Local

Government for dollar for dollar support to construct a dual-use path in
Findlay Road, Leeming?

(2) If so, has that request been approved or rejected?
(3) If neither, when is it likely this application will be processed?
Mr CARR replied:
(1) An application for grant aid funding for cycling facilities was received from the
City of Melville to construct a dual-use path along Findlay Road, Leeming as an
extension of the existing path from South Street to Leeming High School, recreation
centre, and shopping centre.
(2) This application, along with all others for grant aid, was considered at a recent
meeting of the State Bicycle Committee. The recommendations of the committee are
now before the Acting Minister for Local Government for his consideration.
(3) It is expected that the Acting Minister will make an announcement in the near
future.

STATE FINANCE: INTEREST EARNINGS
Government Bonds

1834. Mr MENSAROS, to the Treasurer:
Are any of the moneys created from interest earnings from the short-term money
market or any other source of cash funds being invested in State or Federal
Government bonds?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Interest earnings form part of the pool of public moneys which are invested in a
variety of investments including State and Federal Government bonds. At 23
September 1987, public moneys amountingrto $35 639 114 were invested in State and
Federal Government bonds,

WATER AUTHORITY
Internal Funds and Balances

1835. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) Adverting to his reply to question 1762 of 1987, what is the capital

replacement account composed of and how was it arrived at?
(2) If the whole or part of this amount is depreciation allowance, would he detail

the rules adopted and followed in arriving at the depreciation? For example,
what is the percentage of book or replacement capital value?

(3) Would he show the details of depreciated assets, their value, the percentage of
depreciation, and the time the depreciation was entered in the accounts?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) The capital replacement account is credited each year with the amount of historic
cost depreciation and where applicable -- metropolitan only -- with the related
replacement cost adjustment. Interest accrued on these funds is also credited to the
account; sinking fund contributions and principal repayments are debited each year.
The opening balance of the account plus 80 per cent of depreciation credited to the
account in each year is used to fund capital works in metropolitan and country areas
respectively during the following year. Further details of the above accounts are to be
found in note 10 of the Water Authority's 1986-87 annual report.
(2) Depreciation is calculated on the replacement value of metropolitan assets and on
the historic value of country assets respectively. The percentage of depreciation
applied depends on the economic life of individual assets spanning from a few to in
excess of 100 years for certain dams. For farther details of the accounting policies
and practices regarding depreciation, please refer to note 9 of the Water Authority's
1986-87 annual report.
(3) Given the very large number of assets involved, it would be a time consuming
and expensive exercise to produce a reply, as this would entail the production of
voluminous computer reports for the metropolitan area and involve complex data
extraction from the country asset register.

WATER AUTHORITY
Internal Funds and Balances

1836 Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for Water Resources:
Adverting to his reply to question 1762 of 1987, would he please detail the Perth
general reserve account of $17 876 000, particularly as far as the origin of the
composing amounts and the time of their entry goes?
Mr BRIDGE replied;
At 30 June 1985, the Metropolitan Water Authority carried a balance of $10 million
in its accounts as a general reserve. This balance was taken over by the Water
Authority of Western. Australia at merger date, 1 July 1985.
In 1986-87 the board of the Water Authority of Western Australia transferred a
further $10 million from unappropriated profits. At 30 June 1986, the balance
unappropriated was $12.518 million.

TECHNICAL AND FURTHER EDUCATION
Smoking: Policy

1838. Mr WILLIAMS, to the Minister for Education:
(1) Further to question 1708 of 1987, could he indicate whether Technical and

Further Education staff are currently covered by TP 201 page 2, paragraph 5
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(i) and (ii), of the "Manual of Policies. Standard Procedures and
[nstructions"?

(2) Could he indicate when a review was commenced into the policy of smoking
in TAPE institutions?

(3) Could he indicate by whom the review is being undertaken?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) The review is part of an ongoing reappraisal of policies and practices with regard
to health and safety in TAFE colleges.

(3) Part of the normal duties of the occupational health and safety unit.

TECHNICAL AND FURTHER EDUCATION

Perth College:, Principal
1839. Mr WILLIAM[S, to the Minister for Education:

(1) Could he indicate whether it is proposed to appoint a substantive principal to
Perth Technical College?

(2) If yes, could he indicate when the position will be advertised, and on what
date the new appointment will be made?

(3) If no to (1), could he indicate what new arrangement is planned?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) No decision will be made prior to my receipt of a report from the Government's
Functional Review Committee on the TAFE system.

(2) and (3) Not applicable.

TECHN ICAL AND FURTHER EDUCATION
Teachers' Handbook

1840. Mir WILLIAMS, to the Minister for Education:

(1) Could he indicate which parts, if any, of 'The Teachers' Handbook and
Administrative Instructions" apply to Technical and Further Education?

(2) If no, can it be assumed that the publication refers only to the primary and
secondary divisions of the Ministry of Education?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) Because of the special requirements of Technical and Further Education, a
manual of policies, standard procedures, and instmuctions has been produced. For
TAFE, this manual takes precedence over the teachers' handbook and administration
instructions. Where the manual is silent on an issue, the requirements of the
handbook will apply.

(2) Not applicable-

TECHNICAL AND FURTHER EDUCATION
Functional Review Committee: Report

1841. Mr WILLIAMS, to the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment:

(1) Can he indicate when the report of the Functional Review Committee
inquiring into Technical and Further Education was, or will be, completed?

(2) Can he indicate when the report wil be made available?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) No.

(2) No.
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WATER RESOURCES
Desalination Plants:, Testing

1843. Mr SCHELL, to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) Is the Water Authority currently involved in the testing and assessment of

desalination plants?
(2) Is there a desalination plant that is capable of providing a minimum of 4 000

gallons a day and that could be commercially viable as a water supply for
wheatbelt farms?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) -The Water Authority is currently involved in the resting and assessment of a
sirothenn plant at Leederville -- 1 200 cubic metres per day.
The Water Authority operates a reverse osmosis plant at Denhamn -- approximately 50
cubic metres per day -- and regularly reviews the cost of desalination units for country
water supplies.
(2) There are a number of commercially available pianits capable of providing 4 000
gallons a day -- 18 cubic metres a day. At this stage, commercial viability as a water
supply for wheatbelt farms has nor been demonstrated.

HOUS[NG
Emergency: Applications

1845. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Housing:
(1) Concerning applications for emergency and/or priority housing for the

financial years --

(a) 1983-84;
(b) 1984-85;
(c) 1985-86;
(d) 1986-87;

as at 30 June, how many -

(i) applications were received;
(ii) applications were approved;
(iii) applicants were employed;
(iv) applicants were unemployed;
(i) applicants were pensioners;
(v) applicants were on supporting parents benefit;
(vi) applicants were in receipt of tertiary education assistance

scheme, sickness benefit, or others?
(2)What was the total cost for the years?
Mr WILSON replied:
As the answer to the question is detailed, I will respond to the member in writing.

HOUSING
Rental Assistance-

1846. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Housing:
(1) Concerning applications for rental assistance for the financial years -

(a) 1983-84;
(b) 1984-85;
(c) 1985-86;

(d) 1986-87,
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as at30 June -

(i) how many applications were received;
(di) how many applications were approved;

(iii) what was the average weekly rental;

(iv) what was the total cost for the year?

(2) Concerning applications for rental assistance for the above years and periods --

(a) how many applicants were employed;

(b) how many applicants were unemployed;

(c) how many applicants were pensioners;

(d) how many applicants were on supporting parents' benefit;

(e) how many applicants were in receipt of tertiary education assistance
scheme, sickness benefit, or others?

Mr WILSON replied:

As the answer to the question is detailed, I will respond to the member in writing.

HEALTH: TOBACCO SMOKING
Deaths: Heart Disease

1847. Mr BERTRAM, to the Minister for Health:

Further to his recent information concerning Western Australian smoking-related
deaths, of the 37 000 Western Australians who are condemned to die as a direct result
of their having smoked cigarettes, how many of these people will die as a result of
heart disease?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

Of the projected 37 000 Western Australians expected to die from smoking between
1987 and 2000, if present trends continue, it is estimated that around 14 500 will die
from heart disease caused by smoking. For this reason, it is especially appropriate
that the National Heart Foundation in Western Australia should have played so
prominent a role in educational and other activities aimed at reducing smoking in the
community.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

GOVERNMENT TRAVEL: BOOKINGS

Holiday WA Centres: Value
Mrs BEGGS (Minister for Tourism) :
On Thursday, 9 April 1987, 1 provided the following answer to question on Notice
292 by the Leader of the National Party --

The total value of Government travel and accommodation arranged through
Holiday WA for the period 1 July 1986 to 28 February 1987 is $7 075 256.

1 am advised by the Western Australian Tourism Commnission that following further
examination of Government bookings the figure should be $6 981 090. The
discrepancy was due to the inclusion of international travel bookings for private
individuals. I apologise for any inconvenience caused to the House by this oversight.

AUSTRALIA CARD

Government Instrumentalities: Cost

309. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister assisting the Minister for Public Sector
Management:

(1) Has he caused calculations to be made regarding the cost of the Commonwealth
Australia Card legislation to departments and instrumentalities mn --

(a) cooperating with the central surveillance agency to feed in available
information from the Registry of Births, Deaths and Marriages, etc;

4160 [ASSEMBLY)



[Wednesday, 23 September 1987J 16

(b) feeding in other relevant information;
(c) demanding the production of the card and registering the card-subject's -
and occasionally the prescribed person's -- number?

(2) If he has not yet done so, will he undertake to do so and advise the Parliament of
the costs involved?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) No.

(2) If it became appropriate.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

Employment: Oncosts
3 10. Mrs WATKINS, to the Premier:

(1) Is he aware of the comrment which is frequently made that "Australian workers
are pricing themselves out of jobs"? In particular, considerable attention is given to
the role of oncosts, with various private sector surveys suggesting that oncosts
account for 25 to 35 per cent of the total cost of employing labour?

(2) Are these figures an accurate assessment of the true position?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) In April 1987 the Australian Bureau of Statistics released the results of
the first official survey of major labour costs for the private sector in 1985-86 and
found that labour oncosts constituted less than 10 per cent of the total labour costs.
This figure is an average cost for the work force. For example, only about 40 per cent
of the private sector work force has superannuation cover.
Studies from the Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research indicate that
oncosts have increased since the 1960s, but the rate of increase appears to have
slowed over recent years. However, rising oncosts in Australia should not imply a
deterioration in competitiveness, unless the rate of increase is greater than that
occurring in competing countries. An article by the Victorian Department of
Management and Budget outlined the results of surveys which showed, "Oncosts
fonn a relatively small proportion of total labour costs in Australia by international
standards." A 1985 report on competitiveness rated Australia as having the lowest
level of oncosts in the OECD.
Three of the most important elements of labour oncosts are payroll tax, workers'
compensation, and superannuation. Of these, the former two are subject to a major
degree of control by the State Government and are thus of importance to the cost of
competitiveness of one State vis a vis another as well as to international
competitiveness. For labour oncosts as a percentage of total labour cost, Western
Australia compares favourably with the other States.
Studies of business attituades have shown payroll tax to be a major concern amnong the
range of Government imnposts upon industry. In an effort to counteract this in
Western Australia, the State Government has more than doubled the basic payroll tax
exemption level.

AUSTRALIA CARD
Introduction: Cooperation

311. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:

(1) Has the Commonwealth Government or any of its authorities or departments
sought the cooperation of the State in preparation for the introduction of the Australia
Card?
(2) Have there been any intergovernmental discussions on it?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) 1 hesitate to try to answer the questions because as sure as eggs, although I
cannot recollect receiving any written or verbal advice from the Commonwealth
Government, something will have been sent to the Government, to me, or to my
department. The best way to make sure the answer is accurate and up to date is to ask
the member to put his question on the Notice Paper.
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WATER RESOURCES
Denmiark: Upgrading

312. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for Water Resources:
The Minister is perfectly aware of the serious deficiency in the water supply to the
Denmark bownsite. A promise was made to install a damn on the Scotsdale River by
October. After much pressure from me and my office, we were eventually advised
that die darn site is too expensive.
Mr Pearce: Is this a question or a speech?
Mr STEPHENS: I am giving the background so that there is no misunderstanding
thai the darn site is too expensive and the Government is looking for alternatives.
Mr Pearce: You are meant to give the question.
Mr STEPHENS: That is the background, and the Leader of the House will not put me
off. The high salt content in the water which the Denmark people are expected to
consume is a serious problem.
When is the Government going to stop pussyfooting around and give the people of
Denark the water supply to which they are entitled -- a decent drinkable water
supply?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
I am surprised that the member should suggest that the Government is pussyfooting
around considering the current policies which are in place.
Mr Stephens: It was over 12 months ago, and you have done nothing about it, let
alone start the work.
A Government member: What did they drink when you were in power?
Mr Stephens: The water only deteriorated --

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I understood the member for Stirling to say that this is a
particularly important matter. I am not convinced that he really wants an answer.
Mr BRIDGE: Irrespective of what the member should think about this situation 1. as
Minister for Water Resources, do treat it as a very serious matter and I have been of
that view during the period I have been addressing this matter.

Only this morning I had an officer in from the authority. in the course of our
discussions we very quickly canvassed our ability to look at the current seriou 's
situation in Denmark and resolve it. It seems that the authority will have some
capacity to address it.

It is fair for me to say to the member that the concemns that he raised, although he has
been cynical in the way he raised them, are shared by me iin that the seriousness of the
water problem in Denmark is known and appreciated. In the course of the next few
weeks we should be able to come up with a proposal to accommodate those concerns.

An Opposition member: Will it be this summer?

Mr BRIDGE: I am talking about a serious matter being treated seriously by ourselves
using the resources at our disposal. That is as much as [ can tell the member. If that
means we can do it next week we will do it next week. if it takes a month, it might be
a month away. I cannot give any firm undertaking.

Mr MacKinnon: It might be next year?

Mr BRIDGE: Let me respond to that unfair and cynical remark by the Leader of the
Opposition. I would like to illustrate to members the extent to which the Government
has moved in addressing seriously deficient areas of the State by highlighting one area
and demonstrating where we are moving.

The member for Moore will echo these comments. In April this year I visited Bindi
Bindi and Miling. two towns which had been minus a water supply for 100 years.
Yesterday I was able to announce the go-ahead for a water supply to B indi B indi, and
I was told that in respect of Miling one kilometre of piping had already been laid.
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That is the extent to which we are working to service the needs of the rural sector.
AUSTRAUIA CARD

Introduction: Assistance

313. Mr MENSAJROS, to the Premier:

Will the Premier undertake to refuse all requests by any of the Commonwealth
agencies for assistance to introduce the Australia Card until and if the legislation --

(a) is passed and proclaimed; and

(b) is upheld by the High Court as valid?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

I would not have thought that requests would be properly made until there was some
legislative basis on which they could be made of the State Government. I would
certainly not be doing anything which would contravene the law by providing
information that was not authorised to the Commonwealth Government.

Having said that, I really do not understand the question, because it seems to say that
the Commonwealth will be requesting certain information prior to the passage of the
legislation for the Australia Card through the national Parliament.

Mr Mensaros: I suspect it will.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not have any knowledge of that. In the context of what I
have just said about breaking the law, or providing unauthorised information, I would
treat each request by the Commonwealth on its individual merit.
Mr MacKinnon: What about providing information on births, deaths and marriages if
requested?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would treat each request on its merits. I would not make a
blanket decision to refuse any information to the Commnonwealth, arid I would not
give an undertaking to answer any or every request. I would wait to see what the
Commonwealth asks for. That seems to be a reasonable approach.

Mr Hassell: It is sont of asking for it already, because it has a Bill which contemplates
all these things being done. It is pretty reasonable for you to expect that we would be
wondering whether the Government is doing it. It is buying computers already.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the member asks me that question I will answer it, because I
do not know of any requests. The question now is, will I refuse to provide the
information? That is a different question from the member's. Each request will be
treated on its merits. I do not necessarily prejudge a request to be bad and mean and
all those things.

AUSTRALIA CARD

Banking Legislation
314. Mr MENSAROS, to the Premier:

(1) Should the Federal Australia Card Bill 1986 ever be proclaimed and thus ever be
in force, will he do everything to uphold the provisions of section 51 XII of the
Australia Constitution, which prevents the Comnmonwealth Parliament from making
laws to control State banks?
(2) Whether he is inclined to do so or not, is he going to direct the R & I Bank to put
the card number on its clients' accounts or -
The SPEAKER: Order! The question is entirely hypothetical and out of order.

NATURAL DISASTER

Drought Declarations
315. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) Will he request the draft consultative commuittee to examine seasonal conditions
in the State's agricultural area to determine whether or not pants of it should be
declared drought affected?
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(2) Should the comnittee recommend that there should be declarations of areas
which are drought affected, can he give an undertaking that he will make
representation to the Federal Government seeking adequate funding to make available
concessional drought laws?
Mr GRILL replied:
(1) and (2) The Department of Agriculture is making assessments of certain parts of
the State at the present time which might be drought affected or could potentially be
drought affected. Depending on its report, I will take certain action.

AUSTRALIA CARD
Ministerial Responsibility

316. Mr COURT, to the Miniister for IHealth representing the Minister for Industry and
Technology:
Last week members received a letter from the Minister for Industry and Technology
inviting them to attend a briefing from Mr Mike Clarke, who is First Assistant
Secretary of the Australia Card Secretariat, and Mr Ian Hap:, the director of the
secretariat's civil liberties and privacy section. Has this Minister been given the
responsibility for handling Australia Card mattens in this State Government?
Mr TAYLOR replied:
I am not aware whether that is the responsibility of the Minister for Industry and
Technology. He thought it appropriate to ask those officers to come to Western
Australia. Briefings were offered to Labor Party members, and also to Liberal Party
and National Party members. I do not know how many Opposition members rook up
that offer. Did the member for Nedlands go along?
Mr Court: I certainly did not.
Mr MacKinnon: You do not know the Minister responsible for the ID card?
Several members interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: Despite having had an offer made to them, Opposition members
obviously chose not to take it up. This is probably indicative of their attitude to this
matter. They are not prepared to open their minds to receiving information which
might help them to make a better judgment.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!

HOUSING
Defence Home Loans Scheme: Discontinuance

317. Mr TUBBY, to the Minister for Housing:
(1) Is it a fact that the defence home loans scheme has been discontinued in the last
Federal Budget?
(2) If yes, in view of the importance of this scheme to the building industry and
ex-service personnel, will the Minister confer with the Premier and his Federal
counterpart in an endeavour to have this decision reversed?
Mr WILSON replied:
The information I have is that the Commonwealth Government has made an
announcement in the Budget context that it has decided to hold discussions with the
RSL and other interested parties about a proposal that future assistance will be
provided in the form of a non-repayable, non-taxable cash grant of $ 10 000 for home
acquisition to replace the formal loan arrangements. Apparently, wider the proposal
as it -stands, persons currently waiting for a defence service home would have the
option of accepting the cash grant instead of a loan. New applicants after 15
September would be offered a cash grant only. All grant applications received before
the end of 1987-88 would be settled in July 1988 and1 following that, there would be
no formal waiting period for DSI- benefits.
The present portfolio of DSH mortgages will be offered for sale. The terms of sale
are yet to be finialised but would be such that the current concessional interest rate
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paid by borrowers would be maintained. The date of sale is expected to be 1988-89.
T'he Federal Government is apparently currently reviewing, in consultation with the
Returned Services League and ocher interested parties, ancillary aspects of the
scheme; and it is their intention to have the matter resolved by the end of calendar
t987.
That is the information my officers have received from the office of the Federal
Minister responsible for these things. I do not know whether the member for
Greenough had chat information when he framed his question, and therefore perhaps
the second part of his question may not now have the same import.

BRICKWORKS: PRESTIGE
Environmental Approval

318. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Environment:
(1) Will the Minister explain why he gave environmental approval for the proposed
brickworks at Midland before the completion of an overall study into fluoride levels
in the Midland area as released last night?
(2) If there was sufficient concern about fluoride levels to justify the study, will not
the establishment of a new brickworks add to that concern?
(3) In view of the announced study, will he consider putting a moratorium on the
environmental approval until the study has been completed?
(4) Will the proponent of the new brickworks be contributing to the cost of the study?
Mr HODGE replied:
(1) to (4) The Environmental Protection Authority gave me advice to the effect that
its officers were of the opinion that the proposed Prestige brickworks could proceed
without causing any adverse effects to the environment. On studying that advice and
considering the matter I decided that it could proceed. In further discussions with the
Chairman of the EPA and following representations from a number of people,
particularly the member for Morley-Swan, I decided in consultation with Mr Carbon
that it would be of benefit to the Government for the overall management of the area
if we had some additional scientific advice about the long-term effects of fluoride
emissions in that region generally.
Mr Cash: Was the member for Morley-Swan a bit concerned about the situation? He
is obviously getting the same calls that I am.
Mr HODGE: The member will have to take that up with the member for Morley-
Swan. He was conscientiously doing his job and trying to assist the Government.
The other question the member for East Melville asked was whether the Prestige
Brick company would be required to contribute to the overall study. The answer is
yes. I have written to the proprietors of all the brick companies in that region and
asked them if they will contribute. In addition to that overall study, the Prestige Brick
company is required, as one of the conditions I imposed on that plant, to conduct an
individual study of fluoride levels in and about the plant. That will have to be done
by independent consultants and the results of that independent study made available
to the EPA. I have already stated that those results will be made public.
Mr Lewis: Will you be putting on a moratorium until approval is granted?
Mr HODGE: No.

EDUCATION: BE'lER SCHOOLS
Guidance Counselling: Downgrading

319. Mr STEPHENS, to the Minister for Education:
In the implementation of the Better Schools reportL, can the Minister give an assurance
that the role and work of guidance counselling will not be downgraded?
Mr PEARCE replied:
[ cannot see how anyone could put the proposition that guidance counselling may be
downgraded in any conceivable way. The whole purpose of the thrust we are making
in educational reform in this State is to give greater responsibility and greater

4165



resources to schools, and more flexible programmes. Inside that, guidance
counseling becomes a very important task to be undertaken, and there is no intention
of downgrading the guidance role. But it is being made a little more widespread
because we recognise that with the role of the school being to deal with the whole
needs of the students, it is not enough to give guidance functions, particularly
guidance to students in subject choice, merely to a single person on the staff. That
becomes the responsibility of the whole school.

AUSTRALIA CARD

Rally: Premier's Absence
320. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:

(1) Is the Premier aware that a Mr Davis, who indicated to my office that he was a
Labor voter, today rang the Premier's office to register his disappointment that the
Premier did not address the rally this afternoon?

(2) Is he aware that Mr Davis was advised that the Premier had tried to get there but
that an angry crowd had stopped his car, rocked it, kicked it, and pelted it with eggs?
This behaviour had stopped him from attending.

(3) Is he aware that Mr Davis indicated to me that he was actually at the spot where
the incident took place and that he was incensed because -- and I quote Mr Davis'
own words -- the incident occurred "10 midnutes after the conclusion of the rally"?
(4) Is the Premier further aware that Mr Davis indicated to me that it is -- and again I
quote him -- "a sad day for Australia and democracy when a Premier cannot teUl the
truth on something so easy to credit or discredit"?

(5) wiu the Premier now please ask his office to contact Mr Davis and apologise to
him for the misinformation provided to him?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(I) to (5) I might even get a hit out tonight. But still, there is a mug born every day.

Ido not know Mr Davis, but I do know that the Leader of the Opposition would not
recognise the truth if it hit him in the face with a custard pie. I will tell him the truth
right now. He is asking the question and I am going to answer.

As I said, I do not know Mr Davis but I do know that I received a letter from the
organisers of this rally on 17 September. The organisers asked me whether I would
lead and take part in the Peoples' Walk, receive petitions when the Peoples' Walk
reached Parliament House at approximately one o'clock, and be the first of four
speakers at Parliament House. That was 17 September. [ was not in Perth on 17
September. I do not think. I wrote back on 22 September after talking to these
people --

Mr MacKinnon: Yesterday.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is right, hand delivered. But yesterday was Monday.

Ms MacKinnon: Yesterday was Tuesday.

Mr BRIAN BURKE; All right, so yesterday was Tuesday. [ wrote back and said that
I had a prior commitment. That prior commitment was the Decision Makers
Luncheon, which was organised some time ago. I said in my letter that it would be
very difficult for me to arrive at the rally before two o'clock. My letter continued --

I will make every effort to arrive as early as I possibly can. However, if!I am
too late to fit in with your programme of speakers, the Hon. David Parker,
M.L.A., Minister for Economic Development, Minerals and Energy and the
Arts, will represent me.

Thai is what they were told. I think that was a reasonable attitude. Today, Mr Philip
Achurch rang.

Mr MacKinnon: That was nothing to do with the information I gave you.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will give the Leader of the Opposition the answer and I will
give him a lot more. Mr Philip Achurch from the People Against the Australia Card
advised me today that it was unacceptable that Hon David Parker was to represent
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me; that as far as his group was concerned it was "either the Premier or no-one". This
defender of civil liberties further added that if Mr Parker attended he would not be
introduced and would not be allowed to speak.

So I attended the Decision Makers Luncheon. Sitting at the front desk with Lord
Alistair McAlpine was the Minister for Tourism, and sitting in the hall were 600
people. I stood at the start of the meeting and said I would have to leave early
because these people were having a march and wanted me to address them, and were
not prepared to accept the Minister for Minerals and Energy. I said to the Minister for
Tourism, "I am sorry it is such short notice, but would you introduce Lord
McAlpine", so that I could leave at 1.20 pmn and be up here by 1.30 pm.

Mr MacKinnon: Having been told that the speeches would start at 1.05 pm.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is not what I was told.

Mr MacKinnon. What did the letter say?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The only mention in the letter of any timre is, "to receive
petitions when the Peoples' Walk reaches Parliament House at approximately 1.00
pm;..

Mr MacKinnon: And then go on.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The letter continues, "to be the first of four speakers at
Parliament House."

Mr MacKinnon: Go on.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The letter continues, "The invitation is to you in your official
capacity only."

Mr MacKinnon: It refers there to the time it starts, at 1.05 pm.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Opposition is crazy. This is a letter to me,
not to him.

Mr MacKinnon: Just read it out.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will read the whole letter --
Dear Mr Premier,
Next Wednesday, 23 September 1987 commencing at 12.1L5 pm at the
Esplanade, PEOPLE AGAINST THE AUSMALIA CARD will hold a
People's Walk against the Australia Card proposal.

This is to allow folk peacefulfly and lawfuilly --

I will retumn to that point in a moment. The letter continues --

.to indicate publicly their concemn and opposition to the proposals now
before Federal Parliament.

On behalf of the conveners of the PAAC I write to invite you to lead and take
part in the People's Walk.

I have read the rest of it and it does not say anything about five past one.

An Opposition member: What about an apology.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: An apology! The member should apologist to his own
members. At 22 past one, [ left the Sheraton. I said to Vince Shervington, "Drive
straight up the Terrace because that way we'll get there quicker.' As we got to the
Barracks Arch. I noticed: people -walking -down the,--road, and I said to Vince
Shervington --

Mr MacKinnon: "I think the rally's finished--

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I said to Vince, "It stems to me people are leaving the rally."

Mr MacKinnon: What did he say?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I don't think he answered me. We passed the Barracks Arch at
1.32 pm, having left the function before Lord McAlpine started to speak. As I drive
an ordinary Falcon I had not been recognised, but people then recognised the car and
surged around it. They began to gesticulate rudely through the window. At that

4167



168[ASSEM]BLY]

stage, I studiously looked to the front. They began to rain blows on the car. They
even began to throw eggs at the car, one of which struck the back of the car. They
then began to call names at me through the window and threaten me with physical
violence.
Mr Hassell: T1hey are learning from David Parker; he must have been teaching them
while waiting.
Mr BRIALN BURKE: They threatened me with physical violence; then after about
five or six minutes the police came over and drove their car in a fashion which
prevented these people from doing your Premier any injury.
I am not greatly perturbed, and I do not know if Mr Davies is, but that is the truth of
the matter. I understand that the police in response to inquiries have described the
incident as a nasty incident. It was, too; but worst of all the Opposition has a
mediocre and ordinary Leader of the Opposition who will stand up, as this one has
today and quote a farrago of half-truths, trying to accuse me of not wanting to attend
the meeting, when I interrupted the function which had been scheduled for so long,
prior to the main speaker getting to his feet, to try to come up here.
I am not worried about people who protest against the Australia Card; that does not
concern me. It concerns me that we have a Leader of the Opposition who once again
has been shown to grasp a position on a current issue in what can only be called a
marriage of convenience in his attempt to gain political advantage, and he is not
telling the truth.
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