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The SPEAKER (Mr Thompson) took the
Chair at 4.30 p.m., and read prayers.

PORNOGRAPHY

Exploitation of Children: Petition
MR HARMAN (Maylands) [4.32 p.m.]: I

present a petition from 208 residents of Western
Australia addressed to the Honourable Speaker
and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Western Australian State Parliament. The
petition concerns the sexual exploitation of
-children by way of photography and calls on the
authorities to take immediate action to confiscate
and destroy all child pornography material in
Australia. It calls also for urgent and appropriate
legal action to be taken against those involved in
profiting from this sort of exploitation of children.

The petition conforms with the Standing
Orders of the Legislative Assembly, and I have
certified accordingly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(See petition No. 8S).

EDUCATION: SCHOOL
East Beechboro: Petition

MR TONKIN (Morley) [4.33 p.m.): I have a
petition from 263 citizens of Western Australia,
as follows-

To the Honourable Speaker and members
of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in
Parliament assembled, we, the undersigned
residents in the State of Western Australia
do hereby pray that Her Majety's
Government will provide adequate and
permanent classroom accommodation at the
East BecChboro primary school which 'is
commensurate with the aesthetic and
educational standards acceptable in a
modern and affluent society, and will not
saddle the school with the ugly, hot and
thoroughly unsuitable transportable sheds
which are sometimes provided.

I have certified that the petition conforms with
the Standing Orders of the House.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(See petition No. 86).
QUESTIONS

Questions were taken at this stage.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN MARINE ACE'
AMENDMENT BELL

Report
Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third

reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr

Rushton (Minister for Transport), and
transmitted to the Council.

GOVERNMENT SCHOOL TEACHERS
A RBITRATION AND APPEAL DILL

Second Reading
MR P. V. JONES (Narrogin-Minister for

Education) (5.26 p.m.], I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill seeks to reconstitute the Government
Teachers Tribunal under its own Act.

The present Teachers Tribunal was established
in 1960 by amendments to the Education Act.
Prior to that time, appeals by teachers were heard
by the various appeals boards of the Public
Service. Since 1960 teachers have had immediate
access to their own appeal board in matters
relating to Salaries and allowances, promotion,
discipline, and interpretations of regulations.

During this period the Teachers Tribunal,
under two chairmen, the late Alec Ball and
Magistrate Nott, has pined the confidence and
rcspect of teachers, and of officers of the
Education Department. Every decision it has
made has been accepted by all parties, and on no
occasion has any party seen the need to appeal to
a higher court in respect of any tribunal decision.

Why then the need to change the existing
position?

In recent years, the teaching profession has felt
that the tribunal's jurisdiction has not truly
reflected the industrial climate of today,
especially where salaries and allowances are
concerned.

The present tribunal is an appeal body only.
This means that teachers may not initiate any
action before the tribunal but can appeal only
when the Minister or the Director General of
Education by delegation makes a decision. Also,
the matters on which teachers may appeal are set
out precisely in the Education Act, and are
restricted to those matters.

During the latter part of last year, the
Teachers' Union called upon teachers to stop
work for a day over the issue of changes in the

1990



[Tuesday, 21st August, 19791 19

holiday pattern [or primary and secondary
schools. In discussions with the union at that time,
1 offered to be a party to any- appeal that the
union might bring to show that the working
conditions of teachers had deteriorated. Although
that offer has not yet been utilised, the union did
accept my assurances that I would have the
tribunal machinery examined with a view to
providing wider and more direct access for
teachers to arbitration over matters relating to
their conditions of employment.

I did make one stipulation. I rejected any
possibility of an appeal against regulations as
such. The Education Act and its regulations arc
determined by this Parliament. and as such
should not, and are not, in this Bill, to be subject
to appeal in any other place.

Although the Government was prepared to
consider legislative changes earlier, in order to
make changes to the tribunal arrangements, the
Teachers' Union, realising that these alterations
could involve a major change in the existing
pattern sought a delay while it gathered
information and advice. I agreed to this course of
action and the Bill that is now before members
has had the benefit of considerable scrutiny by all
parties concerned.

Representatives of the Education Department
and the Teachers' Union began discussions on the
proposed legislation in November of last year.
The union sought to retain the tribunal and have
access as well to the Industrial Commission. The
Government, has declined this approach in the
belief that the Teachers -Tribunal had served
teachers well, was fully aware of teachers' duties
and responsibili ties, and was. well equipped to
determine appeals on industrial or legal matters. I
believe that most teachers will agree with this,
and would prefer to have their own tribunal look
after all their interests, rather than appeal to a
body on which they were not represented.

The Government decided to enhance the
Teachers Tribunal by establishing it under its own
Act and the Bill before the House seeks to do
that. There will, of necessity, be some
consequential amenidments needed to the
Education Act and I will bring these before the
Parliament in due course.

As I have already mentioned, there have been
discussions between the Education Departmnent
and the Teachers' Union on matters included in
this Bill. Senior officials of the union have been
through the draft Bill clause by clause, and as a
result of these discussions, a number of
amendments to the original draft were submitted
for consideration. The Government has accepted

most of these, and the suggested amendments are
included in the final draft of the Bill as it now
appears.

The Bill retains the power and authority of the
tribunal as presently constituted, but widens its
functions so that it will no longer be an appellate
body only, but a body of original jurisdiction. This
means that the Teachers' Union, on behalf of
teachers, may directly approach the tribunal on
industrial matters and not have to wait until it has
the opportunity to appeal against a ministerial
decision.

For example, at present the Education Act
empowers the Minister to determine salaries and
allowances for teachers. He may do this when he
wishes, but must make a new determination at
least every three years. Only' after a
determination has been made may the union
appeal.

The new Bill provides that the union may
approach the tribunal to seek a variation of an
award without having to wait upon the Minister
first making a determination, or giving approval
for an approach.

The provisions at present in sections 37 to 37AJ
of the Education Act, which refer to the tribunal,.
are all included in the same or similar form in this
Bill. Some streamlining and alteration of wording
has occurred in places, but the power and
authority has been retained.

It is in part III of the new legislation which
deals with 'conciliation and arbitration, that this
Bill differs from the existing Act.

It is in this part that provison is made for
teachers to have a different approach and greater
access to arbitration, The definition of "industrial
matter" is wide enough to allow the *Teachers'
Union to approach the tribunal on matters
relating to conditions of service of teachers.

As mentioned earlier, the union may make
application to the tribunal to vary the whole or
part of the salary and allowances awards, or to
determine a particular issue concerning conditions
of service.

The procedures to be followed then, are
outlined in the Bill. They are-

Firstly, the application is served on the
department which must respond by
conferring with, or by writing to, the union
within the prescribed time, which is one
month. If the department agrees the
agreement is filed at the office of the tribunal
and becomes effective.

Secondly, if the department does not agree
with the application the matter is referred to

1991



1992 [ASSEMBLY]

the tribunal for arbitration, and the
department must reply to the union in
writing within the prescribed time, which is a
maximum of three weeks.

Thirdly, if the chairman of the tribunal
believes that the matters in disagreement can
be resolved by conciliation lie may call the
parties together for this purpose. Any
matters on which agreement is reached shall
be recorded and become effective.

Fourthly, matters then still in dispute are
referred to the full tribunal for hearing.

The decisions of the tribunal are final and binding
on all parties, although the Bill allows for an
appeal by any party to the Industrial Appeal
Court against a tribunal decision on the grounds
that the award is erroneous in law or in excess of
jurisdiction.

I indicated earlier that the Bill had been
discussed in detail with senior executives of the
Teachers' Union who requested some changes. It
is fair to add that some of the union's proposals
have been rejected, to which I will now refer.

Section 4 contains the important definition of
"industrial matters". The union sought to have
paragraph (h) of the definition of "industrial
matters" included in this Bill. Paragraph (h)
reads, "what is fair and right in relation to any
industrial matter, having regard to the interests of
the persons concerned, and of the community as a
whole". However, legal advice is that this
paragraph would have added nothing to this
legislation. The Industrial Arbitration Act has
reference to a multitude of industrial and worker
groups and paragraph (h) has some relevance in
that context. This Bill is confined to teachers only
and the procedur ies provided in it ensure a fair
and equitable hearing for them.

Under clause 21, during the conciliation
process, the chairman may ultimately refer.
matters upon which agreement is not reached to
the tribunal for arbitration or decline to do so.
The Teachers' Union requested that reasons for
which the chairman could decline should be spelt
out in the Dill but the Government believes that
this should be left to the discretion of the
chairman. At this stage in the proceedings, the
issues arc being discussed in private with the
chairman of the tribunal and the parties
concerned, in the hope that agreement can be
reached without the need for formal arbitration.
The chairman, therefore, should be left
unhampered in reaching his conclusions.

In clause 29, dealing with discipline appeals,
paragraph (e) of subclause (1) excludes appeals
against reprimands and Fines under $50. The

Teachers' Union questioned these limitations on
the grounds that a penalty of under $50 precludes
an appeal and therefore the teacher does not have
the opportunity to clear his name. The present
provisions in section 37AE(3) (i) of the Education
Act have a monetary restriction although
expressed in the present Act at 1959460 prices, so
this possibility is not a new imposition. It is worth
noting that the present provisions originally were
drafted by representatives of both the union and
the Education Department and this Circumstance
would not have been overlooked.

In summary, the Bill provides for the
continuation of the Government School Teachers
Tribunal in a revised and updated form, which
better reflects the aspirations of the teaching
service, and the present-day industrial climate.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Pearce.

VALUATION OF LAND ACT AMENDMENT
DILL

Second Realding

MRS CRAIG (Wellington-Minister for Local
Government) [5.36 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill is the result of many approaches to the
Government in recent weeks, requesting that
rating and taxing authorities be allowed to use
new valuations which were prepared for them in
the last financial year.-

As the la.'w now stands, the valuations made and
intended to be utilised as the basis for the
assessment of rates and taxes for the current
financial or rating year cannot be used, because
the existing transitional provisions incorporated in
the Valuation of Land Act legislation do not
apply to those particular valuations.

The intention of this Dill is to extend the
present transitional arrangements to allow any
existing valuation to be adopted.

Prior to the coming into operation of the
Valuation of Land Act, valuations had been
prepared for a number of rating and taxing
authorities for the forthcoming financial or rating
Year. The Valuation of Land Act came into
operation from the 1st July, 1979.

As it was not possible immediately to prepare
new valuations for all rating and taxing
authorities, in accordance with the requirement of
the legislation, it was intended that existing
valuations would be retained until such time as
they were superseded and any new valuations
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made before the 1st July, 1979, could also be
adopted.

To cover this situation, transitional provisions
were included in the law to allow current
valuations to continue to apply.

However, subsequent events have revealed that
for a valuation to be a "valuation in force" it
must be not only a valuation that has been made,
but also a valuation that has been tested.
Therefore, the transitional provisions have been
found to be deficient to this extent. It was a
deficiency which reasonably could not have been
foreseen at the time of framing the legislation.

To comply with the requests of those rating and
taxing authorities which have now been placed in
the position where they are unable to adopt the
new valuations, or to overcome any doubt that
may arise about the validity of the valuations that
have been adopted, this Bill has been introduced
to rectify the situation.

In effect, the proposal will allow an existing
valuation for the current financial or rating year
to be either any valuation used in the previous
financial or rating year, or any valuation
determined on or before the 1st July, 1979, when
the Act came into operation. Each rating. or
taxing authority will have the choice as to which
valuation is to be adopted.

For the following and subsequent financial or
rating years, each rating or taxing authority will
adopt the latest valuation made and such
valuation will then remain in force until it is
superseded by a valuation actually made under
this Act.

The amendments will overcome the recent
problem that has arisen and will also be in accord
with the original intention of the Valuation of
Land Act.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Davies

(Leader of the Opposition).
BILLS (41: RETURNED

1. Stipendiary Magistrates Act
Amendment Bill.

2. Western Australian Marine Act
Amendment Bill (No. 2).

3. Sunday Entertainments Bill.
4. Land Tax Assessment Act Amendment

Dill.

Bills returned from.the Council without
amendment.

SOLICITORGENERAL ACT AMENDMENT
BILL

Receipt and Firnt Reading
Bill received from the Council; and, on motion

by Mr O'Neil (Deputy Premier), read a first
time.

Second Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the

second reading.
MR O'NEIL (East Melville-Deputy Premier)

[5.41 p.m.]: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill seeks to remove an anomaly which
currently exists in the Solicitor-General Act in
respect of certain rights and privileges which
apply to a Solicitor-General appointed from
within the Public Service or from without the
Public Service.

This relates to those provisions which cover the
pension situation where the person holding that
office subsequently is appoi nted a judge of a S tate
court.

In the event that a person was a public servant
prior to being appointed Solicitor-General, he
may continue to contribute to his superannuation
under the State Superannuation and Faiiy
Benefits Act, but his service as Solicitor-General
will not entitle him to a judge's pension.

Nevertheless, his service a~s Solicitor-General
would count as service towards the 10 years'
qualifying period for a State judge's full pension
should he be appointed as such at sonic future
time.

If, however, a person was not a public servant
prior to being appointed as Solicitor-General,
then the provisions of the Judges' Salaries and
Pensions Act apply to him and to his widow and
children in relation to pensions and allowances by
virtue of his service as Solicitor-General on the
same basis as a judge.

The anomaly has become apparent consequent
to an examination of the provisions in relation to
the recent appointment of Mr R. D. Wilson, QC,
as a justice of the High Court.

It arises as a result of the interaction of the
(State) Solicitor-General Act, 1969, and the
(Commonwealth) Judges' Pensions Act, 1968.

Where a person was a public servant prior to
being appointed as Solicitor-General in this State,
there is no recognition of service in the office of
Solicitor-General should he be appointed a judge
of the High Court of Australia,

In the event of such an appointment, the
qualifying period of service for a pension under
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the Commonwealth Act would start on the date of
his appointment to the High Court.

But a person who was not a public servant prior
to appointment as Solicitor-General would
automatically have the years of service as
Solicitor-General credited towards his eventual
pension under the Commonwealth Act should he
be appointed to the High Court.

No doubt all will agree that such a situation is
unfair to a Solicitor-General who was formerly a
member of the Public Service.

Such an anomaly in this State's Act should not
be a discouraging factor to a prospective holder of
the office of Solicitor-General in relation to
accepting appointment to the High Court.

In order to cover the situation, it has been
necessary to back-date the operation of this Dill to
the 19th May, 1969. this being the date on which
the Solicitor-General Act received assent.

This will not mean that any immediate
pecuniary benefit will be received by any former
Solicitor-General; nor will it involve the State in
any additional subsequent superannuation
payments to any such person.

The legislation proposed will overcome the
problem which has arisen in this instance and,
also, for any future appointee who may be in
similar circumstances.

It will also bring our legislation into line wiih
that existing in other parts of Australia.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Grill.

POLICE ACT AMENDMENT BILL
Second Rea ding

Debate resumed from the 9th August.
MR T. H. JONES (Collie) 15.45 p.mn.]: This

Bill is to amend sections 2 and 52 and to repeal
and re-enact with amendments section 54B of the
Police Act 1892-1978. When introducing the Bill
the Minister said-

As from the 29th May. 1975, provision
was thought to be contained within the Road
Traffic Code for the Commissioner of Police
to authorise and regulate, in the interests of
public order and safety, processions and
parades as well as people addressing those
events from any private or public place.

In June, 1976, it was found that
regulations made under the Road Traffic Act
for that purpose were ultra vires the Act. As
it was necessary to restore that authority to
the Police Force to be able to regulate such

matters, Parliament enacted section 54B of
the Police Act.

The Minister went on in an attempt to
demonstrate that the Bill would result in radical
changes to the existing law.

The Opposition completely opposes this theory
and I will point out later that there is very little
difference between the present legislation and the
proposals contained in this amending Bill, We
have obtained a legal opinion as to the effects of
these new provisions. That opinion clearly
demonstrates that the trade union members
facing prosecution as a result of the Karratha
incident, referred to in the Minister's second
reading speech, could be dealt with similarly if
prosecuted under the provisions of this amending
legislation, if and when it becomes law. There is
very little difference between the present Act and
what the Government is trying to provide for in
this Bill, yet the Government makes out it is
taking enormous strides to bring about great
changes to section 54B of the Police Act.

The West Australian newspaper adopted the
same attitude when on Friday, the 10th August, it
presented the headline, "Section 54R revamped in
major changes". The Opposition would like to
know just where these major changes are, because
if any member has closely examined the Bill he
would realise that the men facing prosecution
because of the Karratha incident could similarly
be dealt with under the provisions of this Act. No-
one who has considered the Bill would dispute
that.

This Bill only slightly modifies the provisions in
the present Act. The Opposition retains the views
and the firm attitude that I expressed on the 23rd
November, 1976, when speaking to the second
reading of a similar Bill. We have not changed
our views; we are opposed to tbiis. legislation just
as strongly as we were opposed to the previous
Bill.

I warned the Government then of the
shortcomings of the amendment contained in that
particular Bill which was to amend the Police
Act The second reading of the Bill was given on
the 23rd November, 1976. To illustrate what I
have said, I refer members to page 3889 of
Hansard, Volume 214. The then Minister for
Police and Traffic-the present Minister for
Labour and Industry-when introducing the Dill,
took exactly 12 minutes to explain what the
legislation would do. I later pointed out that he
had not demonstrated to the Parliament that
there was a need for the legislation.
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Up to that ime there had been no unruly
meetings in Western Australia, there had been
very few marches that had caused trouble.

Mr O'Connor: The law must have been goad.

Mr T. H. JONES: I was speaking about the
Lime before the Bill was introduced. When the
Minister introduced the Bill on the 23rd
November, 1976, we pointed out that the trade
union movement had acted in a very orderly
manner. The Minister could not give any reason
for the Bill's introduction.

I challenged the Minister to reply to the
Opposition's statements, but he completely
avoided the points raised by the Opposition.
Nowhere was the Minister able to demonstrate
the need for the legislation. As 1, indicated a
moment ago, that Bill took just 12 minutes to
introduce. It dealt with marches, drugs, and
disorderly conduct. I argued at the time that it
was very sweeping legislation. The Minister could
not tell the Parliament just why the Bill was
necessary. The position has not changed.

Many instances that have occurred in Western
Australia since that time were foreshad *owed by
the Opposition. I mentioned in my remarks then
just what could happen in the north-west of our
State, and these things have happened. I cite the
Karratha incident.

The weaknesses in that Dill are continued in the
legislation we are debating today. We argued
then, just as we argue now, that. there was ample
provision in the Criminal Code and the Police Act
itself to give the Police Force of Western
Australia the protection it requires to deal with
disorderly conduct and with disorderly street
marches and meetings. I repeat what I said at
that time: there is no need to introduce
amendments to the Police Act, because provision
already is contained in that Act to deal with these
situations. I refer members to page 4330 of the
1976 Hansard. They will see that many of the
things I forecast have in fact happened. I quote as
follows-

This Bill provides for three amendments to
the Police Act. The Opposition is at a loss to
understand why these matters need to be
covered by the Police Act. The first relates to
the holding of public meetings, the second to
the definition of "rogue and vagabond" and
the third to the penalties for the use of drugs.
We do not understand why provisions
relating to authority for the holding of
meetings and penalties for the use or' drugs
should come within the scope of the Police
Act.

Further on I said-
Prior to the last election, one of the

platforms of the Liberal Party was that it
would promote close liaison with the trade
union movement; but I am assured by the
Secretary of the Trades and Labor Council
of Western Australia (Mr Peter Cook) that
no reference was made to the unions about
this Bill. This is a shocking state of affairs..

I then posed a question as follows-
Why is it necessary for the Commissioner

of Police to be vested with authority to grant
permission for the holding of a public
meeting or a march? At the moment, this is
not his function. The Opposition considers
that, in Perth, such. authority should be
vested in the Shire of Perth and, in the
country centres, the local authorities should
have the power to grant or withhold
permission.

The. Bill contains certain provisions
allowing the Commissioner of Police a degree
of discretion, against which no appeal may be
made. When guidelines have been laid down
relating to a march or a meeting or
permission to hold a meeting has been
refused, no avenue of appeal is to be
established. Such provisions will
inconvenience country people, especially in
remote areas such as the Kimberley or
Pilbara.

And this is where the trouble started. As members
know,' application was made by the union
concerned to hold its north-west meeting at
Karratha, but as Press reports indicated the
request was refused by the Commissioner of
Police. No reason was given, because under
section 54B the commissioner does not have to
give any reason for refusing a request to hold a
public meeting or march.

As I mentioned when speaking to the first Bill
in November, 1976, there was no provision for an
appeal against such a decision. This amending
Bill is no different; it still makes no provision for
an appeal. For reasons known only to the
commissioner or a delegated officer, a request for
a public meeting can be refused, and there is no
appeal allowed. I quote from my speech again, as
follows-

To date, local authorities in country areas
have been the bodies which have granted
approval for public meetings. Why is there
now to be a change? Quite obviously, the
reason for the change in the metropolitan
area is to vest additional powers in the
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Commissioner of Police in order that more
control may be exercised.

I went on to quote Press reports where Mr Cook
had condemned the legislation. I made mention or
marches and gatherings that had been held
throughout the State. I went on to ask the
Minister the following questions-

Why has this piece of legislation been
introduced? The present practice has applied
for years, and has presented no major
problems and, more importantly, has
protected the rights of individuals. Why has
the Government decided to introduce
legislation which will take away those rights?

We believe the Court Government has
purposely planned a programme of
legislation to promote confrontation.

That suggestion was spot on, because that is what
the Government encouraged; it encouraged
confrontation with the trade union movement.

I will indicate later on just where certain
sections of the trade union movement were singled
out by the Government. I will show that
numerous unauthorised meetings have been held
throughout Western Australia, and no action has
been taken.

For some reason known only to the Government
and perhaps to another person in this Stare, the
Karratha incident was set up for a specific
purpose. We will never know the reason, although
we may have our own ideas. I said in that
previous debate and I repeat: the Government was
seeking confrontation with the trade union
movement in Western Australia.

Those were the views held by the Opposition
when the Bill was introduced in 1976. Members
may recall that the legislation was opposed not
only by the Opposition but also by other sections
of the community throughout Western Australia.
We warned the Government of the situation that
could be created and indicated that the legislation
was completely unneccessary. As Sa sad the
Minister failed to convince the Oppoition an the
Parliament as a whole that the previous aendling
Bill should become the law of this Sate.

Under the terms or this amending Bill there are
still no appeal provisions against decisions made
to reject the holding of public meetings. It can
clearly be seen that the Opposition argued against
this in 1976. We maintained a consistent and firm
attitude in strongly opposing the legislation
which, in my opinion and in the opinion of many
sections of the community. compketely interfered
with the democratic rights and freedoms of
Western Australians.

The same applies to the present legislation. It
cannot be denied that it is restrictive and
repressive legislation which is taking away the
rights and freedoms Western Australians have
enjoyed for so many years. It has reached the
stage where Western Australia has been referred
to as a police State. is there any reason that
people should not say that we are becoming like
Queensland, and that we are being subjected to
conditions similar to those being experienced
within the Queensland system? I think members
would know the restrictions placed on individuals
in that State. It appears from the attitude of the
Court Government that we are to be faced with
similar conditions.

As I mentioned earlier, there were no problems
with public meetings. In 1976 the Minister said
that it was the duty of the Government to indicate
to the people or Western Australia, loudly and
clearly, that this legislation should be on the
Statute book of this Parliament.

The last point raised in the Minister's second
reading speech dealt with law and order-and
that is a filibuster of the Police Force in this
State. In speaking of law and order the Minister
refrained from indicating at any great length why
the amendments were being made.

It is important to have on record the views
expressed by different people and organisations in
Western Australia. Other sections within Western
Australia have expressed a similar view to that of
the Labor Opposition with regard to this
reprehensible Bill.

Whilst the Karratha proceedings are sub
judic, members will agree that it would be
permissible for me to refer to the events which led
to the incident without discussing the incident
itself. The Opposition wishes to record in Hansard
its strong opposition to the Bill. Different groups,
such as local authorities, oppose it. In fact.
members of the legal profession have described
this legislation as oppressive and interfering with
the rights of the people of Western Australia. To
illustrate my point I will quote from The West
Ausiralian of the 13th June, 1979, as follows-

About 200 workers from throughout the
Pilbara marched about a kilometre along the
North West Coastal Highway in Port
Hedland to join another 200 workers who
had held a stop-work meeting at the gates of
the Mt Newman site.

They were followed some of the way by a
traffic patrol car.

The meeting ended at the request of the
police.
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However, no action was taken, illustrating that
there is a rule for one, and a different one for
another and it is left to the whim of certain
people, for reasons obvious to the Opposition and
to members of the trade union movement in this
State. As I have mentioned the Opposition and
the unions are not the only ones opposed to the
Bill. The legal profession was very concerned
about this matter also. In The West Australian
dated the 13th June, 1979, under the heading
"Profession concerned-lawyer", it was stated-

The legal profession in WA had been
concerned for some time with the apparent
indiscriminate arrests in trival matters rather
than the use of summons, a Perth lawyer. Mr
Malcolm Hall, said yesterday.

Mr Clarko: Mr Hall would be neutral I
suppose.

Mr T. H-. JONES: They are all neutral, like
school teachers.

Mr Clarko: He is the endorsed Labor candidate
for Scarborough.

Mr T. H. JONES: Is the honourable member
suggesting he adopts a neutral attitude when he is
Chairman of Committees?

Mr Clarko: Mr Hall is receiving a wonderful
run from The West Australian, especially with his
letters in the opinion column.

Mir T. H. JONES: The honourable member
would be very competent to talk about
lawyers-he would know a little about school
teachers-

Mr Pearce: Not much.
Mr T. H. JONES: I did not know until tonight

that Mr Clarko would be able to help the legal
profession by interpreting the decisions.

Mr Clarko: I was referring to the man, not the
argument.

Mr T. H. JONES: I am not talking about the
man, I am talking about the argument. I am
saying the legal profession, and he on behalf of
the legal profession-

Mr O'Neil: The honourable member said Mr
Hall is the spokesman for the legal profession. I
do not think they would accept him.

Several members interjected.
Mr T. H. JONES: Just one interjection at a

time: I cannot handle them all at once.
Mr O'Neil: You said Mr Hall is spokesman for

the legal profession. I do not think they would
accept him.

Mr T. H. JONES: That is the interpretation
placed on this by the member for Karrinyup a
moment ago.

Mr O'Neil; That is what you said!
Mr Clarko: Mr Hall is the Labor candidate for

Scarborough.
Mr Davies: That makes him a splendid person

and the next member for Scarborough!
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Crane): Order!
Mr T. H. JONES: Now that the Government

members have had their little interlude, I will
continue with my remarks.

I should like to refer to The West Australian of
the 13th June in which an article appeared with
the heading, "Arrest of Union Leaders". This was
a very serious matter. The article reads as
follows-

The WA police arrested seven more
unionists in the North-West yesterday amid
predictions of protest strikes by thousands of
workers across Australia.

These arrests, and the arrest of two union
leaders in Perth, on Monday, resulted in a
flurry of union meetings in several States.

Telegrams and calls of support flooded
into Perth union offices.

To continue-
The Leader of the Federal Opposition, Mr

Hayden, who was in Karratha on Monday,
said that the arrests were provocative.

The Leader of the Opposition in Western
Australia (Mr Davies) said that-

The Opposition warnings of the threats
posed in the 1976 amendments to the Police
Act had now been vindicated..

Then, of course, irrespective of the views of
members opposite, the Law Society of Western
Australia-not Mr Hall-met the Commissioner
of Police. I am referring to the Law Society of
Western Australia and not to Mr Hall. I notice
members opposite are very quiet now. I should
like to quote from another article which appeared
in the Daily News of the 13th June. It reads as
follows-

The Law Society will meet the
Commissioner of Police, Mr Leitch, today to
discuss when people should be arrested or
summonsed.

The acting president of the society (Mr Geoffrey
Miller)-I do not know to which party he
belongs, butl perhaps Government members will
inform me-said, "The society had been
considering the question well before the current
controversy over the arrest of union officials."
The society had been considering the matter
before the Karratha incident, not after it.
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The Law Society of Western Australia had
indicated its concern prior to the arrest or union
officials at Karratha.

Mr O!Neil: Their concern about what?
Mr T. H. JONES: The society had expressed

its concern about the arrests and the implications
of the use to which the Police Act could be put. ir
the Minister wants me to read-

Mr O'Neil: You had better read it, because you
have not read it before. I am sure of that.

Mr T. H. JONES: Someone suggested that I
did not make my own speeches. Is that what the
Minister is referring to?

Mr O'Neil: You are taking quotes out of
context.

Mr T. H. JONES: I am quoting rully and in
:context. I am referring to an article in The West
Australian of the 13th June, headed, "Lawyers
meet Leitch on arrests"

Mr O'Neil: What were they expressing concern
about before the Karratha incident?

Mr T. H. JONES: The society was expressing
concern about the situation in regard to people
being arrested or summonsed. To continue-

But the meeting is not directly linked with
Monday's arrest of union officials.

To continue-
The meeting with Mr Leitch was arranged

some time ago.
Lawyers have been concerned about

embarrassment and loss of dignity suffered
by people arrested when they could be
summonsed.

Mr O'Neil: I am glad you read it, because now
you understand it.

Mr T. H. JONES: I understand the situation
and I refer to it, because the men who were
charged in Karratha were arrested in Perth.

Mr O'Neil: There would have been no
complaint, had they been summonsed?

Mr T. H. JONES: They were arrested in Perth.
Mr O'Neil: You are saying you would have no

complaint had they been summonsed.
Mr T. H. JONES: I am not saying that. I am

comparing the attitude of the Law Society or
Western Australia with the event which took
place when Mr Carmichael and Mr Marks
Committed an offence at Karratha, but were
arrested at the Perth Airport. That is what I am
sayinig. and that is what the Law Society of
Western Australia is saying.

Mr O'Neil: It was not. You should read it. It
had nothing to do with the incident. Read it
again.

Mr T. H. JONES: I do not intend to read the
article again. If the Minister wants to, he can
read it when he replies to my remarks. I will listen
to him intently if he does so.

On the last occasion the former Minister for
Police and Traffic could not answer our objections
and I challenge the present Minister to show me
where the former Minister for Police and Traffic
answered the allegations raised by Opposition
members.

Mr Tonkin interjected.
Mr O'Neil: The member for Morley will not let

me.
Mr T. H. JONES: That is not the answer. The

Minister is unable to give the answer and he is in
the same position as that in which the former
Minister for Police and Traffic round himself in
1976. At that time he could not provide
justification on behalf or the Court Government
for the amendments to the Act. The Minister
could not answer the allegations. The situation.
has not changed.

Mr B. T. Burke: The new Minister does not
know any more.

Mr T. H. JONES: I should like to indicate the
attitude of the editor, published in The West
Australian on the 13th June. I am not referring to
the Labor Party; I am referring to the attitude of
the editor who said in an editorial titled, "Arrest
row"-

On the face of it, the arrest of two union
leaders after addressing a public meeting in
Karratha a few hours earlier suggests that
the police grossly over-reacted. Since when,
one might ask, have the police been so
concerned about people addressing public
meetings without their permission?

To continue-
Why Messrs Carmichael and Marks were

arrested, not summonsed, remains something
of a puzzle and, superficially at least, an
unnecessarily heavy-handed and
inflammatory act. However, the paramount
need now is for cool heads.

The editorial obviously supports the views of the
Law Society of Western Australia which I
indicated earlier. Of course, The Australian
said-

Mr Young: You are on side with The West
Australian this week, are you?

Mr B. T. Burke: Don't be silly.
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Mr T. H. JONES: Can the Minister for Health
stand up in the House and indicate where I have
criticised The West Australian?"

Mr B. T. Burke: Hit him there!
Several members interjected.
Mr T. H. JONES: I challenge the Minister to

show me in Hansard where I have criticised The
West Australian.

Mr Young: Almost every one of you has done it
at some time.

Mr T. H. JONES: I challenge the Minister to
show me.

Mr Young: I will go through Hansard and see
when the last time was.

Mr T. H-. JONES: The Minister should do that.
Some members might have criticised The West
Australian, but I challenge the Minister to show
me where I have done so.

Mr B. T. Burke: Don't back off now.
Mr O'Ncil: I will bet they make their newsprint

from Collie coal.
Mr T. H. JONES: The Minister for Health is

following the lead given by the Premier who said
he was getting a raw deal from the Press. Last
week he said that the Daily News was unfair,
even when I raised the question of the CSR
takeover. The Premier said also, -We are not
being reported correctly as far as the Fremantle
rail closure is concerned." Now the Minister for
Health is adopting a similar attitude, because the
introduction of this Bill does little for the
credibility of the Court Government.

If members opposite were not controlled by the
heavy hand of the Premier in the party room they
would come forward and deplore these
amendments which will interfere with the rights
of many people in this State. The Minister was
not even present when the Bill was introduced in
1976.

Mr Hassell: Deal with the Bill.
Mr T. H. JONES: There is no need for the

member for Cottesloe to get touchy because I am
leading up to the Bill. He has enough on his plate
dealing with the complaints of people in Cottesloe
about the closure of the railway line; therefore, he
should not interfere with the remarks I am trying
to make.

Mr B. T'. Burke: The member for Cottesloe
cannot answer when he is asked questions.

Mr T. H. JONES: After that unwarranted
interjection I should like to proceed and refer to
an article which appeared in The Australian on
the I13th June. It is headed, "A dangerous course"
and reads as follows-

IT IS dangerous to involve the police and
the courts in industrial disputes except, of
course, in the Arbitration Commission which
exists for that very purpose.

I am referring to an article in The Australian in
order to indicate the concern felt throughout the
nation in relation to the repressive legislation on
the Statute book in this State.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 730 p.m.
Mr T. H. JONES: I have referred briefly to the

episodes which led to the dispute at Karratha. and
the support which the Opposition has received
throughout Western Australia in its stand against
the provisions of the Police Act.

A climax was reached on the I1Ith June when
an unauthorised meeting was held. Jack Marks,
the assistant State secretary, and Mr Laurie
Carmichael, the assistant national secretary of the
Amalgamated Metal Workers and Shipwrights'
Union addressed the meeting.

I want to comment on the fact that the arrests
did not take place at the organised meeting while
it was in progress. The report in the newspaper
did not indicate there were any problems. At
Carnarvon, a plain clothes constable boarded the
aircraft, and he laid the charges when the aircraft
reached Perth. The reason given was to prevent
further trouble in the northern area. That was a
strange situation, and I will not discuss it further
because you, Mr Speaker, will rule me out of
order.

The Law Society had already approached the
Minister for Police and Traffic, before this
happening, regarding the application of the Police
Act in Western Australia. I have already
indicated the concern expressed by that society.

One would assume that charges would be laid
where an offence occurred. It seems to me, and to
other members of the Opposition, that it was an
organised plan. It is unusual that a plain clothes
constable was available at Carnarvon, and he was
able to board the plane and accompany the two
union officials to Perth where he laid the charges.
The President of the Trades and Labor Council
could be excused for being critical of that
situation. Mr Bill Latter was disappointed and
concerned because of the policy of the police in
Western Australia in that the arrests did not take
place where the breach of the law had occurred.

As a result of the arrests, a national strike was
called. Bill Latter, the President of the Trades
and Labor Council, expressed the concern of the
trade union movement in a report published in the
Daily News on the 12th June. The report, in part,
reads-
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The president of the Trades and Labor
Council, Mr Bill Latter, said today: "The
Pilbara is already out-I expect Statewide
stoppages.

"This stunt astonishes mec. I don't
understand it.

"I can't see even Court and his colleagues
orchestrating it because it is so haiufisted to
arrest two men in Perth hours after they had
addressed a perfectly ordinary meeting in the
North-West."

I point out there had been no complaint. The
meeting was conducted in an orderly fashion.

The SPEAKER: Order! The member has now
started to debate something which is before the
courts. I suggest he should not continue in that
vein.

Mr T. H. JONES: I do not intend to discuss
the merits of the issue, but I accept your ruling,
Mr Speaker. As I said, the meeting was orderly
but I will bow to your ruling. You will appreciate
it is difficult to discuss the matter.

Point of Order

Mr JAMIESON: I raise this point of order
because it is very important. As I understand
Standing Orders, they do not prohibit debate on a
Bill dealing with a subject matter before the
courts, as distinct from debate on a motion
dealing with a subject matter before the courts.

In other words, a Bill must have free passage
through the Parliament;, otherwise, when a matter
was before the courts then, of course, there would
always be a tendency to limit the scope of debate.
It is quite an important issue. I ask you to think
about your ruling because it could be important
for the future.

The SPEAKER: The point raised by the
member for Welshpool requires a little more
thought on my part before I give a ruling.
Therefore, I shalt leave the Chair until the ringing
of the bells in order to consider the matter.

Sitting suspended from 736 to 8.31 p.m.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: Standing Order No. 2 of this

House, among other things, contains a definition
of matters sub judice The portions of that
definition which are relevant in this matter are-

Matters sub judice including-

(c) Any matter awaiting or under
adjudication in a civil court prior to
the time that the case has been set
down for trial or otherwise brought
before the Court if it appears to the
Chair that there is a substantial
danger of prejudice to the trial of
the case;

but a debate on a Bill to amend the law
arising in any pending case in any Court
shall always be permissible.

It should be obvious to everyone that the
fundamental privilege of Parliament to legislate in
any competent area must be upheld.

A ludicrious situation would exist if, on the one
hand, a court postponed action on a certain
matter because Parliament intended to legislate
while, on the other hand, Parliament refrained
from discussing the same question because it was
pending before a court.

In the present circumstances it appears to me
that it is perfectly reasonable for a full debate on
this Dill to take place without discussing the pros
and cons of a particular case or series of cases
which we all know to be pending, arising out of
incidents at Karratha earlier this year.

1 therefore indicate that the present debate
should Continue but that I shall expect members,
while being quite free to discuss the merits or
demerits of the Bill, as a matter of simple
courtesy towards our judicial system to refrain
from passing judgment on whether or not the law
was infringed at the time of the incidents to which
I have referred.

Debate Resumed
Mr T. H. JONES: It is clear there is nothing to

prevent my indicating the events which led up to
the conviction of the two men in question. The
matter I would like to be placed on record-

Points of Order
Mr O'NEIL: Mr Speaker, I think the

honourable member has misunderstood your
ruling. In fact he went on to say there was
nothing to stop him discussing the events leading
up to the conviction of the men concerned. I
understood your ruling was that members were
not to discuss the matters related to what we
know as the Karratha incident.

The SPEAKER: I hope the member for Collie
has not misunderstood what I said. It appears to
me the merits or demerits of this Bill can be fully
debated without discussing the particular
incidents which were alleged to have taken place
in Karratha earlier this year. I feel that out of
sheer courtesy to the courts we ought not debate
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the incidents which are alleged to have occurred
in Karratha this year. I hope members can accept
that it is possible for them to debate the Bill
without specific reference to the Karratha
incident.

Mr DAVIES: On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
I ask you what you mean by the words "as a
matter of simple courtesy towards our judicial
system, to refrain from passing judgment on
whether or not the law was infringed at the time
of the incidents to which I have referred". I
contend we can talk about the fellows being
arrested. We need not deal with all the
circumstancesq of the case and Certainly we cannot
pass judgment on it. With due respect, I say the
words are wrongly used if you mean other than
what I have suggested.

The SPEAKER: Perhaps the words "pass
judgment" are a little too confining. I hope
members will interpret what I have said as
meaning not discussing the particular incidents
with which the pending court cases are concerned.
I suggest that the debate continue, and when I
feel any member is transgressing on an area
which should not be debated I will so indicate to
him.

Mr O'NElL: I rise again because of a lack of
satisfaction in that I do not believe you have given
a ruling at all, Mr Speaker. Surely the ruling
ought to be either that issues cannot be debated
or that they may be debated. If you give a direct
ruling such as that, action is available to the
House to agree or disagree with your ruling. At
the moment you are requesting members to take a
course of action which you hope they will follow.
As I understand it, the member for Welshpool is
asking you to give a ruling on whether or not
events surrounding the Karratha incident are in
fact sub judice.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: If!I am to say in explicit terms

the course of action I would like to see fallowed, I
will have given an indication that I would prefer
there be no discussion of the Karratha incident. It
appears I am being asked to be quite firm, and in
view of that I would simply say I consider any
reference to the Karratha incidents to be sub
judice.

Dissent fromn Speaker's Ruling
Mr JIAM IESON: We now have a ruling. As the

Deputy Premier said, previously the situation was
not clear. If that is your ruling, Mr Speaker, I
intend to move to disagree with it. You have
virtually said the Government was wrong in
introducing this legislation because in no way can
it bring in this legislation while the cases are

pending without interfering with the situation
which prevails and influencing the final decision
of the judiciary.

It is a well-known fact that when the law is
changed before a case has been determined the
members of the judiciary accept the amendment
as an indication of the way in which the
Legislature wants them to find in cases pending
before them. A legal man who is in that situation
would be very courageous to make a finding
which was against the decision of the Legislature.
Therefore it is vital that we have this position
made clear.

Obviously, this legislation is before us because
of what happened at Karratha, and for no other
reason. What happened at Karratha means
everything in debating the Bill. Because of what
happened at Karratha the Acting Premiler entered
into' an agreement with the Prime Minister to
make inquiries as to whether the law should be
changed. Even though the statement arising from
those inquiries does not seem to mean much4
pre~imably it was from that that the Government
determined changes should be made to this Act of
Parliament.

Because the people were brought before the
court as a result of this Act of Parliament, it can
,have an effect on them. I submit, Mr Speaker,
that we cannot prejudge the matter in any way,
but if we delete section 54B altogether, of course
it would be a directive by this highest court in the
State to find these people not guilty. It is very
clear what is taking place in law. It is no good our
playing around with the situation. We have a
Standing Order which clearly lays down that
matters sub judice include-

(c) Any matter awaiting or under
adjudication in a civil court prior to
the time that the case has been set
down fkr trial or otherwise brought
before the Court if it appears to the
Chair that there is a substantial
danger of prejudice to the trial Of
the case;

but a debate on a Bill to amend the law
arising in any pending case in any Court
shall always be permissible.

That does not say any part of a case; it says that a
debate to amend the law in a pending case is
permissible. Therefore, I feel that the ruling you
have given, Mr Speaker, is contrary to the
Standing Orders of this Parliament, and of
nccssity, I must challenge it at this stage. It
would be wrong if I did not challenge it, because
otherwise your ruling would become a precedent
to be used by future Speakers and Chairmen in
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this Parliament. It would be wrong if we did not
clear the matter up completely.

It is quite clear that this Standing Order is
included so that the Government is able to
legislate while a matter is before the courts. If we
did not have such a Standing Order the
Government would be in a difficult position.
Certainly it would not have been able to lake such
action as it has taken on this occasion.

We do not know what will be the result of the
measure before the House, but surely the final
decision will be an indication 'of the feelings of the
Government, and it will prejudice the trial one
way or another. It has already been prejudiced so
far as legislative action is concerned, so it is no
good our saying it will not have any effect at all.

1 reel, Mr Speaker, that you erred on this
occasion in making the ruling that you did. I was
not clear what your first ruling meant and,
indeed, the Deputy Premier did not understand it
either. As a conscquence, I did not take
immediate action to move to disagree with your
ruling. But now, as you have taken action to
clarify the situation, and you have said that we
are not to discuss what happened at Karratha, at
Hedland, or elsewhere, on the occasion when this
section of the Act was used by the police for the
purpose of taking action against people assembled
either for the purposes of a march or a discussion,
ihen I feel it is very clear that you, as the
Presiding Officer of this Chamber, have made a
decision that is incorrect.

1, therefore, move-
That the House dissent from the Speaker's

ruling.
Mr O'NEIL: Firstly. I want to say that it was

out of no disrespect to you, Mr Speaker, that I
requested you in fact give a ruling rather than an
opinion and an indication of how you would like
the debate to proceed. I believe the issue is
important enough for us, as members of this
House. to make a decision one way or another. I
am supporting your ruling because I think it is
vital. We all know the problems we have had with
regard to the sub judice rule. and with due respect
to the member for Welshpool. I think he has
misinterpreted the Standing Order.

Mr Jamieson: No he has not.
Mr O'NEIL: Well. I am sorry if the

honourable member feels that way. The Standing
Order does not refer to a case before a civil court.
It refers to the law arising in any pending case
before a civil court. The situation is that if there
is a case before a civil court where the law itself is
under challenge, then this Parliament can amend
that law while the case is before the court. There

are ample reasons why that should be so, and one
reason is commonly referred to as the protection
of the revenue,

Mr Jamieson: You are saying that the
Government should not have this Bill before the
House?

Mr O'NEIL: I am not saying that at all.
Mr Jamieson: Well you are.
Mr O'NEIL: I am saying that the law is not

being challenged before any civil court. The
Standing Order is quite specific. It mentions any
matter under adjudication. etc., but it then goes
on to say-

...but a debate on a Bill to amend the law
arising in any pending case in any Court
shall always be permissible.

It does not say the law under which any case is
pending, but the law arising in any pending case.
So quite clearly this Parliament must be
competent, when its laws are under challenge in
the courts, to be able to amend those laws.

Mr Tonkin: Of course, we think that too.
Mr O'NEIL: That is correct. Now there is no

such case before the civil court at the moment in
relation to the law we are examining this evening.

Mr Pearce: Read
Standing Order. It
jurisdiction.

paragraph (a) of that
refers to a criminal

Mr O'NEIL: The Speaker has not referred to
paragraph (a).

Mr Pearce: That is why his ruling is mistaken.
Mr O'NEIL: I suggest that if the honourable

member has an argument to put to the House, he
should get to his feet-

Mr Pearce: If you sit down I will be on my feet
more quickly.

Mr O'NEIL: Mr Speaker, there are at least
three references to this matter of sub judice in
Erskine May's Parliamentary Practice The first
one appears on page 333. Remember that while
we are more inclined to follow our own Standing
Orders, when in doubt we look to the mother of
Parliaments for its opinions and experience.

Mr Tonkin: If it fits our prejudice!
Mr O'NEIL: Perhaps if the member for

Morley would like to write a book on
parliamentary practice and procedure, it would be
accepted universally.

Mr Tonkin: Come on, we don't use the
Westminster system here-whom do you think
you are kidding?

Mr Pearce: You got off our Standing Orders
pretty quickly.
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Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'NEIL: I would like to refer to page 333,

where it states, under the heading, "Mfalfens sub
judice-

By a resolution of the House matters
awaiting or under adjudication in a criminal
court or court martial and matters set down
for trial or otherwise brought before a civil
court may not be referred to in any debate or
question;

And the author then refers to another page. That
is in essence the matter covered by Standing
Order No. 2 of this Legislative Assembly, and
Erskine May goes on to state that the House more
recently resolved to allow references to matters
sub judice at the discretion of the Chair. That is
precisely what you did, Mr Speaker, when you
gave your opinion as to how this debate should
proceed.

Mr Tonkin: You attempted to intimidate the
Chair. It was not a ruling for a start.

Mr O'NEIL: It was not a ruling.
Mr Tonkin: It was not a ruling to your liking,

so you got up.
Mr O'NEIL: It was not a ruling at all, and I

think the Speaker would be the first to admit
that.

Mr Tonkin: Rubbish!
Mr O'NEIL: In effect, the member for

Welshpool and I are agreed. The Speaker
suggested a course of action to this Chamber, a
quite reasonable course of action, but it was not a
ruling.

Mr Tonkin: Rubbish!
Mr O'NEIL: Let the member for Morley say

"Rubbish" to the member for Welshpool, because
he agrees with me.

Mr Jamiieson: It was not a clear ruling.
Mr O'NEIL: Then perhaps the member for

Morley can argue that matter with the member
for Welshpool, and not with me. Further, on page
368, Erskine May has this to say-

A matter, awaiting or under adjudication
by a court of law, should not be brought
before the House by a motion or otherwise.

That is an argument in- support of having the
matter brought before the House by way of a Bill.
He continues-

Subject to the discretion of the Chair,
reference may be made to matters awaiting
or under adjudication in the civil courts in so
far as they relate to certain Ministerial

decisions or concern certain issues of national
importance.

Again, that is a matter in respect of which the
Speaker or the presiding officer, whoever he
might be. in fact has some discretion. In general I
think Erskine May and our own Standing Orders
are quite clear on the matter, and that the
provision in respect of debating matters under a
Bill and avoiding the sub judice rule relates only
to where the law itself is under challenge. In this
case it is the law arising in that jurisdiction.
Therefore, Mr Speaker, I support your ruling.

Mr H. D. EVANS: I listened with interest to
the Deputy Premier and his two illustrations from
pages 333 and 368 of Erskine May's
Parliamentary Practice, wherein the discretion
that you, Mr Speaker, exercised in your
statement, is given to the Chair. You, Sir,
indicated some discretion on your part when you
said, "in the present circumstances it appears to
me that it is perfectly reasonable for a full debate
on this Bill to take place without discussing the
pros, and cons of a particular case or series of
cases which we all know to be pending, arising out
of the incidents at Karratha earlier this year."

When he introduced the Bill, the Deputy
Premier gave the reasons the Bill was before the
House; and he referred to the incident at
Karratha on the I Ith June, 1979. He said he did
not propose to delve into that matter because it
was still before the courts, and the sub judice rule
applied. Those comments gave direction to the
Bill and, therefore, must have given some colour
to its consideration in this place and outside of it.

It is for that very reason that the Bill is before
the House now. As the member for Collie said, he
is simply looking at the events leading up to the
incident and not weighing the pros and cons of the
case which you, Mr Speaker, properly determined
should not be debated. However, if the Bill is not
to be permitted to be discussed fully at this stage.
then in future every occupant of the Chair will
have to refer back to this precedent; and it will
mean in effect that no Bill pertaining to any law
that is to be amended can be debated whilst the
law is in some way before one of the civil courts.

I am afraid I cannot agree with the Deputy
Premier in this case.

Mr PEARCE: I would like to take up the
invitation of the Deputy Premier to join the
debate and to draw his attention to the plain
wording of the section of chapter 2, dealing with
interpretations, to which he referred. I think the
Deputy Premier has been misleading-whether
deliberately or not I will leave to others to
judge-by not reading the whole of the section to
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which he referred. Chapter 2 contains a definition
of matters sub judice. The Deputy Premier read
paragraph (c) and a piece which follows it, which
piece applies not only to paragraph (c), but in fact
also to the whole interpretation.

Mr O'Neil: It was the Speaker who said the
only relevant part of the Standing Order was
paragraph'(c).

Mr PEARCE: It may well be that the fact the
Speaker said that is precisely the reason we are
disagreeing with him.

Mr O'Neil: You are disagreeing with the
Speaker, not with me.

MrT PEARCE: I am disagreeing with the
Deputy Premier in so far as he took it upon
himself to agree with the Speaker.

Mr Speaker. I hope you do not mind my saying
you are a little unfortunate in your friends in this
debate. I hope you receive support from a more
in formed section of the Government, whose
members have some understanding of Standing
Orders.

I will go over the matter again for the benefit of
the Deputy Premier who- is, as I am sure you
would agree, Mr Speaker, a little misguided in
respect of his motives. The interpretation spells
out the matters sub judicc, and states they include
in paragraph (a) matters before a criminal court;
in paragraph (b) matters before a civil court; and
in paragraph (c) matters before a civil court, but
referred to in a more wide-ranging manner than
in the case of paragraph (b). Appended to all
three provisions, the definition goes on to say that
a debate on a Bill to amend the law arising in any
pending case in any court shall always be
permissible.

However, the efforts of the Deputy Premier to
restrict those words to civil courts are totally
unacceptable. In fact his efforts indicate that he is
incapable of reading the Standing Orders of this
House. If the words "any Court" do not to the
Deputy Premier have a meaning which
encompasses criminal courts, it means he cannot
even understand the words in the definition.
Paragraph (a) refers to matters under a criminal
jurisdiction: so the words "any Court" appearing
later in the definition refer also to a criminal
court.

Therefore, it is quite permissible to debate
amendments to the law where there is a matter
awaiting a hearing-in this case it is the IKarratha
incident-because the definition states that
debate on a Bill to amend the law arising in a
pending ease shall always be permissible.
Therefore, we are perfectly entitled under our

own Standing Orders to discuss the events of the
Karratha incident,

In fact, the Deputy Premier then read from
Erskine May; however, I am sure you will accept,
Mr Speaker, that Erskine May does not override
our own Standing Orders, but merely fills in gaps
in areas where our Standing Orders are silent. For
example, as far as I can ascertain, our Standing
Orders do not contain a ruling that sub judice
matters shall not be discussed. One could search
for a long time without finding that ruling. The
only thing our Standing Orders contain about
matters sub judice is the definition; and the
definition is in fact simply picking up a ruling
from Erskinie May that sub judkce matters shall
not be discussed. However, our Standing Orders
say. "but a debate on a Bill to amend the law
arising in any pending case in any Court shall
always be permissible". Erskine May's statements
are not applicable to this Parliament in so far as
they are in conflict with the provisions of our
Standing Orders.

Let me make that point in a more practical
way: It was my intention to enter the debate later
on to compare and contrast the existing provisions
of the law with those contained in the Dill, and to
try to judge the Karratha case against the latter
provisions. The reason the Bill has been
introduced to the Parliament is to correct an
anomaly which has arisen in respect of the
Karratha incident. Surely it must be reasonable
for me to consider what would have been likely to
happen at Karratha if the law the Government is
asking us to adopt had been adopted prior to the
Karratha incident. In fact, I think I will be able to
demonstrate that there would have been no
difference in the events of the Karratha incident if
the proposed law had been in force.

That is a debating point I ought to be able to
make in order to examine the old law as against
the new law; I should be able to see whether the
new law would make any difference. That is the
crucial aspect that I prepared myself to discuss,
and I think it is something the Parliament should
take cognisance of. However, in the terms of your
ruling, Mr Speaker, I would be absolutely and
totally prevented from doing that. That is why 1
think your ruling is mistaken in this ease. I have
sufficient regard for you to fee! that pressure
placed upon you has constrained you to make the
uncharacteristically wrong ruling you made.

However, I am not at all surprised that the
Deputy Premier has leapt to your defence.
Whenever he discusses Standing Orders, he is
invariably mistaken. I ask the Deputy Premier to
read both pages of the Standing Orders dealing
With the sub judice definition. Perhaps the printer
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made a mistake by putting paragraphs (a) and
(b) on one page, and puhting paragraph (c) on
another page, because the Deputy Premier
obviously cannot take in more than one page at a
lime. It may well be the case that had the printer
been able to print the three paragraphs on the
same page. the Deputy Premier might have been
able to cope.

Having had his attention drawn to this matter,
perhaps the Deputy Premier will be man enough
now to stand-as I have done before-and admit
he is wrong and let the whole thing lapse.

Whichever way we look at it, Mr Speaker, I am
afraid you have been in error in this matter and I
hope the House will vote to reverse your ruling.

Mr TONKIN: Mr Speaker. I very much regret
this motion has been moved. Indeed, the only
reason it has been moved is due to the bullying
tactics of the Deputy Premier. When you made
your first ruling-

Mr Watt: Is that the one the member for
Welshpool said was not a ruling'?

Mr TON KIN: -you said-
I therefore indicate that the present debate

should continue but that I shall expect
members, while being quite free to discuss
the merits or demerits of the Piill, as a matter
of simple courtesy towards our j .udicial
system, to refrain from passing judgment

When the Deputy Premier indicated he did not
like your ruling you then amended it; you said.
"Perhaps 'refrain from passing judgment' was a
bit too restrictive." Mr Speaker, if it was too
restrictive, that was your fault; you put it there.
not us.

It seems extraordinary to me you should change
your ruling in such a way, simply because the
Deputy Premier-who is a fairly bulky
fellow-got to his feet.

Mr O'Connor: He is not as thick as you.
Mr TONKIN: I believe what you are saying is

this. "Of course we must discuss the reasons for
the Bill being before us." In fact, in your original
ruling you went so far as to say it would be
ludicrous if we could not discuss it. You stated as
follows-

A ludicrous situation would exist if. on the
one hand, a court postponed action on a
certain matter because Parliament intended
to legislate while, on the other hand.
Parliament refrained from discussing the
same question because it was pending before
a court.

Mr Speaker, if you are saying we cannot discuss
what gave rise to this Bill, in fact you are denying

us natural justice, because you are saying the
Government has a right to bring in a Bill to get
itself out of the mess it has caused through its
own pigheadedness-and about which we warned
the Government in 1916-but we have no right to
discuss that Bill. Apparently it is in order for the
Government to introduce a Bill to amend an
intolerable' situation which cost this country
millions of dollars as a result of a confrontation
which many people tried to avoid, yet you are
saying it is not permissible for us to discuss this
action. That denies any kind of justice in this
place.

I am sorry if I disagree with the member for
Welshpool 'on this point, but that is why I believe
Mr Speaker's original ruling-and I listened very
carefully to what he had to say-was .a fair
attempt to steer between the problem of the sub
judice rule on the one hand and the necessity to
debate the Bill on the other. The standing order is
quite explicit: It indicates that debate can take
place on a Bill. In other words, debate is
permissible.

However, this did not satisfy the Deputy
Premier. He did not want a proper debate; he
simply wanted to ram the Bill through, because he
was the person responsible for costing this country
millions of dollars as the result of an unnecessary
dispute.

Sir Charles Court: That is not fair.
Mr TONKIN: The Premier would not even

stay home; he went to walk on the Sea of Gallilee.
Sir Charles Court: If you want to insult the

Jewish people, carry on.
Mr TONKIN: I am not insulting the Jewish

people. What a joke! When one considers the
Premier's extreme right-wing tendencies and
recalls where those same tendencies led Germany
in the 1930s, one realises what a cheek the
Premier has to talk about me insulting the Jewish
people!

The SPEAKER: Order! Will the member for
Morley kindly address his remarks to the Chair.
It is the Speaker who is under attack, not the
Premier.

Mr TONKIN: The Deputy Premier was not
satisfied with the Speaker's ruling, which was a
fair ruling which would have allowed debate on
the Bill. He insisted the Speaker make a ruling
which was not fair. Mr Speaker, your revised
ruling will allow the Government to repeal a Bill
but will not allow the Opposition to debate the
reasons for that repeal. That is totally unfair; it is
a disgusting state of affairs. We know the Deputy
Premier revels in the numbers; he stood in his
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place because he knows he has the numbers in
this House.

However, the Deputy Premier showed his
monumental ignorance when he started to refer us
to Erskine May. He said we go to the mother of
Parliaments for our rules and regulations. What a
lot of tosh! As members know, we refer to Erskine
May's Parliamenrary Practice only when our own.
Standing Orders are silent. Does the Deputy
Premier seriously believe that what Erskine May
said happened4n the House of Coyinions in 1890
countermands the Standing Orders of this place?
That is how stupid the comment of the Deputy
Premier was in this context. IFie said, "We do not
go to our Standing Orders; we go to the mother of
Parliaments." That is not true. First and
foremost, we refer to our Standing Orders.
However, they are sometimes silent, and it is only
when they are silent that we refer to Erskine
May.

Of course, our Standing Orders are not silent
on this matter; they give us express permission to
debate the substance of this Bill. Your ruling, Mr
Speaker-until you were bullied out of it by the
Deputy Premir-was quite correct. It would
have allowed us to debate the matter without
passing judgment. In other words, we were not to
say whether in fact we believed those people had
broken the law; we were not to anticipate the
ruling of the court.

Mr O'Connor: You are a disgrace to your
electorate and to this Parliament.

Mr TONKIN: However, we were to be
permitted to discuss the broad subject matter or
the Bill, and that included the events at
Karratba-because, of course, it was the
Karratha incident which gave rise to the Bill.

We believe if the Government is permitted to
legislate, we should be permitted to discuss the
legislation. I agree with the Speaker's statement
that we should avoid passing judgment. It is not
for us to decide whether in fact a breach of the
law occurred and give reasons to support our
claim that a breach did not occur.

If this Parliament is not to become a joke, and
the playt hing of the Premier, we must be allowed
to discuss the kinds of problems which confront
this country because of the absurd law the
Government now is attempting to amend. If we
cannot discuss that matter frankly and openly we
have made this Parliament a laughing stock. It is
quite disgraceful for the Deputy Premier to stand
in this place and glibly talk about the mother of
Parliaments while at the same time allowing this
kind of thing to go on, simply because he has the
numbers.

I support the motion.
Mr HASSELL: I would have thought this was

a matter of some long-term significance and I also
would have thought the Opposition would be
concerned about that long-term significance and
not simply about the short term of its highly
charged political debate.

Mr Tonkin: We are.
.Mr HASSELL: The important point of this

entire debate is why the sub judice rule exists. It
exists for a purpose, a purpose which I have not
heard mentioned so far. It seems to me its purpose
is to protect people who are charged with offences
before tribunals other than this Parliament and
whose offences have not been dealt with at the
time of a debate in this place. It is to protect those
people from members of this House indulging in a
debate which is privileged and which can be
reported in a privileged way and which could
prejudice the outcome of their fair trial.

Mr Jamieson: You should have told the
Government that before it took out newspaper
advertisements.

Mr HASSELL: That is what the sub judice
rule is about.

Mr Tonkin: Why did your Government declare
these people guilty months ago by placing
advertisements in the newspaper?

Mr HASSELL: Therefore it is important for us
in exercising the privilege of this House to have
regard for the limits of this privilege, in the
interests of the protection of people who are
charged before the courts.

The difficulty is that our Standing Orders are
not complete in their coverage of the matter. In
our Standing Orders we have a definition
clause-clause 2-and, of course, the purpose
of a definition clause in legislative provisions is to
cover a subsequent use of the defined term in the
provisions. However, in this case the Standing
Orders do not contain legislative provisions
relating to the sub judice rule within them. They
merely define what matters are included under
the term "sub judice'. We are left with a
definition which stands on its own; but we do not
have a rule which uses the definition. We are left
to the practice of -the House and the practice of
other places, including the Parliament of
Westminster, (or guidance.

The only guidance we have is contained in the
definition clause of the Standing Orders. That has
three subparagraphs which cover matters sub
judice, and then goes on to say-
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.... but a debate on a Bill to amend the law
arising in any pending case in any Court
shall always be permissible.

That is the nearest we come to a substantive rule.
It does not say. "a debate on the case", or "a
debate on the facts of the case". It says, "a debate
on a Bill to amend the law". There is no
prohibition or suggested prohibition-in fact, to
the contrary-on a debate on the legislation now
before the House.

The purpose of the sub judice rule is to protect
people who are charged before the courts. I would
have thought that if the Opposition had the least
consistency in the matter, it would be concerned
about the people who are charged before the
court-

Mr Jamieson: You are the most inconsistent
person in the world.

Mr HASSELL: If there was any consistency,
members opposite would surely support the
proposition that thie facts surrounding the case
should not be debated in the context of debating
this Bill.

Mr Pearce: What about the full-page
newspaper advertisements?

Mr HASSELL: That is the whole purpose of
the sub judice rule-

Opposition members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr HASSELL: That is the purpose of the sub

judice rule; and that purpose, in a wider context
than this debate, is of importance. That is why
your ruling, Mr Speaker, must be upheld.

Mr SKIDMORE: I listened very carefully to
the remarks of the member for Cottesloe. I was
hoping that he, as a learned person in the legal
professon. would have been consistent and would
have endeavoured to assist the House in his
interpretation of "sub judice't I listened in vain,
quite frankly, because all we heard was a
statement of matters which are considered to be
sub judice as far as the interpretation of our
Standing Orders is concerned.

We are aware of that; and we are equally
aware that the protection of those who are yet to
be charged or will be found guilty of an alleged
offence against an Act is surely necessary. We
should not say anything in this place which would
prejudice those people.

I do not quarrel with that, Mr Speaker. Your
original ruling-and I accept it as a
ruling-would have given that protection to those
people just as well as the member for Morley has
stated. However, the member for Cottesloe then
went on to state that our Standing Orders are

silent on a sub judice interpretation, and then
drew a restriction or a long bow-if I might use
that term unkindly-that because they are silent
we are left with very little on which to hang our
hats. Such is not the case; and the member for
Cottesloe must be well aware of that.

If the sub judice matters referred to in
subparagraphs (a) to (c) were not to be
considered or used as a medium of debate in this
House, why would the rider be given? I ask the
member for Cottesloe that.

Mr Hassell: To make sure that there was no
limitation on the capacity of the House to debate
legislation. But you do not want to debate thc
legislation; you want to debate the cases.

Mr SKIDMORE: The member for Cottesloe is
entirely wrong, as far as I am concerned. Again
he has missed the point-deliberately, I
believe-because he is not prepared to admit to
this House that the Standing Orders are specific
about three matters mentioned as sub judice.

A portion of the Standing Orders reads as
follows-

...but a debate on a Bill to amend the law
arising in any pending case ...

I want to deal with those words. We are all aware
that there is a case pending. We are all aware
that that pending case involves the law which we
in the House are debating presently. How could
there be anything more clear, more concise, and
more specific than that?

I disagree with the Speaker's ruling. It is about
time we stopped playing the numbers game with
our Standing Orders. We should be honest in our
interpretation of our Standing Orders. The matter
is set out simply in them.

I repeat that there is a pending case which
involves a law which -is before this House for
amendment. The Standing Orders say quite
clearly that discussion on those matters shall
always be permitted. That cannot be
misconstrued.

I am surprised that the member for Cottesloe,
with his knowledge, should have tried to twist the
argument to show that the Standing Orders do
not mean that at all. He did that to defend the
Deputy Premier, who felt that a decision should
be made one way or the other. On that point. I
concur with the Deputy Premier. I believe that we
should have had a more definitive statement from
the Speaker than we had.

As far as I am concerned, and whilst I am a
member of this House, I will endeavour to stand
by the Standing Orders. I have been subject to
your disciplinary action on occasions. Mr
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Speaker, when 1 was prepared to ignore the
Standing Orders as a matter of principle. I would
do so again.

On this issue, I believe the same principle
applies. 1 believe you were wrong, Mr Speaker;
that the Standing Orders are explicit; and that we
have a right to continue with this debate, bearing
in mind the statement you made and the
reflection you made during the debate.

Mr GRILL: With regret, 1 must also support
thc motion.

As you know, Mr Speaker, "sub judice" means
merely "in the course of hearing". That is the
meaning of the words. The sub judice rule is
designed to prevent the discussion of cases which
arc in the course of hearing. As the member for
Cottesloe has pointed out very carefully, we do
not have any mechanism within our rules which
directs the Speaker or the House in respect of
how the sub judice rule should be used. However,
we have a definition: of what "sub judice" means
in Certain cases. We have definition (a) which
deals with criminal cases; definition (b) which
deals with civil cases which have been set down
for hearing;, and definition (c) which deals with
civil cases which have not been set down for
hearing but which, in your opinion, should come
within the ambit of the rule.

So in those respects the memtjer for Cottesloc
was quite right; in fact in most respects the
member for Cottesloe was quite right. The
problem was that he drew completely wrong
conclusions from the ' facts he put before the
House-quite innocently, of course.

Mr Skidmore: I cannot believe that.
Mr G RiLL: The words, "but a debate on a Bill

to amend the law arising in any pending case in
any Court shall always be permissible" are a clear
exception to the sub judice rule; that is why they
are there. Mr Speaker, your ruling says that those
words do not mean anything. The inference
placed upon them by the member for Cottesloe
indicates they do not mean anything. The fact is
they do mean something. They mean clear
protection to this House.

The member for Cottesloe says that all those
words do is allow a member to debate a particular
law or legislation. We are always allowed to
debate a particular law or legislation; that is
always permissible as long as we do not discuss
the facts of any particular case. I remind you. Mr
Speaker, that the words "sub judice" mean, "in
the course of hearing".

We have in this definition a clear exception to
the sub judice rule and with respect, Mr Speaker,
your ruling virtually is saying that it is not an

exception 'at all, whereas in fact it is. With
respect, Mr Speaker, that is why you are wrong.
With respect, that is why the member for
Cottesloe is wrong. Certainly the sophistry put
forward by the Deputy Premier has to be rejected
out of hand.

Mr DAVIES: Mr Speaker, when you gave your
ruling I was prepared to accept it, until it was
challenged by the Deputy Premier. You in turn
gave a second ruling to me on the matter of
judgment, and even at that stage I was prepared
to feel the proper course was being followedc. It
would be ludicrous indeed to have before us a law
which has been discussed so widely throughout
the length and breadth of Australia, as have the
incidents which led up to this situation, and not be
able to mention it.

As you see, Mr Speaker, I have with me a
number of files and by no means do they contain
all of the comment that has been made on this
matter. There has been no restriction whatsoever
on public comment. At one stage the Premier said
that he would wait until the court case was
completed to see whether or not the law should be
altered. He even said he would rather have had
the court case completed before he altered the
law, but that was not going to stop him altering it.
The Premier said he would go ahead and alter the
law. Obviously he was Concerned with a particular
incident if the law was going to be altered in any
way whatsoever. He said that on several occasions
and expressed regret in regard to it.

If what we are now going to do is sub judice,
then as has been mentioned by 'way of
interjection, the Government's action in
advertising specific instances in the Press whilst
these matters were still before the court must also
have been sub judice. On that occasion the
Deputy Premier was quite happy to say the
advertisements were not sub judice. They suited
the Government's purpose.

The Opposition has maintained the one stand
all along, which is that we should be able to
discuss the matter. What makes members
opposite think discussing the matter in this
context in this House is any different from
discussing it in the front bar of the local hotel, in
our own loungerooms, in the street, or wherever?
Because we sit here, are we special people; are we
in any way going to influence the decision of the
court?

Mr O'Neil:. Yes, because we are subject to the
privilege of Parliament.

Mr DAVIES: We are not passing judgment on
the matter; but if this Bill has come about
because of a particular incident, the relationship
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of that incident to this Bill must be permitted to
be discussed. Members know what has happened
regarding this legislation. We know that the
Attorney General, whilst he was on the high seas,
was charged with talking to his counterpart in the*
Federal sphere about the legislation and to see
how, when, and if it needed changing at all. The
Attorney General was surprised to land at
Frenmantle and find that this task had been given
to him. Indeed, from the newspaper cuttings I
have before me it would seem he was surprised to
find the law had even been used. The fact remains
that he was given this specific task back in June.

On the 21st June the Acting Premier (Mr
O'Neil), when talking of the review which was to
take place, was quoted in The West Australian as
follows-

They will take into account the manner i n
which the legislation has operated before the
Karratha incident and all matters pertaining
to it.

Mr O'Neil admitted the Government intended
altering the law because of certain incidents
which took place.

Later in the same article he said-
He felt the decision to have Mr Medcalf

and Senator Durack review the laws of
public assembly reinforced the undertaking
given previously by Sir Charles and himself
that the law would be reviewed in the light of
the court decision.

In the same paper, on the 19th July. there was an
article headed, "Police reject bid to delay
bearing". Members will recall that there were
some attempts to find a more suitable date than
the one to which the case had been adjourned.
The article went on as follows-

The Acting Premier, Mr O'Neil, said
yesterday that the State Government had
made no commitment or suggestion to the
TLC that the law would be amended before
the court hearing.

Obviously at one stage the Government was
prevailed upon to amend the law which would in
fact do away with any likely prosecution. Had
that request been met, how could we possibly have
brought into this House a Bill to do this without
discussing the particular incident? However, that
is the idea the Government was toying with at the
time.

It is preposterous that the Government should
now be claiming we cannot mention Karratha,
Carmichael, or Marks because the matter is sub
judice That is perfectly ludicrous.

On the 20th July The West Australian had a
heading of, "Controversial law likely to be
altered". It was rather like the bride that nearly
got to the altar so many times. Everyone was
beginning to feel quite frustrated when trying to
establish just what the Government would do. The
Government was very coy about the whole matter.
I believe it did not know what it wanted to do.

The Government used the subterfuge of
.arranging for two Attorneys General to discuss
the matter which then went to a parliamentary
subcommittee consisting of Sir Charles Court, the
Deputy Premier, the Attorney General, and the
Minister for Agriculture (Mr Old). They met on
the 19th July. The Premier stated in the Press
that he would rather the cases hid been dealt
with quickly so that the law could be tested and
then examined. Obviously he knew that when the
Bill came before the House, and when eventually
the Government had decided what it was going to
do. the cases were not going to be beard. They are
not to be heard now until October.

Obviously the Government knew it would
amend the law while those cases were still in the
air; obviously it knew they would be discussed.
Certainly they were discussed widely in the Press.
The Government took upon itself the right to
prejudge the cases by way of paid advertisements.

The cost of these advertisements was
approximately $9 000. They were published right
throughout Australia. It would have been bad
enough had they been published in the local
papers only; but they were published throughout
Australia. If the matter is sub judice now, it
certainly was then; but no action was taken. In
fact the Acting Premier pooh-poohed the idea at
the time and said that the people who made the
charge did not know what they were talking
about. However, he was prepared then to
prejudge the case.

Mr H. D. Evans: Who paid for the
advertisements?

Mr DAVIES:
by the Western
the member for
his contribution.

The advertisements were paid for
Australian taxpayer. I am sure
Warren was delighted to make

The evidence is clear and I am sorry, Sir, that
your original decision was not accepted by the
Government. Of course, we do not intend to judge
the cases. The opinions and prejudices of
members on both sides of the House are widely
known. To suggest we can obliterate from our
minds recollections of the incidents which led to
the charges when we are debating the Bill is like
asking the sun not to rise in the morning. It is
absurd to say we do not have our prejudices. The
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whole matter has developed out of a needless
incident and the Government knows how we feel
about the matter.

I will not waste time telling the Government
again and again how we feel about the matter,
because I have made the position clear already
and the views of members on this side of the
House have been expressed by me in print:

The fact remains that I do not see how a debate
can proceed when the Bill was introduced after
admissions by the Premier and the Chief
Secretary that it resulted from certain incidents
which took place and it would not have been
introduced had these incidents not occurred. Both
the Premier and the Chief Secretary are on record
as saying that and now they wdnt us to forget all
about it.

I am sorry I have to disagree with your ruling,
Sir.

Motion (dissent from Speaker's ruling) put and
a division taken with the following result-

Ayes 17
Mr Barnett Mr T. H. Jones
Mr T. J. Burke Mr Mclver
Mr Carr Mr Pearce
Mr Davies MrSkidrnore
Mr H. D. Evans M rTaylor
MrGrill M rTonkin
Mr Harman Mr Wilson
Mr Hod e Mr Bateman
Mr Jamnres

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Sir Charles Court
Mr Cowan
M r Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr McPharlin
Mr Mensaros

Ayes
Mr Bryc
Mr B2TBurke
Mr Bertram
Mr T. D. Evans
Dr Troy

Noes 27
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
M r Sibson
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr Grayden
Mr Sodeman
Mr Crane
Mr Russhton
Dr Dadour

(Teller)

(Teller)

Motion thus negatived.

Debate Resumed

Mr T. H. JONES: I shall continue with my
remarks on a slightly different plane from that
on which I was proceeding previously, because I
appreciate the meaning of your-ruling, Sir. It is
difficult for me to record the sequence of events
now, because I was attempting to place on the

record of Parliament the various incidents which
occurred in the north and which gave rise to
pressure being applied on the Government to
introduce this Bill.

Without referring to the actual incidents, it is
quite obvious that had they not occurred this Bill
would not have been introduced. I should like to
point out that we warned the Government that
this~ situation could occur when we debated the
amendments in 1976.

I have another Press statement which refers to
the fact that permission for a meeting in the north
was refused and it supports the view I expressed
this afternoon that the Government, or the
authorities, set different standards. In my view, a
different set of principles is adopted when dealing
with matters such as this in the north.

I should like to refer to the statement made by
the Leader of the Opposition that the union
arrests were orchestrated. However, perhaps the
most important matter I should like to mention.
because it relates to the remarks I made this
afternoon, is a report which appeared in The West
Australian of the 14th June in which it is stated
that a request for a meeting was refused.

The report states that the union involved asked
for a telex to be sent seeking permission for a
meeting in accordance with the requirements of
the law. Apparently the request was refused. I
should like to read briefly from the report to
illustrate the situation. It reads, in part, as
follows-

An AMWSU convener in Karratha, Mr D.
G. Bartlem, said that at 9am on Monday he
had sought permission for the meeting from a
senior sergeant at the Karratha police

-station.

He had later approached Supt. L. James.
the officer in charge of the Karratha District
Office with the same request.

Mr Dartlemn said he asked for the telex
message to be sent because he did not think
he could prevent the meeting being held.
People from various centres in the Pilbara
had indicated that they would attend.

The police had told him that a request for
a meeting had to be sent in writing to the
Commissioner a week before the planned
assembly.

This is one of the problems I referred to in 1976.
If Government members knew anything about the
trade union movement, they would know that
decisions to hold union meetings must be made on
the spot. Four days' notice cannot be given,
because problems arise daily in the trade union
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movement. Events occur which are not
anticipated. They happen overnight and,
therefore, it is necessary to be able to call a
meeting on the spot. If anyone had had the trade
union experience I have had, he would be aware
that matters flare up in five minutes.

This is one of the matters to which I referred
when I opposed the Bill in 1976. Members must
appreciate the position in which the trade union
movement in Western Australia Finds itself. Had
any Government members been union organi sers,
they would know it is impossible to abide by the

poiions set down in the Act. It is totally
iiosible to ask any trade union in Western

Australia to give four days' notice before holding
a meeting.

This is one of the main features of and one of
the main objections to the Bill. It clearly indicates
that there is one rule for one and a different rule
for another. Mr Bartlemn asked that the same
consideration be given to the Seamen's Union.
Recently more than'50 members of the Seamen's
Union marched on the administration of the Mt.
Newman Mining Company in Port Hedland.
Permission to march was received on that same
day. On arrival at the security gate they sent the
security officer away and held a meeting.

During the sheep dispute many farmers were
involved in meetings and no action was taken. I
repeat, that unfortunately there appears to be one
rule for one and a different rule for another. It is
not only the Opposition and the legal fraternity
who oppose this Bill, even the Farmers' Union has
made its attitude known in opposing thelegislation. To illustrate this I will refer to an
article in the Daily News of the 14th June, 1979,
which reads-

the industrial director of the F armers,
Union, Mr Patrick Gethin, said today it was
ridiculous and unnecessary that people had to
get police permission to hold a meeting.

*He said: "The whole thing seems
ridiculous. Do you really have to prohibit
people from meeting and discussing things
without police permission?"

Mr Gethin, who is also a lawyer, said the
Police Act was too wide.

lHe indicated further the views of the farmers'
movement, not the trade union movement of
Western Australia, but the farmers! Mr Gethin
stated that not only is the Farmers' Union
opposing this legislation but also complaints* are
being received across the board. Therefore
opposition is not only on a State basis, it is on a
national basis.

Mr Stephens: Are you going to read it later on?
What does he think of the amendment?

Mr T. H. JON ES: I am certain the honourable
member is very interested in this. I will be
listening with interest to his remarks because we
do not know-after the last division-where this
new National Party stands. We will be interested
to hear from one of the honourable member's
colleagues as to where they stand on this
important issue.

Mr Jamieson: There are three of them, and
they can be taken.

Mr T. H. JONES: We do not know; it is a good
point. They supported the Speaker's ruling-of
course it is up to them-but we will be interested
to hear what they have to say because in the main
they support farmers' interests. The Farmers'
Union expressed the opinion that the legislation
was ridiculous.

Mr Stephens: You still did not answer the
question regarding Mr Gethin's thoughts on the
amendment now before the House? You tell us.

Mr T. H. JONES: There has been indication of
general opposition throughout the community, so
it is not only the trade unions and the Labor Party
opposing this. It was reported in The West
Australian of the 16th Jncn. 1979, as follows-

A university professor claimed yesterday
that people who gathered outside a church
after worship to talk with the minister could
be breaking the law.

Reference was made also to the Uniting Church
and other church groups in Australia. They
ridiculed the legislation and supported the views
the Opposition put forward.

Mr Watt: The church djd not speak for its
members.

Mr T. H. JONES: The honourable member
would be better informed on the church than
probably I am.

Mr Watt: That could well be.
Mr T. H. JONES: It could well be. I do not

know the honourable member's religion but it
does not worry me.

Mr Watt: Good.
Mr T. H. JONES: Members may recall the

editorial in The West Australian dated the 16th
June, 1979, under the heading ". .. while Rome
burns", which stated as follows-

Sir Charles Court has turned his back
figuratively and physically on the nation's
industrial crisis, born of an obnoxious law of
which his Government is the author.

Instead of staying at home to build bridges
the Premier has flown off to Israel to plant
trees.
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This is not a statement from the trade union
movement; it is the editorial in The West
Australian, which clearly demonstrated that, in
its view, this is a very obnoxious law.

The Weekend News or the 16th June reported
that the ACTU Secretary (Mr Peter 'Nolan)
approached the Prime Minister (Mr Fraser) to
intervene, in the national interest, in the arrested
unionists affair, to ensure that some sanity would
prevail in Western Australia,

The Sunday Independent of the 17th June
reported that the President of' the ACTU (Mr
Bob Hawke) agreed to intervene in the dispute.
Mr Hawke contacted the Premier, but according
to the information I received, the conversation
was not fruitful and he could not persuade the
Premier to return.

So, it was not only the Opposition who were
concerned about the Government's actions. The
editorial in The Sunday Times or the 17th June
under the heading. "Misplaced strength",
stated-

SIR Charles Court has always been a
strong man, and Western Australians have
benefited from that strength.

But in the present unfortunate situation he
has confused strength with stubbornness.

These Press reports Clearly indicate the situation
which has existed almost since the time of the
introduction of the legislation in November, 1976.
There was a further report in The West
Australian of the 18th June, 1979, stating the
ACTU president contacted the Premier and asked
him to return to Australia because the matter
could not be rectified.

The Uniting Church was further quoted in the
Daily News or the 20th June as follows-

The whole community is threatened by the
undemocratic public meetings law, a church
leader said today.

The Rev. David Lewis, of the Uniting
Church, Claremont, said it could be used
against alternative lire-style people,
environmentalists, young people and people
who simply wanted to meet, talk and relate
to each other.

Rev. Lewis and 21 other Uniting
Churchmen say they will risk arrest at
tomorrow's WACA rally by protesting
against the law.

Apart from the opposition of the unions, we have
church-minded people in Western Australia
requesting the Government to overcome its
stubbornness and endeavour to do something

more in keeping with our democratic system in
Western Australia.

Mr O'Neil: Are these people protesting about
the Bill or the law which this Bill proposes to
change?

Mr Ts H. JONES: They are protesting about
the repressive law generally.

Mr O'Neil: We are proposing to amend it.
Mr T. H. JONES: As I stated previously, if the

incident which Occurred in the north-west
occurred again next week, under the amendment
it would be dealt with in the same way. The
Government is attempting to gain support to get
itself out or its rut.

The Deputy Premier knows the credibility of
his Government is very low at the present time
and rather than admit it was wrong in 1976 the
Government continued in the same way.

The Police Act and the Criminal Cede contain
provisions to enable the police to take action in
similar circumstances and the Deputy Premier
well knows it was not necessary to amend the
Police Act.

Mr O'Neil: You have made reference to that a
number of times. They are not there. How about
quoting them?

Mr T. H. JONES: I will quote them. The
Deputy Premier is checking to see that I have
done my homework and it will give me great
pleasure to quote the passages of the Criminal
Code.

Mr Mclver: Tell them what the Gallup polls
indicate.

Mr T. HI. JONES: If the Government continues
with the railway closure, some members on the
Government side-

Mr Mclver: The member for Cottesloe-
Mr T. H. JONES: That is something for the

future. A number of shires registered protests
about the legislation, the Shire of Collie being
one. They made requests to the National Country
Party, Liberal Party and myself, to register their
protests. I was visiting a shire adjoining my
electorate recently. The people there were critical
of the Court Government's attitude to this
legislation.

We are all aware of what happened as a result
of the national strike. It cost this State millions of
dollars. The trade union movement had to go to
great lengths in order to indicate to the Western
Australian Government the feeling which existed
throughout the nation in relation to the provisions
contained in the Police Act, Of course, there has
been confusion.
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An article published in the Weekend News of
the 23rd June indicated that a meeting at
Fremantle was legal. Permission was not
necessary. A Federal member of Parliament was
told he did not need police permission for that
public meeting' at Fremantle. What is the
situation; where do we stand? Is there one rule for
one and another rule for another? I will quote the
newspaper article as follows-

The Commissioner of Police, Mr Owen
Leitch, told the MUR for Fremantle, Mr
John Dawkins, that the meeting "was not of
the nature requiring permission."

Mr Dawkins sent Mr Leitch a telex telling
him of the meeting "to discuss matters of
public interest."

Four State ALP parliamentarians, Mr Des
Dans. Dr John Troy and Mr Barry Hege
and the ALP candidate for Fremantle, Mr
David Parker were at the meeting with Mr
Dawkins near the Fremantle Town Hall.

That is adjacent to a roadway which will be
defined as a street under the new provisions. I will
deal with that further in a few minutes. The
report goes on-

Mr Dawkins said: "This simply reveals
again the absurd nature of this very bad
law."

"Selective approval *by the Commissioner
in circumstances which he thinks
appropriate, is inadequate."

."We ought to know how we stand on the
law."

Mr Dawkins said this interpretation, led
him not to know what the law really meant.

He then goes on to discuss the legislation. That
article clearly demonstrates there is one law for
one and, perhaps, a different law for another.

The Premier was very bitter about
Commonwealth intervention. In The West
Australian of Monday, the 25th June, an article
appeared under the heading, "Better if Canberra
had kept out-Court". I do not want to get too
.close to the sub judicc rule, but I am of the
opinion that had there been no intervention from
the Federal Government and the ACTU, no
changes at all would have been made to the Act.
That is quite clear because, according to the
report, Sir Charles said that if the Prime Minister
(Mr Fraser) decided he wanted to be involved,
that was his decision because it happens to be a
free country. However, how free arc we when we
have to seek the permission of the Commissioner
of Police to march, or hold a meeting on a vacant
block of land?

What is wrong with the proposition to hold a
meeting? There have been no particular problems
in the past when unions have held meetings. It is
all right for the Premier to say that it is a free
country. This country is not as free as it was
before the introduction of the amendments to the
Police Act in 1976.

1 purposely wanted to record in H-ansard the
events which occurred-without transgressing
your decision, Mr Speaker-because this
Government will go down in the history of
Western Australia as one of the most vicious ever
to govern this State. It is necessary for us to place
on record the various events which have occurred.
As a result of your ruling I was precluded from
saying all that I wanted to mention. However, it
was necessary in the time available to me to go
into considerable detail and place on recordl what
has occurred in this State.

I have given a general olitline of our attitude
and our opposition to the existing law. I will now
refer to the Bill itself in more detail. Its main
purpose is to repeal section 548 of the Police Act,
which was introduced in 1976. Obviously, the new
section has been used selectively with respect to
industrial disputes generally.

In our opinion the Dill is to be condemned
because it introduces a new section 548 which,
des~ite cosmetic differences, is essentially the
same as the section it will replace. That is our
opinion; the Bill contains very few differences.

Tht following provisions are common to the
present section 548, and the proposed new section
5413-

(i) There is no absolute right of free speech
and free assembly in public places;

(ii) to hold a public meeting-as
defined-or a procession in a public
place without consent, is to commit an
offence;,

(iii) the consent must be forthcoming from a
specified member of the Police Force;
and

(iv) there is no right of appeal to any judicial
officer.

We maintain that if an application is rejected, the
reason for the rejection should be stated. It is not
good enough that one man-under the proposed
changes-should be able to say. "No"' to an
application without giving any reason at all.
Surely that person should be answerable to
somebody. There must be some reason for the
proposal.

If an orderly meeting is arranged at the
Esplanade-similar to the meeting held last
Saturday. in relation to the closure of the Perth-
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Fremantle railway-and, the application is
rejected, it should be incumbent on the person
handling the application to give reasons that the
meeting should not be held. I maintain, as
members will become aware later, that there
should be a right of appeal against decisions
where applications are rejected.

The definition of "street" will include a
thoroughfare and a public place. The definitions
are not exhaustive. They are not specific and do
not set out what may or may not be included
within the ordinary meaning of the terms of the
definitions. That is one of our objections and I
would like to bear the Minister's view when he
replies.

The proposed amendments to section 52 of the
principal Act leave some doubt as to their effect.
The proposed amendments seem to state-

The Commissioner of Police, from time to
time, and as the occasion shall require may
give instructions to members of the Police
Force-
(I) For the purpose of regulating-

(a) the route and pace to be observed
by all vehicles, horses and persons;
and

(b) for preventing obstruction of the
streets -and thoroughfares by
processions, meetings or assemblies;
or

(c) for preventing obstruction of the
streets and thoroughfares in the
case of Aires.

(2) To provide for keeping order and for
preventing any obstructions of the
thoroughfares-
(a) in the immediate neighbourhood of

all public buildings. etc.
(b) in any case where the streets or

thoroughfares may be thronged or
may be liable to be obstructed.

(3) To provide for keeping order and for
preventing any interference with or
annoyance of any congregation, or
meeting engaged in divine worship in
any building consecrated or otherwise.

(4) For keeping order and preventing
obstructions on and near the water on
which any sporting event or other
assembly is held.
but no such instructions shall be given
for the purpose of frustrating the
operation of S.54 B of this Act.

The whole proposed new subsection should be
recast to make it intelligible. It relates to the

Commissioner of Police giving instructions with
regard to certain activities only. This is one of the
worst features of the amending Bill.

Unfortunately, Mr Speaker, I have to refer to
some sections of the Act because this is both a
second reading Bill and a Committee Bill, so .1
hope you will appreciate my situation.
Subsections (2), (3), and (4) are to be repealed
and new subsections inserted in lieu. They will
provide for the implementation of the
commissioner's instructions by way of a direction
given by a policeman. It will be an offence to fail
to observe a direction by a police officer. The
giving of directions, under the provisions of
subsection (2), will be left entirely to the
discretion of the policeman concerned and will
depend on his assessment of the situation and his
decision with regard to expediency. The opinion
of the commissioner and the opinion of the police
officei could differ. Members will appreciate the
problems which will occur in this area.

The proposed subsection (3) reads-
- (3) Every person 'who, after being

acquainted with the same, fails to observe or
contravenes any directions given under
subsection (2) of this section commits an
offence.

For breach of that proposed subsection the
penalty is a fine of $ 100.

Under proposed section 548 (2), relating to
public meetings or processions in public places.
the notice which is required to be given is
unreasonable, particularly if it has to be given in
such a manner as the commissioner requires
under proposed subsection (4). This is a heavy
requirement for anyone who wants to hold a
meeting or an assembly.

Proposed subsections (5) and (6) of section 548
are not really different from the combined effect
of the existing legislation. Proposed subsection (4)
is more restrictive as it requires notice to be given
at least four days beforehand. It is quite
impossible for unions to meet that requirement.
There is no problem when a meeting or a march is
organised some time ahead but, as we knew,
under the trade union system where situations~
flare up daily it is quite impossible for a union
executive to give four days' notice as specified in
the Bill.

The Minister knows the industrial situation. He
was formerly the Minister for Labour with whom
I dealt when I was the secretary of a union in the
late 1940s. It is only when one has had some
experience that one can appreciate the problems
inherent in the Bill.
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Mr Clarko: In South Australia under the
Dunstan legislation they have to give four days'
notice..

Mr T. H. JONES: That is not correct. Under
the South Australian law there are two
alternatives. Unions can givec notice of their
intention to hold a meeting or a march and no
action can be taken against them, but if they do
not give the four days' notice they can be dealt
with for any breaches. It is a totally different
situation.

Mr Clarko: They still have to give four days'
notice.

Mr T. H. JONES: No. They can have a
meeting without giving notice.

Mr Clarko: But they will be breaking the law.
Mr T. H. JONES: If they break the law they

can be dealt with. That is the risk they run.
Most trade union leaders are responsible

people. Let us consider the meetings which have
been held throughout Western Australia. How
many meetings have resulted in trouble? I can
recall one meeting in Forrest Place where trouble
was caused, and not by unionists either. The
South Australian law cannot be interpreted as the
honourable member suggests because it contains
two alternatives.

Mr Clarko: Then they have no -protection, and
that is the same as our law.

Mr T. H. JONES: In Tasmania it is not
necessary to obtain permission to hold a meeting.

Mr Clarko: It is too cold to go out of doors
there.

Mr T'. H. JONES: The honourable member
raised the point and I am answering it. Obviously
he does not know the situation which obtains in
all the States of the Commonwealth.

Mr Clarko: Four days' notice applies in South
Australia. If notice is not given, they break the
law.

Mr O'Neil: There is a qualification in the Bill
in regard to the four days' notice.

Mr T. H. JONES: Under certain
circumstances.

Mr O'Neil: If you are having a private meeting
in a public place you do not need permission.

Mr Davies: Did you say for a private meeting in
a public place one does not need permission'?

Mr O'Neil: That is right.
Mr Clarko: That has been mentioned in the

newspapers.
Mr O'Neil: It is in the speech notes. The Bill

defines a public meeting and a public place. Only

where public meetings-are held in public places is
notification required.

Mr Davies: That is correct.
Mr T. H. JONES: The definition of a public

meeting in proposed section 548 (1) (b) raises
two problems. Firstly, what is meant by "any
section of the public"? Are the members of a
union a section of the public?

Mr O'Neil: It is made perfectly clear in the
words in brackets.

Mr T. H. JONES: It may be clear to the
Minister but it is not clear to the Opposition and
we would like to hear from the Minister on this
matter when he is replying so that it goes on
record and there is no misunderstanding.
Secondly, who is contemplated as the person
entitled to invite the public in general to attend a
public meeting? For example, the AMWSU
might be holding a meeting of members of the
union on the Esplanade and, without authority,
another group might invite the general public to
attend. What would be the legal situation in those
circumstances? We would like to hear what the
Minister has to say about that matter because in
our opinion it is a gray area.

The amendments to section 52 have removed
the definitions of "meeting" and "assembly"
which were inserted in 1976. The terms are-still to
be used in subsection (1) but apparently they will
no longer have the special meanings which were
attached to them by the 1976 amendments.

The general scope of the proposed new section
548 is much narrower than the existing section in
that it applies only to public meetings in public
places and processions in or through any street or
public place, or a combination of both. For the
purpose of section 548 a public place is to be
defined in section 54B (1) (a) but the use of the
words "street or public place" in subsection (2)
will create an anomally in that under that
subsection "street" will include a public place but
the definition of that term in subsection (1) (a)
will apply only for the purposes of that section.

The Minister asked me to indicate to him the
powers the police already have under the
provisions of the Criminal Code. I refer first of all
to section 62 of the Criminal Code, which
states-

Where three or more persons, with intent
to carry out some common purpose, assemble
in such a manner ...

It goes on to say how they may be dealt with.
Section 63 states-
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Any person who takes part in an unlawful
assembly is guilty of a misdemeanour, and is
liable to imprisonment for one year.

Do not tell me no powers are to be found under
the provisions of the Criminal Code. Section 64
states-

Any person who takes part in a riot is
guilty of a misdemeanour, and is liable to
imprisonment with hard labour for three
years.

Section 207 deals with common nuisances. I will
not weary the House with all the references but
ample scope exists for the police to act without
the amendments we are discussing tonight.

Section 54A(l) of the Police Act deals with
disorderly assembly of three or more persons and
spells out the action that can be taken.

So it will be seen that provision for action to be
taken for such breaches of the law already exists
in the Police Act, the Criminal Code, and other
legislation.

In regard to paragraph (c) of subsection (6) of
proposed new section 548, what objections are too
great or too prolonged? The Bill assumes that this
is something that will be known. It does not even
require the commissioner to be of that opinion.

Let us then consider subsection (6)(d). There is
a case to argue that the police should have power
to prohibit meetings, etc., which are likely to
endanger the safety of any person, but existing
provisions-section 562 of the Criminal Code and
section 54A of the Police Act-are adequate for
this. We argue that there is no right of appeal
from the commissoner when he has refused to
grant a- permit. We believe that there must be
legal grounds for refusing. The legal opini on we
have obtained is that a writ of mandamus could
be obtained to grant a permit.

The member for Cottesloe, who is a member of
the legal fraternity, would agree that this would
be a cumbersome procedure to follow. To
overcome this problem we believe it would be
more simple to say that an appeal could go
directly to a magistrate where the permission for
a meeting has been denied. There should always
be some appeal from a decision.

I want now to refer to proposed subsection (9).
It appears innocent enough, but members will
note that it reads as follows-

(9) Subject to-
(a) any directions

subsection (2) of
of this Act; and..

given under
section fifty-two

These are not instructions to be given to frustrate
the operation of new section 540. but they are

directions given by a police officer to do what he
may consider to be expedient to give effect to the
commissioner's instructions.

I would like now to refer. to the differences
between the present section 54B and the proposed
section 548. The present law relates to any
procession, meeting, or assembly. By definition
the word "assembly" means a coming together of
three or more persons for the common purpose of
thereby making known to the public their views in
relation to any matter, and the word "meeting"
means a meeting of the same number held for the
purpose of discussion of matters of public interest,
or the expression of views on such matters, which
the public or any section thereof are invited or
pe~rmitted to attend. Small gatherings for
stipulated purposes were accordingly aimed at.

fa is the present law. Let us look at what the
proposed new section 540 will do. In our view it is
aimed at any procession or public meeting. The
term "public meeting" is defined, and a gathering
is not a public meeting unless it is held for the
purpose of communicating or expressing any view
to, or of ascertaining the view of, the public or
any section of the public, or of demonstrating as
to any matter, and to which members of the
public in general are invited to attend.

Both the requirements contained in proposed
section 548(l)(b) must be met. Accordingly in
our view the legislation is proposed to govern only
meetings which the public generally can, and are
requested, to attend.

Of course we could go into the definitions
contained in the present law which are aimed at
processions, meetings, and assembly in any street,
thoroughfare, or public place. Section 540(I)
contains no definition of the words in the phrase
just quoted. We believe that this needs some
tidying up.

The proposed new section is directed at public
meetings in public places or processions
proceeding through any street or public place.
The Bill says that a place shall not be taken to be
a public place unless it is in, or is adjacent to and
gives direct access to a street, and it is a place
which is usually open or accessible to the public in
general at all times. This would seem to represent
a quite insignificant alteration, indicating the
interpretation to be placed on the legislation. In
our view, and in the view of other people, it
certainly is not clear.

At the moment consent can be given only by
the Commissioner of Police. This situation is
absurd to say the least. We mentioned this point
when we spoke to the amending legislation in
1976. If applications had been made in all
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circumstances where they were required under the
existing, and absurdly restrictive, law, then the
Commissioner of Police would not have had time
to perform his other important duties, We argued
this in 1976, and we said that it placed too much
onus on the head of the Police Department. In our
view, the power to grant permission should have
been vested in the local authorities. Under the
measure before us, this power can be delegated to
a commissioned police officer by the
commissioner. As I said before, certainly the Bill
should contain some appeal provisions.

I would like to make one final point, and I
believe that it should be recorded. Often the best
way to test a proposed law is to see how it will
operate in practice. Earlier this year ini Karratha
certain union leaders were arrested for having
allegedly contravened section 54B of the Police
Act. They had gathered in an area which might
not be a public place under the present law, but
certainly it is adjacent and open to a street, and
usually open and accessible to the public in
general at all times. The union leaders had
publicised the meeting over the radio, and that
might well be construed as an invitation to the
public in general to attend.

The rally and march held at Karratha were
peaceful, and representative of the sort of conduct
generally permitted within a free society. So we
are asking why a problem arose when people were
acting in a responsible way. As has been
mentioned by my leader, after the intervention of
the ACTU and the Federal Government, it was
decided that the State and Federal Attorneys
General would set about redrafting the
legislation.

In The West Australian of the 23rd June, we
see that the State Attorney General said that it
seemed to be a fairly big subject. Yet the
Government has not brought anything to
Parliament to change the law to any great extent.

As I mentioned earlier, we believe that a
particular meeting was singled out for action.
There have been dozens of meetings held in the
State. Members can laugh at this statement, but
let us just consider the meetings at Kambalda and
Newman, the sheep dispute on the wharf, the
Leslie Salt dispute meeting, and the meetings held
by farmers who wished to protest about the
clearing bans in catchment areas. A meeting was
held outside the Fremantle Police Station, but no
action was taken. Was the trade union movement
set up on this occasion?

In the Daily News of the 19th June we see that
the Acting Premier defends the Western
(H4)

Australian law which he now seeks to amend. The
article commenced-

The controversial WA law on right of
assembly does not differ greatly to those of
the Commonwealth and other States, says
Acting Premier, Mr O'Neil.

That is incorrect of course because the law does
differ from State to State. I would like to refer to
the different situations in each State, The holding
of meetings and gatherings is much easier in other
States than it is in Western Australia. In The
West Australian of the 20th June, the following
appeared-

No State of Australia has laws that
provide for complete freedom of public
assembly.

However, all have legislation that is less
stringent than that in WA especially since
fairly recent changes were made by Labor
governments in South Australia and NSW.

In Victoria there has never been an Act of
Parliament requiring a permit for a public
meeting.

In Victoria there has never been such an Act of
Parliament. I hope the member who raised the
question of South Australia is listening. Let us
now consider New South Wales. The article in
The West A ustra lion said-

The latest Australian change to public
assembly laws took place in NSW in the
most recent session of Parliament when the
Wran government abolished the Summary
Offences Act, which required permits to be
issued for public meetings.

Under the new Public Assemblies
Act-which will come into effect in the next
few weeks-no permits are required for
public meetings.

So now we have two States-Victoria and New
South Wales-in which permits are not required
for the holding of public meetings. Let us consider
South Australia. The article states-

In South Australia, organisers must give
four days' notice of a public meeting either to
the Chief Secretary, the Commissioner of
Police or the clerk of the affected local-
government council.

The SA Public Assemblies Act 1972 arose
from a royal commission into the arrests of
people marching in a Vietnam moratorium
which had been prohibited by the Police
Commissioner.

Any of the three authorities who must be
notified of a public assembly may lodge an
objection up to two days before the meeting.
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They then must go before a judge in
chambers to prove that the objection is valid
and reasonable.

The judge may then quash or approve the
objection or make any changes to the details
of the meeting contained in the notification.

I will not quote the situation in Queensland
because it is far too repressive. Members are all
aware of what happens in Queensland and the
restrictions there.

Let us now consider Tasmania. In that State
there is no law to restrict the democratic freedom
of people; there is no law requiring a permit to be
sought for a public meeting.

That sums up the situation right throughout
Australia; and it will be seen that our legislation
is the most repressive of all the States in the
Commonwealth. I hope I have placed on record
the Opposition's main objections to the Bill. We
will deal with a number of clauses in the
Committee stage.

I would like to sumn up by saying that for the
reasons I have outlined we opposed the legislation
when it was first introduced. We maintain that
attitude. The Government would not listen and
would not be told in 1976 when we foreshadowed
what would occur. Now the Government has
introduced another Bill-not of its own volition,
but because it has no alternative other than to
introduce this window-dressing legislation, which
will not change the present law greatly.

For those reasons I oppose the Bill.
MR SHALDERS (Murray) [10.24 p.m.J: It

comes as no surprise to me, nor to any members
on this side of the House, that the member for
Collie-and indeed the entire Opposition-will
oppose this Bill. The key point made by the
Minister in his second reading speech was as
follows-

This Government does not intend to erode
the authority of the police to exercise control
of public places in the interests of public
convenience and public safety.

That is a sentiment I endorse and which obviously
the Opposition does not endorse.

Mr Davies: That is quite wrong.
Mr T. H. Jones: When did I say that?
Mr SJ-ALDERS: It was evident in the whole

speech of the member for Collie that he was in
favour of mobs being able to take over and rule
the place.

Mr Davies: You really wish he said that.

Mr SHALDERS: That is okay if the member
for Collie thinks mobs should have that right.

Mr T. H. Jones: You were not even here during
my speech.

Mr SHALDERS: I was here; I have not been
out of the Chamber. I listened to every word the
member said, and I listened courteously.

Mr T. H. Jones: You were not here; you were
absent.

Mr SHALDERS: I will demonstrate to the
member for Collie that I was here, because I
intend to refer to a few of the points he made.
One of his suggestions was that the power to
control processions and assemblies should lie in
the hands of local authorities. I suggest that he
talk to. a few of the local authorities in his
electorate, because I feel certain they would not
want to be held responsible for the possible
trouble that could arise from large public
meetings in public places.

Mr T. H. Jones: They did it for years.
Mr SHALDERS: Let the member for Collie sit

on the edge of his coalmine and listen for a
moment!

I am not suggesting that every public meeting
in a public place will cause trouble. In fact,
probably only a very small minority of such
meetings might become nasty, and only a small
minority of processions might possibly cause
inconvenience to traffic. However, I would
certainly say that local authorities would not want
to have the responsibility.

Mr T. H. Jones: How do you know?
Mr SHALDERS: How does the member for

Collie know they would want to have it? Has he
asked them? Of course he has not. As usual he
has shot from the hip and missed by a mile. That
is his style. Let him talk to the local authority in
Collie. Whenever I talk to members of the local
authority down there I am always told the
member for Collie has gone off at a tangent. He
should be a mathematician, because he is the best
on tangents anyone has ever known.

Mr T. H. Jones: Why don't they protest to the
Government?

Mr SHALDERS: Perhaps I should ignore the
member for Collie and simply say I am absolutely
certain local authorities would not want the
responsibility of endeavouring to control the
perhaps infrequent nasty situations which might
arise at a minority of public meetings and
processions.

Mr Carr: Your Government doesn't trust local
government, does it?
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Mr SHALDERS: The member for Collie atso
said no liaison had taken place with the trade
union movement regarding this Bill. There is no
obligation upon the Government to cofifer with
the trade unions in respect of this Bill. If the
Trades and Labor Council wished to have an
input, it was certainly able to have 'it. I
understand the Secretary of the Trades and Labor
Council did, in fact, meet the Premier and discuss
the situation; so it seems the member's statement
is incorrect, anyway.

Mr T, H. Jones: I was talking about the 1976
Bill.

Mr SHALDERS: Is the member prepared to
concede that liaison has occurred with the trade
union movement on this occasion?

Mr T. H-. Jones: I was talking about the initial
Bill.

Mr SH-ALDERS: Why do es not the member
answer the question? Either he is not listening Or
he cannot understand.

The member suggested also that there was
deliberate confrontation with the trade union
movement. It seems to me the boot is on the other
foot;, the Trades and Labor Council has gone out
of its way to have a deliberate confrontation with
the Government not only in respect of this matter,
but also in respect of a number of vital industries
in this State. in fact, the Trades and Labor
Council almost could be accused of anarchy in
this State at the moment.

Mr Davies: That is what you have been trying
unsuccessfully to accuse it of.

Mr SHALDE RS: The member for Collie said
this Bill takes awlsy the right of assembly. It does
not. It spellIs out that there is a right of assembly,
but it spells out also that where people want to
assemble for the purpose of holding a public
meeting in a public place, they must give notice of
that meeting to the Commissioner of Police. The
only occasion on which the police will be
interested in any assembly which might occur is
when it is an assembly of people in a public place
for the purpose of holding a public meeting.

The member for Collie mentioned that several
illegal meetings had been held at which no action
was taken by police. I. remind him that
notwithstanding that the Act presently provides
for notification to be given to the police of a
meeting which is to be held,, no offence is
committed-even if no notification is made-until
the people holding the meeting have been advised
by the police that they have committed a breach
of the law, and they continue to breach the law.
Therefore, they do not break the law until the
police arrive and advise them of the breach.

I wish to compare the provisions of this Bill
with those of the existing Act. To date, it has
been a requirement for every person conducting,
organising, or taking part in any procession,
meeting, or assembly in any street, thoroughfare,
or public place to give notice of that meeting to
the Commissioner of Police; a meeting should not
be held without prior permission.

However, I again remind members 'opposite
that an offence would still not be committed until
the people taking part in an unauthorised meeting
were warned by the police they were in breach of
the law, and then chose to continue their meeting.

The three key terms in the existing legislation
are "meeting", "assembly", and "public place".
The existing legislation does not define "public
place" and I believe that gave rise to difficulties.

Mr H. D. Evans: Why some and not others?
Why the inconsistency in considering one meeting
illegal, but not others? Explain that.

Mr SH-ALDERS: There were no illegal
meetings unless the people were advised they did
not have permission or were breaching the
condition placed upon their meeting and they
continued to meet.

Mr H. D. Evans: Because the law is
inconsistent in its application, some people are
able to apply for permission and are told
permission is not necessary. I cite the meeting at
Fremantle as an example. But the meeting at
Fremantle was very similar to the one which took
place at Karratha. Why the inconsistency?

Mr SHALDERS: The entire purpose of this
Bill is to clarify any gray areas and inconsistency;
I am hoping it will achieve that aim, because that
is the reason the Government has brought
forward this amending legislation.

As I have pointed out, the existing legislation
contains some gray areas. This led to some
scurrilous pamphlets being put out by members of
the Opposition. The one which springs to
mind-if my memory serves me correctly-was
put out by the member for Morley. It showed a
photograph of a group of people coming out of a
supermarket. The heading was, "These people
could be in danger of being arrested." What
absolute nonsense; there would be no possibility of
that happening.

Mr Watt: Totally dishonest and misleading.
Mr Davies: Why are you changing it?
Mr SHALDERS: As I said, we are amending

the Act to clarify existing gray areas. However,
members opposite have chosen to take advantage
of those gray areas to twist the legislation to their
own advantage in a totally dishonest and
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misleading way. It was completely dishonest to
say that those people were in danger of being
gaoled for holding a public meeting without
permission. There was nothing illegal in the scene
depicted on the pamphlet--unless the police
approached those people and said, "You are
holding a public meeting without permission."

Mr Davies: What you are saying is that you
can break the law if you do not get caught.

Mr SHALDERS: This is clearly set out in the
Act.

Mr Davies: You have not even read the Act.
Mr SHALDERS: Of course I have, and it

clearly provides for this sort of situation. If the
Leader of the Opposition cannot understand that,
I feel sorry for him.

Mr Davies: I am happy to be helpful. It is on
page 37 of the existing Act. It states, "For the
purposes of this section- 'Assembly' means a
coming together of three or more persons ...
This amending Bill seeks to delete that definition.

Mr Laurance: Continue the quote. They had to
be meeting for the common purpose of making
known to the public their views in relation to any
matter. The advertisement put out on behalf of
the ALP was dishonest. Let the Leader of the
Opposition find someone who has been arrested
for coming out of a supermarket in company with
a couple of other people.

Mr SHALDERS: Existing section 54B lays
down the' responsibility of people conducting or
organising meetings or assemblies to notify the
Commissioner of Police. Section 54B(2) states as
follows-

Every person who, after being acquainted
with the same, contravenes or fails to observe
any directions or regulations given or made
by the Commissioner of Police under section
fifty-two of this Acts commits an offence.

Subsection (1) states-
Every person who conducts, organises or

takes part in any procession, meeting or
assembly in any street, thoroughfare or
public place which is conducted without the
prior permission of the Commissioner of
Police or in a manner contrary to any
limitation or condition to which such
permission was made subject and who, after
being acquainted of the fact, continues so to
do commits an offence.

So, there is clearly an obligation on people
holding a public meeting to obtain prior
permission.

Mr Davies: It is an abominable section; the
Press right across Australia said so.

Mr SHALDERS: I thought the Leader of the
Opposition genuinely did not understand the
legislation. Now I realise he does understand it
and is twisting it to suit his own ends. There is no
point in my answering his interjections.

Mr Davies: You are a school teacher. I am
sorry for the children who went before you to be
taught.

Mr SH-ALDERS: Obviously, this legislation
was never intended to prevent assemblies of the
nature depicted on the pamphlet; it was quite
dishonest of the Opposition to suggest the
GoVernment had legislated in this manner.

The amending Bill clearly removes any of the
possible gray areas which have existed to date and
which have been twisted by the Opposition for
political advantage. The amendment will mean
that approval will be required only for a
procession or a public meeting in a thoroughfare
or in a public place. All those terms are clearly
defined in the legislation, preventing any possible
confusion.

Furthermore, the responsibility for granting
permission is not to be limited to the
Commissioner of Police, but can be delegated by
him to other officers. This is a welcome step.

I will go further and again point out to the
Opposition that both in the existing Act and in
this Bill, the Commissioner of Police or the officer
to whom he has delegated his authority may
refuse permission only on very limited and worth-
while grounds. That is why I do not believe there
is a need to include a right of appeal in the
legislation. The police are in the best position to.
judge whether conditions at a proposed meeting
are likely to be such as to warrant permission
being refused. A magistrate, a judge, a justice of
the peace, or whoever else the Opposition feels
should have the right to hear an appeal against
permission being refused could not be aware of
the conditions which may apply at a proposed
meeting or Procession. Obviously, the
Commissioner of Police is best able to make such
a j .udgment. I feel certain that if a commissioned
officer felt it was best to refuse to issue a permit,
he would refer the matter to the Commissioner of
Police for verification.

Mr Bateman: We are at the whim of one man.
Mr SHALDERS: I have complete faith in the

Commissioner of Police; he has proved a very
good and sound commissioner.

Mr H. D. Evans: He takes orders from the
Government, too.

Mr SHALDERS: Obviously, this is the key
point of the legislation as far as the Opposition is
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concerned. Why do we need this legislation? We
are talking about the rights of two different
groups of people. On the one hand, we are
concerned with the rights of people who want to
hold meetings or processions in a public place.
Equally, we arc concerned with the safety of such
people. On the other hand, we are also talking
about the rights of the general public to go about
their business in safety and without undue
disruption.

The member for Collie mentioned the Forrest
Place incident. Whilst I do not necessarily agree
with him as to the prime cause of that incident, I
believe it was a disgraceful situation. Where
people are. given permission to hold a public
meeting, they should expect to be able to do so in
safety.

Mr Bateman: I did not see the police arresting
all those Country Party people.

Mr SHALDERS: Once these people are
granted permission to hold a meeting or
procession, they should be able to do so in safety,
with the protection of the police.

It is the responsibility of the Government to
protect those going about their business from
undue disruption or the danger of injury, just as it
also has an obligation to protect those taking pant
in a public meeting.

The Bill not only establishes the rights of each
of those groups, but also protects them.
Therefore, I advise members of my very strong
support of it.

MR DAVIES (Victoria Park-Leader of the
Opposition) [ 10.40 p.m.]: We are not at all happy
with the Bill, because we do not believe it alters in
any material way the existing section 548 which
has been condemned across the length and
breadth of the country.

Any improvement on the existing section would
be something of an advance. However, despite
what the m ember who has just resumed his seat
has said, we do not believe that improvements
along the lines suggested are in the best interests
of the people or that they guarantee the right of
individuals to assemble and to have free speech.

The measure before us tonight is the end result
of a series of events. They are all well known to
members; I do not have to go over them. Indeed, I
am not allowed to go over them, following the
strange ruling with which the House agreed
tonight.

The Bill is before us because a section of the
Act which is being dealt with has come unstuck.
The Government has come unstuck. In effect, the
Government has been caught out. It has

discovered that the legislation which we said
would react in a certain way has reacted in that
way. An outcry has occurred in all sections of the
community. It amazed even myself, I am easily
amazed, of course;, but I am sure the outcry must
have shaken the Government. Indeed, the news
went right around the world, as I understand it.
The fact that the Premier was travelling may have
had something to do with that. The news went
right around the world; and I think there was
some mention of the situation in the British
papers at the time.

The series of events I have mentioned and the
wrong-headed attitude of this Government have
culminated in this Bill. The series of events
included some of the following: the bad legislation
which amended the Police Act in 1976 to insert
the now notorious-and that is the only word for
it-section 54B into the Police Act; the
Government's inability or unwillingness to
understand the basic human rights which exist in
communities which like to call themselves liberal
democracies; the Government's careless treatment
of civil liberties and human rights, although I
really do not believe that the Government gives
that aspect very much attention at all;, the
Government's crass incompetence in the field of
industrial relations and its policy of confrontation
instead of conciliation and common sense. All of
these things added to the present situation. One of
the final points-and I think it is a most
important one-was the Premier's desire to keep
open the date for an early election as an option.
All those factors have been materially responsible
for the Bill being presented to the House at the
present time.

The Police Act Amendment Act, 1976 was bad
legislation because of the public assembly
provision which was written into the law. I say
this despite what might have been said by way of
interjection or by the one member on the
Government side who has so far risen to his feet.
The restrictions were set out in that Bill, and they
were quite clearly marked. If those provisions
were not thought to be unfair and unreal, and if
they had not been condemned across Australia, I
am quite certain, knowing the kind of
Government this is, that the Government would
not have bothered to amend the legislation.

In summary, the provisions of the Act as it
exists are: one has to obtain a permit to have a
meeting in a public place or to have a march; only
the Commissioner of Police is authorised to grant
permits; there is no right of appeal against
decisions of the commissioner; any gathering of
three or more people constitutes a meeting; there
is no real definition of "public place", and the law
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is capable of being interpreted to include places
like churches, halls, and so on if the person
interpreting the law so desires.

They are some of the provisions contained in
section 540 which were round to be completely
unfair, untenable, and unacceptable.' They are
some of the provisions the Government is trying
to change tonight.

Despite the cliches in the Qeputy Premier's
second reading speech on the Bill, and despite the
Government's attempt to be completely fair, a
close examination of the Bill reveals that the
present Bill is little better than the existing Act.
As I said, the existing Act is bad because it is
vague, it is uncertain, it is repressive, and it is an
abrogation of what we always maintain to be the
cherished freedoms of speech and assembly.

In 1976 we said that that Bill was a bad law
and that we would not accept it. The Government,
of course, ignored our warnings. It went straight
ahead, used its numbers, and wrote the legislation
into the Act. To some extent the public itself, at
that time, ignored our warnings. There was not a
great deal of controversy over that
legislation-not as much controversy as I would
have expected.

Since that time there has been a quite different
attitude towards the credibility of this
Government. There has been a change of attitude
towards the Government's standing and its
concern for the freedom of the individual. The
events since 1976 have been a complete
vindication of the stand we took at that time. The
w arnings we issued on that occasion have been
found to be absolutely correct.

Regrettably, the changes proposed by this Bill
to what is basically an unacceptable law do very
little to improve the situation. In trying to defend
its stand in 1976, the Government said that the
law was all right because it would be administered
with sensitivity and common sense. What a
strange situation we run into when the law is to be
dealt with with sensitivity and common sense, and
with an air of containment!

The laws relating to prostitution are dealt with
by the police in a manner related to containment.
Gambling is acknowledged and accepted, but it is
left to the police to contain. Freedom of speech
and freedtm of assembly are to be dealt with with
sensitivity and common sense. I remember an
incident in the north not long ago, in a town close
to Wickham, where very little sensitivity and very
little common sense were displayed. Yet we were
told that that is how section 548 was to be
administered.

I say it is a bad law. When a bad law is
administered well, that does not make it a better
law in any way whatsoever. Government
spokesmen, including the Premier and the
Minister for Police and Traffic, have said
repeatedly that only two applications (or permits
under section 548 of the Police Act have been
refused, and therefore the law was fair and
reasonable and was administered in a fair and
reasonable way. I suppose "fair" and
"reasonable" relate to sensitivity and common
sense. It is said that because two applications only
had been refused, the law must have been dealt
with in a fair and reasonable way.

Mr O'Neil: We added that 553 applications
had been granted.

Mr DAVIES: It does not matter whether there
were 7 896 419 applications granted and only two
refused.

Mr O'Connor: How many?
Mr DAVIES: Give or take 100000-it does

not matter. I am in an expansive mood tonight.
The fact remains that if all those were granted

and only two were refused, that has nothing to do
with the law's being a fair and -reasonable law.
The fact remains that the law abrogated the
freedom of speech and the freedom of assembly.

Let me see if I can deal with those two
application. I have details of them here.

I think I am required to state why I believe
those freedoms of speech and assembly are
abrogated. Let me make one point: In a letter to
the Editor of The West Australian published on
the 26th June the Minister for Police and Traffic
wrote as follows-

On June .44, in a news release, I said the
Commissioner of Police had only refused two
applications since March 1, 1977.

An application made on September 16,
1977 for permission to hold a meeting
against the killing of baby seals in front or a
certain fur shop had been rejected because
the shop was not involved in the selling of
seal fur.

On January 31 this year an application to
protest against the sale of a second-hand car
had been rejected because there already had
been a ruling on the matter.

The point to be noticed about those two refusals is
that in both cases the Commissioner of Police
made a decision about the merits of a particular
protest. The refusals were not based on any likely
disruption to traffic, any likely danger to people,
or any likely danger to property; they were based
on the commissioner's evaluation of whether or
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not the protests were worthy of going ahead. He
made those decisions solely on his opinion as to
the merits of the applications for the protests. He
made a value judgment as to whether or not the
protests were fair and reasonable.

In both cases it might well be considered by
Most people that the protests were not fair and
reasonable; but that is not the point. The law did
not give the commissioner the right to make a
value judgment; it gave him only the right to
refuse an application under certain circumstances.
It is not a matter of whether or not the
applications had any merit; but in both
cases-and the Government lakes so much pride
in saying that these are the only two to be
refused-the commissioner made a decision on
the Merits Of the cases and not on whether or not
there was any likelihood of danger, disruption, or
damage.

It should not be the role of the commissioner to
decide whether or not a protest is valid. I do not
believe he should be placed in that position; I do
not believe he should assume that position
himself. However, he is apparently given the
option of doing it and he has elected to consider
the merit of a protest rather than whether or niot
there is any likelihood of danger.

A law which gives this power to the
Commissioner of Police is a bad law. Any such
law is fraught with peril no matter how decent,
sensible, or understanding a Commissioner of
Police might be. I am not referring to
personalities when I make these comments. I
believe it is a bad law that can be used in such a
manner. The danger and peril are increased when
there is no right of appeal against the
commissioner's decision.

There is no right of appeal under the existing
section 540 and there is no right of appeal in this
amending Bill. So the 1976 law in which the
member for Murray has found so much pride, and
which the Government has decided to repeal is
not to be changed. That previous legislation
placed traditional rights of freedom of speech and
assemn.bly at the whim of the Commissioner of
Police. Under this amending Dill we are little
better off, because one of the grounds for refusing
an application concerns the creation of public
nuisance, and that is a catch-all provision. Once
again there is no right of appeal.

Whilst I am on the subject of the shortcomings
of the amendments which were made in 1976, 1
point out that the Government committed a
serious breach of faith with the Parliament.
During the debate on that legislation in another
place the then Minister for Health (Mr Baxter)

said that the legislation would not apply to people
meeting for industrial purposes. He gave quite a
specific undertaking which is printed in H-ansard
in black and white.

Mr O'Neil: He did not use those words;, he was
not as specific as that.

Mr DAVIES: When it was asked of the
Minister, "What would be the situation where
there was a call-out and the men went out-"

Mr O'Neil: Read Mansard; even the TLC
dropped that argument when it was pointed out to
them how invalid it was.

Mr DAVIES-, I will be happy to read Hansard,
because the way I read the passage it was quite
clear what the Minister meant.

Mr OtNeil: The TLC raised that point at a
meeti ng, bu t soon d ropped i t.

Mr DAVIES: I do not care whether or not the
TLC dropped it; I am speaking about my reading
of what appears in Hansard which was that the
Minister quite clearly indicated what 1 have
already said. t am talking about my interpretation
of the words. The Deputy Premier is saying his
interpretation is right and mine is wrong because
the TLC dropped the argument. 1 will get the
Hansard and see what actually was said.

I believe on that occasion there was a clear
understanding given that this kind of legislation
would not be used in this situation. Yet that is
exactly what has happened.

Being mindful of the wisdom of your ruling, Mr
Speaker, I will not deal with the situation which
developed near Wickham. It has been debated in
the Press widely enough and it will be debated
again and reported again in the Press. I do not
know whether the case has been prejudiced in any
way because of that debate.

The most significant feature is that the first
time section 54B was used it was against a trade
union. I find that highly significant. It is
significant that it happened at a time when the
Government was talking hot, strong, and long
about unions and about trade unionists. A whole
pack of Government members, with the Premier
baying the loudest, were saying these occurrences
were bad.. They were really whipping themselves
into a frenzy about union activity. No attempt
was made to get to the cause of the trouble.

Government members were simply talking
loosely about stirrers and the like. They did their
very best to ensure that they whipped up as much
hatred as possible against unions. They have yet,
to realise that unions are a part of the community
and are here to stay. These so-called strong, left-
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wing unions which the Government desires to
decimate will remain as strong as ever.

The real concern is coming from the middle of
the road and right-wing unions which will find
themselves impotent because of the Government's
attitude. I will deal with that on another occasion
I am certain. At that time 1 will refer to some of
the unions which are concerned. These are not
left-wing unions to which I am referring.

As I said, the Government was Crying to whip
up some anti-union feeling at a time when the
Government's stocks were particularly low,' not
because of what the unions were doing, but
because the Government was bothered by reaction
to its economic mismanagement; little of which, if
any, has been removed by the Federal Budget
brought down tonight.We can only see more
gloom and despair in that type of Budget..

However, an excuse was needed to cover up the
Government's economic mismanpgement and a
reason was required for an early election. The
Premier wanted to get all the political benefit
possible out of the North-West Shelf
development. I do not blame him for that. We
hope it will go ahead.

The Premier wanted a mandate to take tough
action against the unions. The scenario was set for
him. This was a convenient situation and we will
never know whether or not directions were given.
However, it was one of the worst decisions ever
made and the Government must he embarrassed
by what has happened.

I cannot put my hand on the reference I was
looking for.

Mr O'Neil: The response by the Minister in
reply to an interjection by the Hon. Don Cooley.

Mr DAVIES: Reference was made to a trade
union going on strike and its members assembling
at the gate.

Mr O'Neil: He said that some unionists walked
off the job and gathered to discuss the problem on
the footpath. He said it would be covered by the
Bill and he thought that was ridiculous.

Mr DAVIES: We will deal with that matter in
the Committee stage.

The incident which occurred in the north at a
place near Wickham had to be viewed against the
background at the time and against the angry
rhetoric of the Government also.

Thousands of ordinary Western Australians
were upset about what transpired after that
incident. Many of these people wrote to
newspapers and telephoned radio talk-back
programmes. Government members are as aware
as I am of the feeling generated in the

community. One need only examine the files I
have here to see the newspaper editorials written
throughout Australia on the subject. Not only did
the local papers comment on the matter; but it
was referred to also by papers throughout the
country.

This matter was mentioned in The Sunday
Times which regularly announces that another
$8 000 million will be spent on projects which will
provide 100 000 jobs. That paper makes an
announcement every week along those lines.
However, even The Sunday Times took the
Government to task. If anyone would like to look
at these files and read the references I have in
them, he is welcome to do so.

Church groups took it upon themselves to
comment on the matter. Such groups rarely
comment upon controversial issues, particularly if
they are of a political nature and involve a Liberal
conservative Government. However, these groups
certainly made their feelings known on this
occasion.

Many lawyers referred to the matter; not only
Labor lawyers, but lawyers of all political colours.
I am sure the member for Cottesloe would agree
that he was surprised when he saw some of the
people who said it was a bad law.

However, all of the people to whom I have
referred fade into insignificance when one
considers the last group I intend to mention which
is the Farmers' Union. Even the Farmers' Union
said it was a bad law and something needed to be
done about it.

As a result Of Overwhelming public opinion
against the law the Government decided it had to
capitulate and re-examine it. This Bill is the
imperfect result of that examination. Thenfaws in
the Bill include the fact that the legislaticin still
does not assume there is a right of free assembly
in public places and it provides no right of appeal
against decisions of the Commissioner of Police.
They arc the basic flaws.

We have the automatic right of freedom of
speech and public assembly; but this Bill does not
recognise that. One man, or his delegated
representative, has the say in this Matter and, of
course, if he refuses permission there is no right of
appeal.

The Bill only spells out the existing situation a
little more clearly. It removes some of the
uncertainties. The member for Murray said there
was a gray area and the Bill removes it. It
certainly makes the administration of the law
much moret Convenient. It will be much easier to
handle in its present form than it was previously.
Of course, we have yet to see the decision in
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relation to the cases involving the people arrested
for their activities in the north.

The Bill still does not overcome the major
shortcomings in the existing assembly laws.

The Labor Party believes a law is needed which
enshrines the right of assembly in public places
and does not abrogate that right. That law should
provide a right of appeal against decisions made
by Government officials. There must always be a
right of appeal to someone against the decision of
a Government official.

The law -must make sensible provision for
protecting the convenience of the community at
large, as well as the rights of citizens who want to
assemble. We take issue here with the member for
Murray who says we are not interested in both
sides of the matter. Of course we are.

We want to ensure that whilst people have the
right of assmbly, they do not inconvenience
others by exercising that right. Such laws have
been promulgated in other States arid in other
countries; therefore, it can be done here, We need
assembly laws which assume there is a right of
assembly. We need laws which say people may
assemble unless powerful reasons exist for not
assembling.

We do not need laws such as those which exist
at the present time which say there is no right to
assemble unless the GovernmentL chooses to give
that right for a particular event. Each case has to
stand alone under the present legislation. There is
no automatic right. The Government, or a
representative of t Government, whether by
direction or by actin,g alone, may remove that
right and each application must be considered
separately.

I believe legislation governing public assemblies
should be taken out of the Police Act. The right to
assemble should not be buried amongst all the
other items in the Police Act which deal with a
multifarious number of situations and occasions.
Public assemblies should be covered by a simple
Act which would stand alone. wvhich would be
understood easily, and which would contain
approximately half a dozen sections. That is
necessary and a Slate Labor Government would
introduce a separate Bill 'covering public
assemblies which would remove reference to them
from the Police Act.

The law we would introduce would provide for
a number of situations and 1 will read them so
that members are absolutely clear-

People wanting to hold an assembly may
notify the Chief Secretary or the
Commissioner of Police or the town clerk or

shire clerk of the area where the assembly is
to be held.

They may elect to notify. To continue-
In their notification they could specify the

details of the assembly.
That is similar to the details which are requested
in the Bill we are considering at the present time.
To continue-

Having provided such notification and
provided there is no objection from the Chief
Secretary, the Commissioner of Police, or the
town clerk, - the assembly would have
immunity from prosecution under obstruct ion
and disorderly assembly laws.

That is self-explanatory. To continue-
Such immunity would not be given if no

notification had been given.
If the organising party had elected not to notify, it
could not enjoy the immunity which notification
would provide. To continue-

If the Chief Secretary, the Commissioner
of Police, or the town clerk objects-

And the grounds on which they could make
objection would be limited-

-they must be able to prove that
objection in front of a magistrate before it is
upheld.

There is nothing wrong with any of those
suggestions. I shall repeat them briefly: People
may elect to seek permission. There is a different
group of people who may give that permission.
Refusal can be made on limited grounds only and
there must be the right of appeal against any such
refusal.

This law is working very well in South
Australia and New South Wales, and it is the
type of law which this State needs to replace the
proposed repressive law before us.

Members May well ask why I am praising this
law. I am praising the South Australian
legislation because it arose as a result of a Royal
Commission which was held in 1970 following
two very large demonstrations associated with
opposition to the Vietnam war. I believe they were
called moratorium marches. The Royal
Commission was presided over by MrT Justice
Bright of the South Australian Supreme Court.
He did a great deal of research to ascertain the
existing position throughout Australia to enable
him to make recommendations on the law. This
report consisted of approximately 8O to 90 pages
most of which I have speed read. As a result of
this Royal Commission the present South
Australian law was enacted. It protects those
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people who want to assemble and those who might
be affected by an assembly. It is important that
these people have their rights and protection.
Under the South Australian law and the way we
propose it that would happen. Above all, it is a
law which protects a right which is basic in a free
and democratic society-the right to free
assembly in public places. It protects and details
that right and that is the type of legislation we
need now.

The Court Government's Bill really withdraws
that right; it is not protected by or enshrined in
the law in any way. I believe the Court
Government has no excuse for not bringing down
decent common-sense law like the South
Australian law. The Government had the report
of the Durack-Medcalf inquiry. I have read
through that tabled paper No. 268 and would like
to know why that detailed investigation took so
long to prepare.

Why did the inquiry take so long? The
Opposition obtained the information within 24
hours. We have less staff than the Government
has.

Mr Young: They were having a little difficulty
communicating with each other during the
Telecom strike. They could not telephone, telex,
Or telegram one another for quite some time.

Mr DAVIES: is the member suggesting they
were compiling the report by telephone?

Mr Young: One must communicate.
Mr DAVIES: I do not believe the Attorneys

General compiled the information themselves;
they have staff to compile this information. They
would have looked at the paper here and would
have reviewed the current laws of the States. This
information would have come from the Statutes
because they show exactly what the position is.
This information was known to my office within
48 hours. One can go to the Parliamentary
Library here to obtain the information dealing
with the law in Western Australia with regard to
public assemblies before the 1976 amending
legislation. Of course we all know the history of
that but to suggest that the report 'had to be
compiled by telephone or telegram is something I
just cannot accept. This is the sort of report in
regard to which the Attorneys General would
have to get together.

.Mr Young: They are in two different States.
They must communicate in order to have their
discussions.

Mr DAVTES: Yes, but why by phone on a
matter like this?

Mr Young: How do you communicate when
you are ,in two different States if not by letter,
telephone or telex?

Mr DAVIES: I am suggesting that they are in
the same State at some time and that there are
aeroplanes which depart fairly regularly-two
together as members know-and they can meet
and within half a day discuss every single law.
One can write a telegram within half an hour.

Mr Young: If I recall correctly there was a
little trouble getting on planes at that time.

Mr DAVIES: I do not recall that but over a
period of a month they may have had bad luck.
As far as I remember that is the only difficulty
unless those Communist. pilots were on strike
again. Those "red" air'-traffic controllers. I
suppose the Government would have us believe
that but with the Telecom strike one could not
receive instructions from Moscow-al though the
Premier said the Pilbara strike was being directed
from Moscow. How absurd!

The fact remains that we were advised through
the newspaper in a series of Press releases that
this was to be a thorough and on-going
investigation and something good would arise
from it. I still want to know why the operation
took so long. When the report was compiled it
was sent to a State Cabinet subcommittee
comprising the Premier, Deputy Premier,
Attorney General, and the Minister for
Agriculture. So having received this information
which I would have been happy to supply to them,
they have taken another month to consider it.

I believe the Government did not know how to
deal with this and the outcome is that we have
before us now a desperation measure. The words
have been moved around a little without
considering people's right of assembly and right to
free speech; automatic rights which could be
given to them in a far better way than is being
proposed in this Bill. The Government has
brought in legislation which is the most stringent
and most restrictive assembly- law of any State.
including Queensland. When the Deputy Premier
makes statements saying the people will have the
best, people will not agree with that and will deny
him credibility. Regardless of whether this Bill
passes or not this State will remain the most
restrictive in Australia. It will still be the most
repressive in Australia. It will be an abrogation df
basic human rights, and it will be a blot on a
society which calls itself free and democratic. If
this is to be nothing more than rhetoric we have to
put some meaning into the Bill and let the world
know that what we propose is what the people
want.
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The Opposition will submit amendments in an
attempt to make this a better law. Basically we
will have the right to assemble, as I have said
before. An application to assemble could be made
by a number of people and if they elected to make
that application or elected to inform they are
provided with immunity. If they do not elect to
inform then of course they are subject to all the
rules and laws we have within our Criminal Code
and Police Act.

However, let me make it clear to everyone that
although we are attempting to amend the existing
law and this Bill, we do not regard the law and
the Bill as being basically sound. I cannot
emphasise or stress too strongly that the law is
basically bad. It is and will remain unacceptable
anid our amendments can, at best, merely water
down some of the odious provisions in the Bill.

Until the law is altered in the way I outlined
earlier-and a State Labor Government will alter
it at the first opportunity-the law will remain
bad. I believe it is an affront to civil liberties and
human rights, and a disgrace to the State.

I was not at all proud and I did not want to say
that I was a Western Australian when I read
what was published in so, many newspapers
throughout Australia and overseas. Those writers
were saying how bad our laws were. We can do a
lot better than that if we believe people should
*have the right to express themselves and should
have the right to assemble. We reject the Bill as it
stands. At the very least, the Government should
accept the amendments we have proposed and
which we believe go a long way towards
improving the measure, and should be applied in
order to alleviate the problems in Western
Australia.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) [11.21 p.m.]; In his
speech the Leader of the Opposition identified
two basic objections to the Bill: The lack of a
clear right of assembly, and the lack of appeal
from the decision of the Commissioner of Police.

Interestingly enough, both the member for
Collie-who led the debate for the
Opposition-and the Leader of the Opposition
have overlooked some of the fundamental effects
of the amending legislation, the most important of
which, from the point of view of the Opposition, is
that which relates to the rights of unions to hold
meetings in public places.

Contrary to what the member for Collie
said-at, great length-about the difficulties
which unions have in organising meetings at short
notice, the effect of the amendments is that
permission will not be required for a private

meeting in a public place, or for a public meeting
in a private place.

Mr Skidmore: I should not think so.
Mr HASSELL: Therefore, a union meeting at

the gates of a place of employment, called at short
notice, or even a union meeting held on the
Esplanade to which the public are not invited, is
not subject to the provisions for notification and
consent. That seems to be an important point
which has been completely overlooke d by the lead
speaker for the Opposition.

The truth of the matter is chat the existing
legislation in Western Australia gives a
guaranteed right of public assembly in a manner
which no other legislation in Australia gives.

Mr Jamieson: Nonsense, and you know it.
Mr HASSELL: There is a clear right for

permission to be given for public assemblies in
public places.

Mr Hodge: Why should it be necessary for
permission to be granted?

Mr HASSELL: Very clearly there is a limit to
the discretion the Commissioner of Police can
exercise.

Mr Hedge: Why is it necessary to have
permission?

Mr HASSELL: The member opposite keeps on
asking why it is necessary to have permission, and
that point can be clearly answered. The reason
permission is necessary is to enable the interests
of various people in the community to be
protected, and not simply those of the people who
assemble. A weakness of the argument of the
Opposition is that it is interested in one group
only;.that is, the protesting public assembly-the
protesting public march. The Opposition is not
interestdd in the rest of the public; it is not
interested in the public going about their lawftil
business in a lawful way along the public streets
and thoroughfares. The Opposition is not
concerned to protect those people and it is not
concerned to protect their property, nor is it
concerned to protect their safety.

Mr Jamieson: There are plenty of provisions in
the Criminal Code and elsewhere in the Police
Act and you, as a lawyer, would know that well.

Mr HASSELL: The member for Welshpool
has misread the provisions of the Criminal Code,
as he is aware, and I do not intend to deal with
that point, It is necessary for the police to have an
opportunity to protect the interests of the other
members of the public-

Mr Clarko: That is right; the majority.
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Mr HASSELL: -as well as to protect those
who assemble and march.

Mr Tonkin: We accept that; it is quite fair.
Mr HASSELL: There is an obligation for all

groups to be protected. The existing provisions of
subsection (3) of section 52 of the Act require
that a prior application in writing be made to the
Commissioner of Police for his permission. There
is no minimum time, as the law stands. The
subsection goes on to set out that the
commissioner may not refuse to give his
permission except in four defined cascs. It is
worth repeating those four cases because the
attacks made on the existing law during the
earlier dispute reached the stage of hysteria.
Those attacks from the Opposition have
continued.

The provisions which appear in the new
legislation will be important in the future. They
provide that the commissioner may not refuse
permission for a public meeting or procession
unless he has reasonable ground for apprehending
that the proposed meeting or assembly may-

(a)- occasion serious public disorder, or
damage to public or private property;

(b) create a public nuisance;
(c) give rise to an obstruction that is too

great or too prolonged in the
circumstances; or

(d) place the safety of any person in
jeopardy.

None of those provisions gives the Commissioner
of Police discretion to judge the merits or
otherwise of the proposed meetings, the proposed
assemblies, or the proposed processions. He
simply has to have a Proper regard for public
order and public protection.

When those provisions are compared in more
detail than the mere superficialities that have
been mentioned with regard to the South
Australian and New South Wales legislation it
will be seen they provide more protection for the
right of public assembly.

Mr Jamnieson: There have been no riots in the
other States.

Mr H-ASSELL: It is made absolutely clear in
our legislation there is a right of assembly.

Mr Wilson: Is there less order in this State?
Mir HASSELL: There is less Order in this State

because a couple of unionists organised a meeting
at Karratha.

Point of Order
Mr SKIDMORE: On a point of order, Mr

Acting Speaker (Mr Watt), I believe the member
for Cottesloe is impinging on the decision made

by the Speaker earlier regarding the question of
sub judice.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Watt): Without
taking the trouble to refer specifically to what the
member for Cottesloc has said I would simply
advise him to avoid any reference to the Karratha
incident in his remarks.

Debate Resumed
Mr HASSELL: The South Australian

legislation, which is Labor legislation, requires
firstly that notice must be given to the
Commissioner of Police.

Mr Davies: Must, nothing! That is the whole
point. You have missed it straightaway.

Mr H-ASSELL: Notice must be given to the
Commissioner of Police, the Chief Secretary, or
the clerk of the local authority. At least four days'
notice is required.

Mr Jamieson: That is if they want protection.
Mr HASSELL: Any of the public authorities

mentioned may object that the proposed public
assembly-

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Watt): Order!

The Chamber will come to order!
Mr HASSELL: The authorities to whom notice

must be given-
Mr Davies: Must not!
Mr H-ASSELL: -may object that the

proposed public assembly would "unduly
prejudice the public interest".

Mr Tonkin: He is not quoting from the Act.
Mr HASSELL: The Act contains a clear

provision thpt notice be given.
Mr Tonkin: No, you are wrong.
Mr Wilson: You are misleading the Parliament.
Mr Iamieson: And he is deliberately misleading

the Parliament.
Mr Tonkin: Read the Act.
Mr Clarko: Have you got the Act there?
Mr Tonkin: He is quoting from some document

which purports to quote the Act but it does not.
Mr HASSELL: There is a statutory duty to

give four days' notice. If an objection is raised by
one of the public authorities, the person proposing
the assembly must then apply to a judge for
approval. In the context we are talking about-

Mr Clarko interjected.
Mr Jamieson: Go back into the sand, you

ostrich.
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Mr Clarko: Just because you got sacked a
couple of years ago, do not remain grumpy.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I remind
members that one of the things this debate is
about is the right to speak, and I suggest the right
to speak be given to the member for Cottesloe, as
it has been given to members of the Opposition.

Mr Tonkin: Hie is purporting to quote from the
Act and he has not got the Act.

Sir Charles Court: Why don't you keep order?
Mr .Jamieson- Why don't you shut up? You

have caused enough trouble in this country
already.

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Watt): Order! I

have asked the House to come to order and there
has been a constant barrage of interjections ever
since. The House willL come to order.

Mr HASSELL: I turn to the position in New
South Wales. Under the 1979 Labor legislation,
notice must be given to the Commissioner of
Police. At least seven days' notice must be given,
to the commissioner or the consent of the
Supreme Court or the District Court of New
South Wales may be required. The Commissioner
of Police may give notice of objections to the
applicant and is then required to confer with the
applicant and consider his representations. The
Commissioner of Police may then apply to the
court to prohibit the proposed public assembly.

I submit that if we are talking about a right of
public assembly, the clear definition of the right
of public assembly in Western Australia is
superior to that in both South Australia and New
South Wales. The complications of giving notice,
dealing with; objections, applying to courts, and
getting permission do not apply here.

What does and will apply here is quite simple.
An application is made. There arc four grounds of
objection which the commissioner can raise and
which are Unrelated to any political judgment of
the reason for the procession. If he makes a wrong
decision and we get to the issue of an appeal, his
decision is reviewable by a court because the
statutory provisions are clear, and if he strays
outside them he will be in breach and the
Supreme Court will have jurisdiction to deal with
the matter.

Mr Wilson: I hope you agree you have
misquoted the South Australian Act.

Mr HASSELL: We ought to view this whole
matter in the context of what actually occurred
with the members of the Opposition. They set out
to create a fuss when they were forced to by their
masters outside this place. They were

embarrassed by the excesses of the reaction, and
found themselves riding on the backs of people,
and they said, "Even if we are convicted we will
not pay the lines, we will not meet the penalties;
we do not recognise the jurisdiction of the
courts."

The Australian Labor Party has failed to
disown Communist agitators, Communist
lawlessness, and industrial lawlessness, and has
failed to stand up for the due process of law. Not
one word has been said by members of the
Opposition, since this whole incident began, about
the obligations of the people charged to carry out
the orders of the court when made. Not one word
has been said about their obligation to comply
with the law. Not one word has been said in
opposition to the whole industrial disarray which
was created in the north-west, with which they
have gone along as they always do because their
interests are not the public interests in this matter
or in any other matter; their interests are the
interests of a small sectional group-a very
vociferous and dangerous group. They are not
interested in the broader public interest.

Mr H. D. Evans: What utter drivel!
Mr HASSELL: They have come here without

understanding the new legislation. They have
condemned it when they do not know what it
means.

Mr Tonkin: You have deliberately misled the
House.

Mr HASSELL: The fact of the matter is the
law must protect all groups. It must protect the
people who are protesting as well as those who are
not protesting.

Mr Tonkin interjected.
Mr HASSELL: The matter of human rights

has been raised by the Leader of the Opposition
in support of his proposition that undisciplined
mobs have a right to assemble in any public place
at any time without any control.

Mr Davies: If that is your miserable
interpretation of it-

Mr HASSELL: That is the right he has
indicated people should have. He has suggested
that any restriction on the right of immediate
public assembly denies the right of public
assembly. That is manifest nonsense and he knows
it.

Mr Davies: I am surprised you are interpreting
it that way, but you are reading from notes you
had prepared before I spoke, so what can we
expect?
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Mr HASSELL: I have quite a few notes which
I wrote while the Leader of the Opposition was
speaking.

Mr Tonkin: Tell the truth about the South
Australian Act.

Mr HASSELL: In the United States the Bill of
Rights provides that Congress shall make no law
breaching the right of the people peaceably to
assemble. Notwithstanding that, it has been
decreed by the Supreme Court of the United
States that the provision should be narrowly
construed and that Statutes regulating public
processions and assemblies are valid.

Article 20 or the United Nations Universal
Declaration of Human Rights provides for the
right to freedom of peaceful assembly and
association, but it is limited again. Article 29(2)
of the same Declaration says-

In the exercise of his rights and freedoms,
everyone shall be subject only. to such
limitations as are determined by law solely
for the purpose of securing due recognition
and respect for the rights of freedom of
others and of meeting the just requirements
of morality, public order and the general
welfare in a democratic society.

There is nothing in the legislation proposed, there
is nothing in the legislation to be amended, which
conflicts with that limitation on the absolute right
of public assembly. However, because the
Australian Labor Party has some obsession about
the tights or union people to gather in any place
they like at any time they like for any purpose-

Mr Davies: Any people-even fascists.
Mr HASSELL: Does the Leader of the

Opposition mean that his party wants unrestricted
rights, regardless of the interests of anyone else?

Mr Davies: All people are entitled to the right
in this country.

Mr HASSELL: Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Watt)
you know and I know that the Opposition's
attitude on this whole-matter has turned out to be
a bit of a Fizz. It was hot on the trail. when it was
very controversial. Opposition members were very
hot under the collar then because or the attitude
of the Trades and Labor Council and all its other
masters. However, when the issue was viewed in
the cold light or day, the matter is not as exciting
as it was thought.

Mr Davies: We will go to the election on it.
Mr HASSELL: The Labor Party knows very

well that the P~ublic of Western Australia do not
want a law to allow assembly without any element
of control.

Mr Davies: And neithe r do we.

Mr HASSELL: The Labor Party wants the
right of assembly without any opportunity for the
law enforcement agency to look after the interests
of the public.

Mr Tonkin: That is rubbish!
Mr HASSELL: The Opposition has failed to

disclose any specific example where the present
legislation or the proposed legislation inhibits the
right of free speech or prevents the right of free
assembly.

Mr Tonkin: You have to have permission.
Mr H-ASSELL: Opposition members have

failed to disclose any example of this.
Mr Skidmore: You have to have permission.

That is an infringement of the right, for heaven's
sake.

Mr Clarko: What about South Australia where
you have to give four days' notice?

Mr HASSELL: People wishing to assemble
must seek permission from somebody. Permission
can be refused only to protect the rights of the
public. The Commissioner of Police is not allowed
to test the reasons of an applicant for wanting an
assembly. He is allowed only to look after the
interests of the rest of the public.

Several members interjected.
Mr HASSELL: If the commissioner were to

stray from those interests, he would be brought
back into line sharply by the Supreme Court
because he would then be in breach of his
statutory obligation. It is simply because the
statutory obligation is so clear that such great
protection is afforded.

The legislation proposed now cleans up the
existing provisions. It improves them, and makes
it impossible even for the most unbenign of
interpreters to reach the absurd conclusions which
were reached previously about the effect of the
law. I do not think very many of those conclusions
had much validity. I do think that the proposed
legislation is a significant improvement. It leaves
the Commissioner of Police in the position of
knowing precisely what is his obligation, and it
leaves the public in the position of knowing that
the right of assembly is secure. The Opposition
knows that the right of assembly is secure-there
is no attack on the right of assembly.

Mr Skidmore: Yes there is.
Mr Carr: Of course there is.
Mr HASSELL: Opposition members cannot

say with any sense of conviction that there is any
attack on the right of assembly because the
legislation is so specific. It says, "You are entitled
to assembly; you are entitled to have permission
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unless there is a significant danger to the rest of
the public or there could be a significant
disruption to the rest of the public."

If members opposite think that the
Commissioner of Police would have a chance of
making out of that some capacity to control the
politics of what is proposed, then their.
interpretation is wrong. In addition, it will be
clear under this legislation that union meetings
and other private meetings, wherever they are
held, are not subject to the requirement of any
permission. It is clear also that public meetings
held in private places are not subject to the
requirement of any provision.

Mr Skidmore: You would not think they would
want to be, would you?

Mr H-ASSELL: It is left to the people who
control those places-

Mr Davies: But what is a private place?
Mr H-ASSELL: -to seek the protection they

want. I would not suggest who would want it.
Mr Skidmore: The legislation is suggesting

that.
Mr HASSELL: The present legislation does

flot control public meetings in private places.
Mr Skidmore: But it is making mention of it.

You are making great play of it.
Mr HASSELL: Two of the honourable

member's colleagues have spoken at length on this
Bill, and neither of them gave recognition to the
fact that henceforth union meetings can be held in
public places without any question arising of
permission being required.

Mr Skidmore: Don't bet on it.
Mr HASSELL: That was not mentioned by the

two Opposition speakers.
Mr Davies: What is meant by a public place?
Mr H-ASSELL: It is defined in. the Act.
Mr Davies: Adjacent to a street-that is pretty

restrictive.
Mr H-ASSELL: This whole matter was blown

up out of proportion. The Labor Party found it
had hooked onto something that embarrassed it. I
remember seeing the Leader of the Opposition on
the programme "~Nationwide"~ the night before
the strike. He was asked, "Do we have to have a
strike? Do we have to bring the whole nation to a
standstill?"

Mr Davies: We would rather not.
Mr H-ASSELL: He said, "Well I suppose we

have to have a strike". He was not very sure
about it.

Mr Davies: No, because I am sorry about
strikes.

Mr HASSELL: This strike was completely
unnecessary, and the Leader of the Opposition
was indeed embarrassed. H-e was embarrassed by
those people who stand behind him.

Mr Davies: I do not like strikes.
Mr HASSELL: The Leader of the Opposition

was embarrassed because of the absurdity of his
position.

Mr Davies; I was embarrased because of the
way the Premier had brought this State into
disrepute.

Mr HASSELL: The Leader of the Opposition
has never been embarrassed by the Premier in his
life.

Mir Davies: My word I have. He made me
ashamed to be a Western Australian.

Mr Nanovich: You are frightened of him.
Mr Wilson: You are the one who is frightened

of him.
Mr Nanovich: No way in the world.
Mr HASSELL: The legislation fulfils the

promises made by the Government during the
dispute, and it fulfils the need for clarification of
the law. It is a complete nonsense that the
Opposition should have announced its objection to
the legislation the way it did days ago in the Press
as a result of whatever pressures were brought to
bear on it. It was clear that it would not matter
what legislation was brought down, the
Opposition would niot be satisfied.

I support the Bill. It is a thoroughly good piece
of legislation, and it is certainly better than the
legislation introduced by the Labor Governments
in South Australia and New South Wales.

Mr Davies: No way!
MR SKIDMORE (Swan) [11.49 p.m.]: Mr

Deputy Speaker,. before the member for Cot tesloc
leaves the Chamber, I would like to point out to
him that he has misled the House. I have with me
a copy of the South Australian legislation, and so
that there will be no doubt at all as to its
authenticity, I will read out its long title and all
its relevant features.

This is the Public Assemblies Act, No. 28 of
1972, assented to on the 61h April, 1972. It came
into operation on the 13th April, 1972. Its
proclamation appeared on page I1342 of the South
Australian Government Gazetteof the 13th April,
1972.

The member for Cottesloe said that in South
Australia people who wish to hold a procession or
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an assembly must get permission to do so under
the Act.

Mr Hassell: No.
Mr SKIDMORE: The member said they must

get permission.
Mr H-assell: I did not.
Several members interjected.
Mr SKIDMORE: The member said they must

give notice, and he also said they must get
permission. I would like to read out section 4 of
the Public Assemblies Act, 1972, of South
Australia, as follows-

4. (1) Where an assembly is to be held in,
or to proceed through, any public place, any
person who is engaged in the organisation of
the assembly, or who proposes to participate
in the assembly. may give notice, in
accordance with this section, containing the
following proposals-

That Act does not say unions or anybody else
must apply for permission.

Mr Tonkin: We tried to put him right, but he
went on misquoting.

Mr Hassell interjected.
Mr SKIDMORE: The member for Cottesloc

would not listen; he jumped in, boats, belt, braces,
and all.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! There are

far too many interjections by members on the
cross.benches, and it seems some members are
continually repeating the same thing. I urge
members not to do that and to give the member
for Swan the opportunity to make his contribution
to the debate.

Mr SKIDMORE: The member for Cottesloc
continued in his usual, pigheaded fashion to
reiterate that statement. It was misleading and
false; there was no question of that. When the
member stands up here and tries to tell us that we
have no knowledge of what we are talking about,
it becomes patently obvious that he should show
more professional integrity.

Mr Hassell: Don't forget subsection (4), and
don't forget that if you want to get the benefit of
the Act you must give notice.

Mr Davies: That is exactly what we have been
saying. He has woken up at last.

Mr Jamieson: The penny has dropped at last.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Jamieson: How many years did it take you

to go through Law School?

Mr Tonkin: Did you get through?
Mr SKIDMORE: Having been backed into a

corner by that old goat, the member for Swan-
Mr Old: Hear, hear!
Mr Carr: Who called you that?
Mr SKIDMORE: The Deputy Speaker called

me that.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy

Speaker did not call you an old goat. A member
may have made a remark like that. However, I
want to make it quite clear that it is a reflection
on whoever was then in the Chair for the member
to refer to such remarks after the member
concerned has moved from his place to another
post in this House. It then becomes a reflection on
the Chair, and not on the member.

Mr SKIDMORE: I am quite sure I am not an
old goat, Sir; after all those remarks I could not
possibly be one.

Mr Davies: The member for Karrinyup thinks
you are an old goat.

Mr Sibson: You are certainly not a young one.
Mr SKIDMORE: The only accurate part of the

remark was the word "old". At the request of the
member for Cottesloe, I will read section 4(4) of
the South Australian Act, as follows-

(4) The notice must be served personally
or by post, at least four days before the date
of the assembly on-

(a) the Chief Secretary;
(b) the Commissioner or Police;

or
(c) the clerk of the council for the area

in which the assembly is to be held,
and the recipient of the notice must forthwith
inform the other persons referred to in this
subsection of the contents of the notice.

Frankly, I do not know what that has to do with
the matter on which we have challenged the
member for Cottesloe. Again, it is a clear
indication that he just does not know the South
Australian Act. I do not know who wrote his
speech, but he should go away and have it
rewritten so that he can come back and at least
present truthful statements to the House.

I want to leave the matter of the South
Australian Act by saying that its purpose is
twofold. In South Australia people who wish to
assemble may determine in their wisdom to
accept that they will be subject to the laws of the
land and hold an assembly and a march; and if
during their march up Rundle Street the police
want to divert them to avoid a possible traffic
hazard, and the marchers ignore the directions of
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the police, they then become subject to the Police
Act.

Mr MacKinnon: What about if a few people
get killed in the meantime?

Mr SKIDMORE: I suppose if the member for
Murdoch wants to draw a long bow, we would
find the law would still prevail. A person cannot
go around killing people; he would quickly be
arrested.

Mr MacKinnon: I would hate to be sorry after
the event.

Mr SKIDMORE: The member for Murdoch is
so lacking in wisdom in respect of industrial
affairs that I doubt whether I would consider him
for any activity in the trade union movement. I
would not even let him audit the books.

Mr Hassell: You have just said what I said; if
you want to hold a lawful march you must give
notice.

Mr Davies: You didn't say that.
Several members interjected.
Mr SKIDMORE: The point made by the

member for Cottesloc in his interjection is that
the march is lawful if the permission of the police
is obtained. I suggest to the member that a street
march or assembly is also lawful if it is held
without seeking permission arid without breaking
the law.

Mr Tonkin: That is right.
Mr SKIDMORE: it is a good Act. In fact, as a

member remarked to me previously, it is better
than the measure we have before us tonight.

I would like to move away from that aspect
because the member for Cottesloe has been
proved to be completely wrong and misleading.
Certainly his veracity on these issues should be
challenged in this place.

I want now to deal with the reasons it is
necessary for us in this so-called freedom State to
be subject to a law which says that before we may
march or assemble we must have restrictions
placed upon us. I wonder what it is that has
prompted the unions to be upset to the extent that
some people, whom I am not allowed to mention,
in a place 1 650 kilometres north of Perth
assembled in an area in a manner which was
considered to be unlawful. I wonder why they felt
they should protest.

Why should unionists in the north protest?
Perhaps I should give a small quotation from a
report prepared by a Mr Stothard. Hamersley
Iron's senior personnel officer for recruitment. He
carried out a study in the Pilbara. before the
disputation to ascertain what was causing trouble

in the prices arena. The Minister for Labour and
Industry went to the Pilbara and substantiated
that person's report, because he came back and
said prices were high. Remarkably enough, after
the Minister's visit, prices became lower.

Mr Stothard visited three places on a
recruitment orientation programme. H-e said that
township supervisors assured him the Perth
grocers' journal prices for dry groceries were
being maintained at Dampier, Tom Price, and
Paraburdoo. The terrible thing about that journal
is that it is put out by a wholesale grocer based on
articles which are sold only by him. To overcome
the prices control imposed by the Hamerslcy Iron
company, the grocers in the area bring into their
stores similar goods which are not of the same
label. Of course, prices control is not effective on
those goods and they can charge what they like
for them. They certainly do just that.

Let me give an example: At the time of this
survey, one dozen large bottles of beer cost $9.70
in Perth; at the Tom Price co-operative-I am not
sure whe-ther that is a workers' co-operative or a
company store--one dozen bottles of beer cost
$9.50. However, at Paraburdoo, the same
quantity of beer cost $13.50, and that was ex-
Wesfarrners, the company which has such a firm
hold on Paraburdoc. Of course, the Paraburdoc
hotel would goon to charge $14. It is quite safe; it
can say, "We can charge that amount and get
away with it because the competition is not very
keen."

That is why unions get upset and wish to have
public assemblies to protest about this sort of
injustice.

Let us examine the so-called great wages being
paid in the Pilbara. We are told that the wealth
being accumulated by workers in the Pilbara is
staggering; they are supposed to be the wealthiest
people in the world, able to save thousands of
dollars each year. Mr Stothard had this to say on
that subject-

A new married employee was struggling to
keep his head above water with fortnightly
pays in his first year reduced by $60
repayment of personal effects removal and a
further $60 repayment of family air fares
from point of engagement to site.

That worker had $120 taken from his first
fortnight's pay as reimbursement to the company
for moneys advtanced for travelling to the site and
for the transfer of his personal effects, HeI goes on
to say-

In the first ten weeks he must also repay
his own air fare which is refunded in full
after nine months. His ability to repay these
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loans is usually eroded further by strike
activity. So desperate was he in the weeks
before Christmas that he asked for some
relief to enable him to buy some toys and
Christmas goodies for his family.

So much for the so-called prosperity of workers in
the Pilbara!

Another case mentioned concerned the son-in-
law of a new employee at Tom Price. H-e was also
affected by the removal expenses and air fare
reimbursement situation, and was also financially
embarrassed. When the workers- had guaranteed
overtime, and removal costs were lower it was
suggested this problem was-not so bad. However,
it certainly is a problem today.

Let us compare the base rates of pay applicable
in the Pilbara with those being paid close to
Perth. On that subject, Mr Stothard had this to
say-

Alcoa recently advised they are paying
unskilled workers at Pinjarra and Kwinana
(quite close to Perth) $170 for unskilled
Workers. l-amersley pays $165 to unskilled
workers (40 hours) I 000 miles north of
Perth.

No wonder the workers are dissatisfied! Yet the
unions are supposed to be hungry and avaricious,
screwing the employer for every dollar.

I turn now to the wages paid to tradesmen. BP
Australia pays its tradesmen at Kwinana $223 for
a 35-hour week, while l-amersley Iron, 1 000
miles north of Perth, pays its tradesmen only $207
for 40 hours' work. That really is a great return
for the worker who travels north and suffers the
indignity of heat, the disadvantage of life in
country towns, the disruption of his social life and
the trauma of leaving his home and family! No
wonder he is upset and wants the right of freedom
of assembly.

Mr Stothard goes on to say-
Most married tradesmen enquire about

jobs on site for their wives. During this visit I
learned of the following waiting lists for
married ladies wanting to work for
Hamersley: Dampier 100, Tom Price 50,
Paraburdoo 50. ..

"D" recently advised that labour turnover
for single men was to the order of nine
months. Twelve months ago we were getting
fifteen months or better service from single
applicants. This is, in my opinion, a result of
strike activity, higher costs and less overtime.

Another case mentioned is that of a bulldozer
operator who left his job in Port Macquarie to
work at Paraburdoo. After some time there he

decided to leave and discussed the matter with the
security office staff. He said he had conducted a
cost-comparison exercise and found he would be
no worse off receiving $289 for a 40-hour week in
Port Macquarie on the full package than he
would be by staying at isolated Paraburdoo.
Incidentally, the $289 that person had been
receiving in Port Macquarie was some $82 more
than the base rate for a tradesmen paid at
Paraburdoo. That man left his job and travelled
to a remote area because he was told he could
make a lot of money there. However, he found he
was unable to sustain his normal standard of
living on the wages he was receiving at
Paraburdoo. Naturally, he decided to return to
Port Macquarie. He was very dissatisfied with
what he had been told; he felt he had been taken
in by the stories of the great Utopia of wages and
conditions in the north. That situation may have
existed once when the workers worked a 54-hour
week but they no longer apply today under a 40-
hour week.

SO, we see disputation and dissatisfaction. The
companies are faced with a situation where the
workers want to get out in the streets and say to
their bosses, "We have had enough. We want to
show you we are not going~to be subjected to this
sort of vilification and reduction in our wages."

This Government and the Fraser Liberal
Government went about destroying wage
indexation as surely as God made little apples. On
each occasion they went before. the Federal and
State courts, they eroded our living standards by
the difference between the actual cost of living
increase and the percentage increase awarded to
the workers. However, when the workers in the
Pilbara moved to restore their lost purchasing
power and wanted a share in the enormous profits
the companies were making they were told, "No,
it is not on."

I hope members opposite take note of those few
remarks explaining why disputation occurs. I
hope, too, that the member for Cottesloe and
some of his colleagues who tried to mislead the
House and the public by talking of the wonderful
deal the workers are getting in the Pilbara will
think again before making such remarks. One of
the reasons they are up in arms in the Pilbara is
that they are not getting what they feel they are
entitled to receive from working in this harsh
environment 1 000 miles north of Perth.

What is suggested, of course, is that there will
be freedom of assembly. In fact, the amending
Bill before us will provide a wonderful box of
goodies.
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Why has anybody to obtain permission to
assemble in a public place? Darn it all; a football
.crowd does not have to obtain permission to watch
a football match, and yet injuries take place at a
football match. People .have been injured, and
assaults have taken place in the Pilbara. when a
footballer struck a policeman's son. That
footballer was prosecuted; but the people did not
have permission to assemble. What is the
difference when people are going about an alleged
peaceful pursuit and when there is a donnybrook
at the football ground'! There is no difference
between that and the unionists who want to
march up a street in a country town to which I
cannot refer, so many kilometres north of this
place. Those unionists are subjected to the need to
obtain permission to do so.

Mr Tonkin: That is a hypothetical incident you
are referring to'?

Mr SKIDMORE: Yes, it is purely hypothetical
because I am not allowed to mention Marks,
Carmichael, or anybody else-so I will not.

I want to point out some of the fallacies
mentioned by the member for Cottesloc in this
address. He says that the present amendments
will allow unionists to assemble in public places,
unfettered by the necessity to seek police
permission. I suggest to the member for Cottesloe
that he is about as naive a person as one could
meet if he thinks that the police will accept that
as being a factual situation.

Let us assume that at a factory-I will not
name it-in the strip along Bassendean Road the
workers decide to have a lunchtime meeting
outside the gate. As invariably happens, we find
at least half a dozen of the public, who are not
connected with the union, assemble to listen to
what it is all about. The Wizard of Oz over there
can tell me what that represents then. It
invariably happens at union meetings.

Mr Jamieson: The public do not need to be
there.

Mr SKIDMORE: That might be so. I am
saying those people could turn up. For the
member for Cottesloc to say that there is no
problem is just so much rot. It is not true. That is
as misleading as the treatment of the South
Australian Act by' the member for Cottesloe.
What would happen is this: the union officials
would become aware that a public meeting was
occurring because of the presence of the public, so
they would say to the men, "Sit tight. Don't
move. Don't go back to work. We are racing off
to the police to get permission to hold an
assembly'" They would race in and seek
permission from the Commissioner of Police or

his delegated authorised officer. Four days later
the union officials would go back to the men
assembled outside the factory and they would say,
"It is okay; we have permission to hold an
assembly." In essence, a lunchtime meeting would
extend into a four-day stoppage. That is the
essence of the Bill, put in rather a ridiculous
manner.

Mr Sibson: That is the understatement of the
year!

Mr SKIDMORE: The member for Bunbury is
entitled to his opinion. I realise that his opinion
does not count for much in this place.

The suggestions I have put forward are not
airy-fairy. They are a reality; and they could take
place.

I would like to move from that matter to a
consideration of the orianisations which have
encountered problems in trying to put forward
their views in a way that will indicate their
disgust and their complete disagreement with the
proposals submitted by the Court Liberal
Government. The first organisation is the Council
for Civil Liberties in Western Australia. The
secretary of that organisation is Brian Tennant,
who is well known to all or' us here as a person
who attempts to achieve justice for those who are
being put upon by Acts of Parliament, the
conduct of certain people, the remand provisions,
and the situation at the Fremantle Gaol. The
Council for Civil Liberties has said strongly that
it is opposed to the present Bill. It believes that
the right of assembly should remain unfettered,
and that people should not have to obtain
permission from anybody.

The secretary of the Victorian Council for Civil
Liberties has conveyed to Brian Tennant the fact
that in Victoria there is no such law. Permission
does not need to be given for an assembly or a
march.

I would like to refer to the terrible time, to the
unpopular time, when people went into the streets
and protested about the Vietnam war. Members
will recall' the violence, done not only to the
general public, but also to public-minded people
like Dr Jim Cairns and others who were arrested
and assaulted unmercifully by the police during
(hose marches. I do not quarrel with the fact that
the marchers became unruly and were hard to
control. Of course, public feeling was running
high at that time, just as feelings have run high in
the hearts and minds of trade unionists and other
groups like the people who wanted to protest and
march against union activities the other day. Such
people have a right to do so.
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In Victoria, notwithstanding all the violence
and the calamity of the marches to which I have
referred, did the Victorian Government change its
laws on assembly? Did it bring down laws which
made it mandatory for people to obtain
Permission to march? No. The Government was
satisfied with the jurisdiction that existed at the
time and quite rightly so. Why should it want to
do that?

I want to turn now to the position that exists
here, as mentioned by the member for Cottesloe.
As a solicitor, he ought at least to know the
Criminal Code; but he misquoted even that. I will
quote section 62 of the Criminal Code, to show
that we on this side of the House believe there is
no need for laws of assembly. There is no need for
people to seek permission because marching along
a street and obeying the directions of the police
mean that the march is lawful. If such directions
are not followed, the people can be charged under
Statutes other than the one with which we are
now dealing. I might say that those Statutes are
more repressive than the amending Bill before us.
Section 62 of thre Criminal Code is as follows-

62. When three or more persons, with
intent to carry out some common purpose,
assemble in such a manner, or, being
assembled, conduct themselves in such a
manner as to cause persons in the
neighbourhood. to fear, on reasonable
grounds, that the persons so assembled will
tumultuously disturb the peace, or will by
such assembly needlessly and without any
reasonable occasion provoke other persons
tumultuously to disturb the peace, they are
an unlawful assembly.

The penalty for any person who takes part in an
unlawful assembly and is thus guilty of a
misdemeanour, is imprisonment for one year. No
fine, but imprisonment. Yet this Government tells
us it needs to pull the unionists into gear; that is
what it is all about.

Mr Sibson: No, it is not.
Mr SKIDMORE: If it is not the unionists who

are to be pulled into line it is the population at
large; the people outside of unions. The member
for Bunbury has said it is not the unionists. If it is
not the unionists it is the general public who need
the protection of these assembly laws; yet the
Criminal Code indicates that when people meet
together they are guilty of a misdemeanour and
are liable to imprisonment for a year.

Let us consider the Criminal Code once again
and see exactly how much there is in it which can
be levelled against people who disregard the laws
of the land.

Mr Sibson: You are really supporting our
legislation.

Mr SKIDMORE: Section 207 reads as
follows-

(1) Any person who without lawful
justification or excuse (the proof of which
lies on him) does any act or omits to
discharge any legal duty which act or
omission endangers the lives, safety, health
or property of the public or by which act or
omission the comfort of the public is
interfered with or the public are obstructed
in the exercise or enjoyment of any common
right, is guilty of a misdemeanour, which is
called a common nuisance, and is liable to
imprisonment for one year.

Surely I do not have to go any further to show
that in the Criminal Code there is sufficient
control for the police to act against persons who
infringe that Code.

I suggest that any workers who assembled and
marched in a town would be subject to the
Criminal Code and could be so prosecuted. Why
do we need an additional law that says, "Before
one can get into trouble one must ask permission
so to do"? The sheer hypocrisy of the Government
is remarkable.

The Government said it intended to bring
forward amending legislation which would be
more acceptable to the trade union movement.
That is what was said, because it appears the
trade union movement has taken the brunt of the
legislation as it now exists. Quite frankly, the
amending legislation before us has done none of
those things; it has merely made the offence a
continuing offence. My understanding of the
amending legislation is that it has been introduced
to establish the criteria under which permission
may be granted for people to march. 1 challenge
the Government to show why in this day and age
we need to get that permission.

The question of time is a difficult one. I
suppose we have to have some sort of time factor
involved in which permission for an assembly has
to be sought. The difficulty with this has been
mentioned already. I shall not deal with specific
clauses as they can be dealt with at the
Committee stage. There are many aspects of the
legislation which the Opposition feels do nothing
to persuade the people of Western Australia that
they are not law-abiding unless they seek
permission to march. It apears to be quite wrong
and improper that that imposition should be
placed on the people of this State.

Mr Sibson: What about the other people who
are inconvenienced by the marchers? Should not
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the police know who are going to march on the
roads and when? You are talking a lot of
poppycock.

Mr SKIDMORE: I suppose I should answer
the member for Bunbury, because he challenges
me by saying I am talking a lot of poppycock. I
believe I have proved conclusively that the
member for Cottesloe misled this House when
referring to the South Australian Act in quite a
false way. I have dealt with the reasons that trade
unionists and workers generally wish to assemble
unfettered by a need for permission so to do. I
have proved that the reasons they wish to do so
are apparent when we consider the prices charged
in the north.

I have shown that the wages paid to those
workers are sufficient reason for them to be
agitated and then to wish to assemble and protest.
Having given all those points, if the intelligence of
the member for Bunbury is only of the size that
allows him to say "poppycock", I guess he must
be a person of very low intellect.

Mr Sibson: I said people are entitled to be
protected; therefore, anyone who is going to
march should have to give notice in order that the
police can be notified and so provide some
protection for these people. Also, the police have
to be mustered from all over the place and so need
some prior notice.

Mr SKIDMORE: I thank the member for
Bunbury for his remarks; they indicate he has not
been listening.

A Government member: H-e has not missed
much.

Mr SKIDMORE: That would be a fairly
original remark; I do not think I have heard it
more than 7 000 times. Some members opposite
do not have the nous to be quiet and listen. They
are like a parrot I have at home which says a lot
without saying much.

A Government member: You are a good
teacher.

Mr SKIDMORE: I patiently went through the
exercise of showing that the need for people to
seek permission to assemble was not needed,
because the Criminal Code could take care of
those people if they infringed that Code. The
police do not need to know where someone is
going to march when one considers the Criminal
Code and the Police Act.

Surely we do not have to let the police know on
every occasion that there are going to be 500
people assembling outside the gates of the
Paraburdoo mine Who are going to march to the
men's mess to have a meeting. Under this

legislation that is what they will have to do. Can
Government members really say to me that the
workers there who get a bee in their bonnet over
an issue are going to seek permission to march
from the Paraburdoo gates to their mess to have a
meeting? Of course not.

Mr O'Neil: They don't have to apply for
permission.

Mr SKIDMORE: They do, because that
happens to be a public place and it would not be a
private meeting, because mines company people
also get to these meetings. How could it be other
than a meeting which infringed the Act? Can the
Deputy Premier give me an indication of how this
could not be?

On reflection, one must surely believe that this
is a completely outrageous situation, serving no
good purpose. It lends nothing at all to industrial
peace in Western Australia. I heard so much from
the Deputy Premier regarding this dispute during
the Premier's orange tree planting absence. We
had the Deputy Premier saying, "We do not want
disputation; we want to try to solve problems by
consultation and arbitration; we do not want to
have confrontation." This same man put
advertisements in the Press which, if they did
nothing else, showed what a most ignorant lesson
in industrial relations they were by a so-called
responsible Government Minister.

It would serve only to inflame the existing
position. Certainly it did that in no uncertain
terms. By introducing this Bill the Government
adds nothing to industrial peace.

Mr Sibson: It has nothing to do with industrial
peace.

Mr SKIDMORE: I am surprised somebody has
not got hold of Government members and taken

them to some of the industrial courses which the
tutors are running. In that way some Government
members would learn about industrial relations,
because they need to learn such lessons
desperately.

Mr Sibson: Peter Cook should go along too.
Mr SKIDMORE: In my opinion Peter Cook

would have attended more of the industrial
tutorials I am referring to than any member on
the other side of the-House. The opportunity is
open to members opposite to attend and they may
go along and become wise about industrial
relations matters. Members Opposite certainly
need a lesson in that regard.

The sheer hypI&Tisy displayed in the Bill is
indicative of the actions about which the unions
and people who wish to assemble peacefully have
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complained and about which they have expressed
discontent.

Mr Sibson: This legislation is there for the
people, not for the unions.

Mr SKIDMORE: Apparently I am. not getting
through to the member opposite. I referred to the
unions and the people. It is obvious the member
for Bunbury has tuned off and has reverted to his
classic stance of ignorance.

Mr Sibson: I am cheesed off.
Mr SKIDMORE: I should like to conclude

with the statement that I believe the Bill will do
nothing whatever to solve the present position. In
a westernised democracy-we are supposed to be
a westernised democracy-people should not need
to seek permission to assemble. Such laws do not
exist in Victoria, South Australia, or Tas mania. I
do not believe such laws apply in New South
Wales and the only other State is the banana
republic under the dictatorship-

Mr Jamieson: They are allowed to assemble
there.

Mr SKIDMORE: Even in Queensland, under
its dictatorial leader, people are allowed to
assemble. There is no restrictive legislation. Why
do we have to be trend setters? Why is it
necessary for the Government to encourage
disputation and to cause people-I hope the
member for Bunbury noted that I used the word
"people"-to become discontented with the
actions of the Government in this State? When
the time comes for the people to judge the actions
of this Government in industrial relations matters,
the Government will be told in no uncertain terms
at the ballot box what they think of this amending
Bill.

I oppose the measure.
MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne) [12.34 am.]: I

wish to take this opportunity to place on record in
this House my support for the amendments to the
Police Act which are before us.

I should like to refer to a statement made by
the Minister in his second reading speech which
reads as follows-

This Government does not intend to erode
the authority of the police to exercise control
of public places in the interests of public
convenience and public safety.

That statement points out the Government
intends to continue to place law and order first in
its priorities, because the majority of people in
Western Australia demand that of their
Government.

Members opposite have the fringe element as
their first priority. Approximately 5 per cent of

the community wishes to protest in public places;
but the other 95 per cent of the population wishes
to be protected from such activity and demands
that the Government have the right to provide
this protection.

That is why I support strongly these
amendments. Like the original legislation, this
Bill makes it quite clear that the Government has
this responsibility and intends to exercise it in a
proper manner without depriving people of the
opportunity to demonstrate or protest. However,
the Government insists that people should protest
in a manner which enables the rest of the
community to go about their lawful business.

After a great deal of "hoo-ha" from the ALP in
this State, finally the egg has been laid and the
Labor Party has unveiled its assembly Bill. It says
that is the answer.

It is interesting to see that the Bill proposed by
members opposite includes the same sorts of
provisions contained in the legislation before the
House. The Bill produced by members opposite
says that notice given of an assembly would
contain particulars of the date, time, venue,
purpose, and expected size of it. It should include
also the route and intended stopping places. It
should contain the name and address of the
person or body holding the event. In fact, the
information required is precisely the information
which must be submitted at the present time.

Mr Pearce: There is not the compulsion.
Mr LAURANCE Members opposite have

taken the soft option; but they have abrogated
their responsibility to maintain law and order in
the community by saying that notice of public
assemblies or marches would be voluntary. They
opt for the 5 per cent and ignore the 95 per cent
who are the majority of the population. The
Opposition takes the soft option so that it pleases
the lunatic fringe of our society which is the only
section it can pretend to represent.

I would like to refer to the advertising which
has gone along with this campaign to try to vilify
what is a respectable and responsible attitude on
the part of the Government in relation to this
legislation. I refer to a pamphlet which has been
distributed in a number of areas in the State,
including my electorate.

Mr Pearce: He is getting worried, with good
reason.

Mr LAURANCE: This pamphlet has a
photograph on the front of it which shows people
outside a shopping centre. It depicts a quiet group
of four or five people and then it says. "These
people may be gaoled .. .
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Mr Sibson: And the dog, too!
Mr LAURANCE: I must not forget Lassie as

well. The pamphlet says. "These people may be
gaoled. .... That is despicable and dishonest
advertising. It is fearmongering at its worst and it
will be recognised as that. The people who
published this pamphlet will pay the penalty for
it. They are trying to frighten people. They know
this type of advertising is dishonest.

Mr Tonkin: What happened at Karratha?
Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: The intelligence in my area

is second to none; but my supporters did not bring
this pamphlet to me. The police brought it to me.
They came to me and demanded that, as their
local member, I do something about this type of
dishonest advertising. The police in my area were
sickened by the despicable advertising which had
been circulated.

The people shown on the front of the pamphlet
cannot be gaoled. All members of the ALP are
aware of that.

Mr T. J. Burke: Do not talk rot!
Mr Tonkin: Why not? Aren't they in a public

place?
Mr LAURANCE: In an endeavour to be a

little more dishonest, the advertisement which
opens up into two pages then says, ". . . because
of this iniquitous Act of the Court Government".
It explains a little about that, all of which is
dishonest. It refers to three Acts.

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: We have had some strange

rulings tonight, Mr Speaker, but I wonder
whether you would like to rule on the relevance or
the contribution by the member for Gascoyne.

The SPEAKER: It is quite in order.

Debate Resumed

Mr LAURANCE: Thank you, Sir.
The pamphlet refers to the Police Act. I am

surprised members opposite do not know about
this pamphlet. Everybody in my area will know
about it, because I have advised the ALP not to
mail it out. I have said I will take it around for
them and explain it.

The Opposition wants to try to introduce the
same provisions which it claims are iniquitous.
The pamphlet refers to the Fuel, Energy and
Power Resources Act, the Censorship of Films
Act-I think they have a loser there-and finally
the Electoral Districts Act. I will quote briefly
from this pamphlet. It refers to the Police Act

initially, but it then goes on to comment on the
Electoral Districts Act as follows-

in an endeavour to preserve itself in office the
Court Government has deliberately rigged
electoral boundaries by amending the
Electoral Districts Act.

Here is the punchline. This is distributed in
Carnarvon and the next sentence reads as
follows-

Some electors' votes have 14 times more
electoral value than others!

On the back page of the pamphlet the following
statement appears-

For further information about any of the
statutes contact-

It then gives a name, address, and phone number
in Carnarvon. The person referred to is the ALP
endorsed candidate for the Lower North Province
which is the very electorate referred to here where
some electors' votes have 14 times more electoral
value than others. If any candidate wished to bury
himself he is doing so right there. It is the
electorate he hopes to represent which is the one
to be removed by the ALP.

Mr Tonkin: That is called honesty!
The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member for

Gascoyne to confine his remarks to the question
before the Chair.

Mr LAURANCE: Thank you, Sir. I wanted to
have that in the Hansard record. I will have the
opportunity to broadcast it far and wide in my
electorate.

Mr Tonkin: You do not like people being
honest. That is what you call honesty. You would
never be guilty of honesty like that.

Mr LAURANCE: I am disappointed that so
early in the campaign-it is obviously a campaign
document-this pamphlet was published in
relation to the Police Act. The pamphlet indicated
that the ALP is in favour of doing away with
country seats.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr LAURANCE: That is not true. They will

disenfranchise country voters.
The amendments before the House take full

account of the need for freedom to discuss public
issues on the one hand and the need for
preservation of public safety and the convenience
of the public on the other, and for that reason I
give my strongest support to the Bill.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [12.41 am.]: The
National Party has rather mixed feelings-
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Several members interjected.
Mr COWAN: At least we think for ourselves;

we do riot do what we are told, like some people
do. When we read this amending Bill we were
very pleased that the Government had redefined a
public place and a public meeting. We have no
question about that. This is very necessary and we
were also pleased that the powers of the
Commissioner of Police have been delegated to
other members *of the Police Force. We do,
however, have some reservations about the way in
which the Hill has been worded because it does
allow for the commissioner to delegate his power,
not necessarily to all policemen with the rank of
sergeant or above. He can determine in the
Government Gazette who will represent him or
will have his delegated power. We hope that he
will not be too discriminatory on this matter. The
National Party hopes that officers in charge of
country police stations, whilst they may not be
sergeants, can be delegated that power.

The remainder of the amending, Bill appears to
us to be, although differently worded, indentical
in intent to the old Bill. We do not have too many
objections to that but we do have one exception in
regard to subsection (5)(b) of the new section
54B. It is our belief that there should be some
provision for appeal in that section. Most people
would believe that the commissioner-whilst he
has had spelt out to him in the Act the grounds on
which he may refuse permission for public
assembly or procession-will be making a
subjective judgment and on that basis there
should be some grounds for an appeal. Perhaps
the Minister will explain the reason the
Government did not provide for this in the
amending Bill. However, we believe that the
second reading of this Bill can be supported and,
subject to the Minister's reply, we reserve the
right to move amendments which we think will be
effective.

MR JAMIESON (Welshpool) [12.46 a.m.]:
Earlier this evening we heard a dissertation from
the member for Cottesloe. We have become
accustomed to this even though he has not been in
Parliament for very long. It was his usual fascist
type of tirade addressed to members on this side.
He is renowned for this but it does not worry us
very much. However he does not seem to get his
facts right.

He talks of our masters at Trades Hall
instructing us on such matters as the changing of
the Act and our opposition to the Government.

I draw the member for Cottesloc's attention to
the fact that in 1976, before he was a member of
this House, I made my view very clear in this

House, as recorded on page 4553 of Hansard, as
follows-

I will not have a bar of this clause, and if it
is passed into legislation it will be one of the
first Acts we will amend when we are in
Government, be it next year or in 50 years'
time.

This is not a recent instruction to the members on
this side of the House. We took some action
because we realised at that time that there were
many frailties associated with that clause of the
Bill. So, we were aware even at that time, of the
problems inherent in the legislation.

The member for Cottesloc also spoke of the
redefinition of a public place. I would like to take
members on a journey and perhaps equate the
term "public place" with an area of land near a
car park at Karratha. If members are familiar
with the Karratha area they will know that there
has been a public place there for a long time
according to this definition.

Proposed new section 54B3( I)(a)(i) states-
(1) For the purposes of this section-

(a) a place shall not be taken to be a
public place unless-

(i) it is in, or is adjacent to and gives
direct access to. a street;

Well, this area of land in Karratha is adjacent to
the street and gives direct access to the street.
Proposed new subparagraph (ii) states-

(ii) it is a place which is usually open or
accessible to the public in general
at all times ..

This same piece of territory is still in that
category and therefore the situation is no
different under the legislation before us from
what is was in the past. With regard to the
definition as it applies to a unionist meeting,
proposed section 54B( 1 )(b) states-

(b) a meeting shall not be taken to be a
public meeting unless-
(i) it is held for the purpose of

communicating or expressing any
view to, or of ascertaining the view
of, the public or any section of the
public (whether or not an
organ~isation or body of persons
having requirements for
membership) ..

Of course, a union is covered in that definition, so
the provision is no different at all despite what we
have been told. The Government is conning the
public by using different words but still retaining
the same provisions. It is because of this situation
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the Opposition wishes to make it clearly known to
the public what we would do to rectify this. It has
been proven quite positively that the Chamber
was very much misled by the member for
Cottesloe. He repeatedly said that the South
Australian Act requiired that a person wanting to
run a meeting or march was compelled to register
same. It is not unlawful if it is not done. He very
conveniently forgot to mention this fact.

I am indebted to the British Information
Service for the information it has provided
recently with regard to human rights in the
United Kingdom. On page 25 of the publication
under the heading of "Assemblies and
Associations" the basic rights of people to meet
freely in public is discussed. This quotes from
article 48 of the United Nations Universal
Declarations on Humran Rights. Article 20 of the
UN Declaration on Human Rights States-

(i) Everyone has the right to freedom
of peaceful assembly and
association.

The booklet points out that in the United
Kingdom people may meet freely in public
provided they obey the law and their conduct does
not give rise to a breach of the peace. They may
also organise and take part in processions. The
Public Order Act, 1936, gives the police certain
powers for the preservation of public order on the
occasion of public processions and meetings. It
also prohibits the carrying of offensive weapons
and the wearing of uniforms in connnection with
political associations or the promotion of political
objectives.

That situation is very open, an d is similar to
what prevails in South Australia where people
have this right so long as they do not transgress
other laws. It has been made abundantly clear to
members that other laws prevail. Sections of the
Criminal Code and other sections of the Police
Act can be used against people who commit
offences and break the law. However, if people do
not break the law they should be entitled as a
right, and not as a privilege, to meet in public as
required under article 20 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights.

The difference between the attitude of
members on the Government side, and members
on the Opposition side, with regard to the Police
Act, is that Opposition members believe the right
to meet in public should be inherent. People who
break the law have to face the consequences.

The system seems to get by in Great Britain
where there is a very large population. We have a
population of just over one million people,
whereas Great Britain has a population of

between 40 million and SO million people. I have
not heard of any riots in Great Britain. Some
members opposite have indicated that riots are
likely to occur in Western Australia. 1 think the
member for Murray and the member for
Gascoyne hinted that without this sort of
protection there could be riots and other activities
which would be upsetting to people in the
community. That has not been the experience in
Australia or in Great Britain.

Mr Clarko: That is not so. In the United
Kingdom the march by the National Front was
disastrous. An ca-teacher from New Zealand was
killed recently,

Mr JAMIESON: I am aware of that. However,
permission was given for the march. It is possible
that will happen as a result of the problems which
arise with th~e right-wing faction versus the left-
wing faction. We saw it happen here at the
Yugoslavian Embassy with the Croatians. On that
occasion the police had to intervene. That is right
and proper, and nobody is arguing about it. I do
not think the Croatians who marched on the
embassy had any approval. No action was taken
against them, other than those who broke the law.
There was no need for action because most people
are law abiding.

I get back to the fact that we have a very small
population and plenty of room to move about. I
realise that does not give people the right to travel
in the wrong direction along a one-way street and
throw all the traffic out of kilter. Naturally, there
has to be control over that sort of situation, but
there is abundant protection in other Statutes.

The conditions set out in proposed new section
548 mnean that the position will be no different
from what we now have, It is useless to go
through the exercise of repealing a section and
inserting in lieu another provision unless we
achieve something. Under the proposed measure
we will have exactly the same type of provisions
because they can be interpreted to mean exactly
the same as those which exist at the moment.

The members of the National Party should
have a clear look at the provision because they
seem to think there will be a change in the
meaning as a result of the amendment. I advise
those members to get advice from their legal
friends. If they obtain that advice they will find
there is absolutely no difference between the new
proposal and what exists at the moment. The legal
member for Costesloc would find somne difference,
but he even finds reds under thbe bed, and all sorts
of things. We do not take much notice of him.

Much has been said about this legislation
during the last few hours which indicates very
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clearly the position of members on this side of the
House. We have given a fair indication to the
public of the line of action we will take when
elected as the Government. In effect, that action
will be to do away with section 540 and rely on
other Statutes. At the same time, we will enact
another Statute to cover public assemblies. The
offences listed in this legislation will be deleted
from the Police Act. We will introduce legislation
which people can properly understand when it is
related to assemblies and processions. Our
legislation will be implemented in such a manner
as not to interfere with any one or other section of
the community.

It seems this measure has been introduced for
political purposes, and it seems it could be
interpreted differently from the way it has been
written. If we are to have legislative enactments
in this State aimed at political upset, we will
never have peace. We will never have the unity
which we should have in a community as small as
that which exists in Western Australia.

This measure has been primed by the efforts of
the Government, and its supporters are egging the
Government on to have constant differences of
opinion with the trade unions and any one else
who, from time to time, falls foul of the
Government. The Government does not
understand, and is not prepared to understand,
the expressing of points of view in public places or
by way of processions.

It is clear this measure should be rejected.
Failing its rejection, it needs to be amended
considerably to make it anywhere near palatable.
It will be rejected in its entirety when a Labor
Government is elected. In that case appropriate
legislation will be enacted in the manner we have
set out.

I oppose the Bill, and I hope we will get some
sense out of the Government by way of agreement
to the amendments which we propose.

MR McPHARLIN (Mt. Marshall)
[12.59 a.m.]: This measure has attracted a treat

deal of attention throughout the State. Wherever
one goes questions are asked about the proposed
amendments to the Act. Various comments have
been made by numerous people as to their
attitudes to what has been published in the Press.

What is published in the Press raises the
interest of the people concerned. They place their
own interpretations on what they read in the
'Press.

Those of us who sit here in Parliament have to
examine the measure very closely, and make our
own decisions. We have to vote according to the
way we see the measure when it is presented to us.

I am one who has held the view that very little
was or is wrong with the existing Act. As the
member who has just resumed his Seat said, the
Bill makes very little difference to the existing
Act. That opinion has been conveyed to me by
various people to whom I have spoken about it.

The amendments of 1976 did not seem to cause
undue problems and no great objections were
raised to the administration of the Act by the
Commissioner of Police. In fact, since 1976 there
have been more than 550 applications for
permission to hold processions, assemblies, and
meetings. The great bulk of the applications
related to processions. In some cases it was
necessary to alter times and routes to avoid undue
public inconvenience and, on one occasion, to
avoid the risk of violence. No application for a
procession has ever been refused, and of 50
applications for meetings and assemblies in that
time only two were refused. I do not think it can
be said the legislation has been administered
unfairly. I believe it has been administered with a
great deal of common sense, and there appears to
be little need for an amending Bill. However, the
Bill has clarified the definition of a public place,
which I think will be beneficial.

Of course, the provisions of legislation such as
this exist for a very good reason; that is, to
provide some control over meetings and
processions in public places for the protection of
the public. The protection of the public is the
overriding consideration and it must be the
responsibility of some organisation. The logical
one is the Police Force.

The administration of the Act did not cause a
great deal of concern until the incident at
Karracha. I am of the opinion that the incident
was exaggerated and distorted by the media. It
was not of such great significance as the Press
made it out to be. The Commissioner of Police
may have erred: it might have been better had he
issued summonses instead of ordering the arrest
of those people. However, that was his decision.
He would know more about the administration bf
the Act than I do, and he made a judgment in
that particular matter."

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: Mr Acting Speaker (Mr

Sibson), would you rule whether or not the
member for Mt. Marshall is canvassing matters
which are sub judice?

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Sibson): There
is no point of order.

Mr PEARCE: l-am sorry to disagree with you,
Mr Acting Speaker. Do you say the issues the
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member for Mt. Marshall is canvassing are not in
fact to do with the Speaker's ruling that members
should not canvass matters which are sub judice?
The member for Mt. Marshall is talking about
the issuing of summonses and the role of the
Commissioner of Police in the Karratha incident.
The Speaker has ruled that these issues cannot be
canvassed because that matter is sub judice. You
are now ruling that the member for Mt. Marshall
is not canvassing that matter. Clearly he is
discussing sub judice matters and he must be
directed not to do so.

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for
Mt. Marshall should continue his speech and
speak to the matter before the Chair.

Debate Resumed

Mr McPHARLIN: Thank you, Mr Acting
Speaker. I did not propose to make any further
reference to the matter.

Mr T. H. Jones: You supported the motion.
You made a rod for your own back.

Mr McPHARLIN: I believe the second reading
of the Bill is worthy of support. Further debate
can take place in the Committee stage.

Mr Skidmore: I thought your party was the
alternative Country party.

Mr McPHARLIN: Frankly, I think mrany
unnecessary emotive comments have been made
about the measure. [ believe much of what has
been said is not factual and does not relate to the
prime purpose of the legislation, which is to
provide control and protect the public. I will
support measures which give protection to the
public provided they do not impinge too much on
the rights of the public and are administered with
common sense, as this legislation has been
administered since 1976.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [1.08 a.m.j: The
Leader of the National Party has outlined our
policy in this matter.

Mr Pearce: This is the third National Party
policy speech we have had tonight.

Mr STEPHENS: Many words have been
bandied around in relation to freedom. We should
realise that freedom is not absolute. Ever since
men have been living together in communities a
need has existed for some laws, rules, or
regulations-whatevcr one likes to call them.
These have usually been for the common good
and have been made by consensus. People cannot
just please themselves. In modern sophisticated
society it is necessary to have some rules and
regulations. It is the degree to which they are

imposed and the manner in which they are
interpreted which sometimes cause problems.

With regard to the situation up north which
highlighted perhaps the weaknesses in the current
legislation, I have always maintained that the law
must be upheld, but that if a law is Found to be
out of step with the consensus of the people it
should be amended. In his second reading speech
the Minister made a very strong point when he
said the law and its enforcement are pillars of
freedom.

To an extent this is true, but we must make
certain of course that the laws are good and
sensible laws and have the respect of the majority
of the community. If that is the case, the law is
fairly easy to uphold and does not cause any great
problem. The Minister went on to say-

And we cannot have supremacy of the law
unless the law is enforced.

I' commend the Commissioner of Police for the
way in which he has enforced the law with regard
to section 54B of the Police Act.

Mr Skidmore: Why is he selective?
Mr STEPHENS: I only wish he would use the

same degree of enforcement when it comes to
enforcing prostitution in this country.

Mr Pearce: You think it should be enforced? Is
enforced prostitution National Party policy?

Mr STEPHENS: I am not talking about
National Party policy. I am talking about the
Commissioner of Police and upholding the law.

Mr Jamnieson: Containment and tolerance.
Mr STEPHENS: If it is essential to uphold the

law-and I agree that it is-then we should
uphold all the law. We should not be selective imn
the upholding of the law.

Mr Skidmore: That is exactly what I said. The
Commissioner of Police has been selective.

Mr STEPHENS: It looks for once as though
the member for Swan and I are on common
ground.

Mr Skidmore: Just a minute-only on the
Commissioner of Police being selective.

Mr STEPHENS: Let us come back to the
question of freedom. A great issue was made
about freedom and we had a national strike over
it. Apparently the trade union movement was
selective in its interpretation of freedom, too,
because on the night of the strike-

Mr T. H. Jones: Watch out-there are a lot of
unionists in your electorate.

Mr STEPHENS: I realise that, and I have
great rapport with them. I understand their point
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of view, and I am in this place to speak on behalf
of the electorate as a whole.

On the night of this one-day stoppage. I
decided to go for a meal to a bistro-type
restaurant. I discovered I could not obtain a meal
there, but I could get a rough meal from the bar.

Mr Jamieson: A rough meal?
An Opposition member: You are on the Liquor

Act now.
Mr STEPHENS: This was a tavern, and one

type of meal only was provided at the bar. I
looked into the matter further, and I was told that
although the staff of the restaurant Were quite
prepared to work that day, a union organiser had
told the licensee that the restaurant must close;
only the bar could remain open and a casual meal
served. The staff told the union organiser that
they wanted to work, that they did not want to
strike, but the union organiser told them that
although they were quite free to work, the
restaurant would be black banned-it would not
be able to obtain supplies-if it remained open. I
was told this by the licensee of the tavern. The
union is very selective about what is a freedom.

Mr Shalders: That is for certain!
Mr STEPHENS: If we are to talk about

freedom, let us be honest about it and talk about
all freedoms.

Mr Tonkin: Hear, hear!
Mr T. H. Jones: You will be back in the

National Country Party soon, the way you are
going.

Mr Bateman: Let us look at all our
freedoms-of which we have none under this
particular State Government. What freedom do
we have under this Government?

Mr STEPHENS: One of them is that there will
not be any National Country Party after the next
election. We shall have assumed the correct role
of the independent third party.

Mr Jamieson: That is progressive thinking any
way.

Mr STEPHENS: At least the Opposition has
been very successful with its interjections-it has
almost thrown me off my train of thought.

Mr Pearce: Your train of thought suffered the
same fate as the Fremantle railway line.

Mr STEPHENS: While we all agree that
people should be relatively free to move about, in
those Movements Or Protests they should not deny'
freedom to other people.

Mr Pearce: They don't.
Mr STEPHENS: So it is quite right that there

should be some surveillance of this right of

assembly and the right to march if these things
may interfere with the freedom of others.

Mr Skidmore: It is already controlled under the
Statutes without this.

Mr STEPHENS: It could be necessary also
that the police, who are charged with the
protection of individuals and of property, should
have some knowledge of what is going to take
place, and therefore, there should be some
indication to the authority that a march or
meeting will take place. This is quite appropriate
because it would allow the police to take the
necessary measures to allocate members of the
Police Force to handle the situation.

As has already been stated, I feel quite strongly
also that we are allowing a selective judgment of
the Commissioner of Police through his
authorised officer, and I feel it is appropriate that
there should be some recourse to an appeal
procedure.

Mr T. H. Jones: He has seen the light at last.
Mr H. D. Evans: Which way do you go from

here?
Mr STEPHENS: We have indicated what we

are doing. We have pointed out already that we
will support the second reading of the Bill,
although I hope in reply the Minister will indicate
why the Government saw fit not to include a
provision for appeal to a magistrate.

I am very pleased that the member for Collie is
now back in the Chamber. When speaking on this
matter earler this evening, he made great play of
the fact that the industrial director of the
Farmers' Union-

Mr T. H. Jones: I did not call him that. You
have another think about it.

Mr STEPHENS: What did the member for
Collie call him? I do not want to misrepresent
him; I am open to correction.

Mr T. H. Jones: I did not call him that-I said
the legal officer.

Mr STEPHENS: I think we are talking about
the same man-Mr Patrick Gethin. There was no
attempt to misrepresent him.

Mr T. H. Jones: You know more about him
than I do.

Mr STEPHENS: He condemned section 548
and its application.

Mr T. H. Jones: That is right.
Mr STEPHENS: By way of interjection I

asked the member for Collie to indicate what the
same gentleman felt about the proposed
amendments before the House. I was told to get
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to my feet and to state it myself. I have accepted
the challenge.

Mr T. H. Jones: He must want a couple of bob
each way, like you.

Mr STEPHENS: I would not think so. In the
16th August edition of the Farmers' Weekly an
article stated that the new meeting law is
satisfactory, and the concluding paragraph read-

Mr Gethiri considered the new law
eminently satisfactory with nothing to which
any reasonable person could object.

Mr T. H. Jones: Where did he say that?
Mr STEPHENS: The honourable member was

not listening. If he did not interject so much he
would know what was going on. I was quoting
from the Farmers' Weekly. I am not saying that I
agree completely with Mr Gethin, and earlier this
evening the Leader of the National Party, by the
words he used, indicated -that he did not agree
completely with Mr Gethin.

I am simply trying to round out the argument
advanced by the member for Collie. He chose to
use the words of Mr Gethin in relation to section
548 of the Bill.

Mr T. H. Jones: That is right.
Mr STEPHENS: However, Mr Gethin also

made a comment about the amendments.
Mr T. H. Jones: He is doing precisely What you

are doing-he is having two bob each way.
Mr STEPHENS: If the honourable member

quotes the words of a man in respect of section
548, he should also quote his words in respect of
the amendnients.

Mr Barnett; When he changed his mind.
Mr STEPHENS: That is all I have done, and I

have had it recorded in Hansard.
Mr T. H. Jones: You are having two bob each

way.
Mr STEPHENS: I do not think we are doing

that. We have made our position quite clear; we
.will support the second reading of this Bill-

Mr H. D. Evans: You have made it clear all
right.

Mr T. H. Jones: You might as well belong to
the National Country Party.

Mr STEPHENS: -and we will listen to what
the Minister has to say in reply to our query
regarding the provision of an appeal to a
magistrate. If we arc not satisfied with the
Minister's reply, no doubt we will move an
amendment. That is not having two bob each way.

I feel the Labor Party is bereft of ideas if that
is all that members opposite can advance in reply

to our reasoned attitude to this Bill. With those
remarks, I indicate that we support the second
reading.

DR TROY (Fremantle) 11.21 am.): The Bill
before us is aimed at repealing somec parts of
sections 52 and 548 of the Police Act; indeed, it
goes a little further and replaces them with new
parts of those sections. This action arises out of a
review conducted by the Attorneys General of the
State and Federal Governments; and that
follIowed a n undertaking given by this
Government to conduct such a review of these
iections of the Act following discussions that took
place between the State Government. the Federal
Government, the Trades and Labor Council, and
the ACTU.

That undertaking was that the Government
would bring forward legislation in relation to
sections 52 and 54B. It was designed to get the
Government off the hook at the time. The
Government was caught in a cleft stick, in a
dilemma arising from its own actions. Reference
has been made to those actions earlier tonight.
Suffice it to say that the Government had
arrested some union officials for the crime of
attending a union meeting in a place called
Karratha.

Arising from that action there was a reaction
on the part of many working people in this State;
so much so that Western Australia saw the
biggest stoppage of wvork in its history. Had the
Government persisted in its provocative action at
that time, it would have been brought down. The
Premier was picking flowers in a forest in Israel.

It has long been known that the Government
desires to turn the north-west into a low wage and
non-union area. It is attempt *ing to do this becuse
it cannot solve the fundamental economic
problems of the area or of any other part of the*
State.

However, some other things emerge as a result
of that attempt-I might say a very crude
attempt-to blame others for the Government's
own ineptitude. As a result of the Government's
action in arresting the union officials, not only
was the nature of sections 52 and 54B revealed,
but also their intent. The nature of those sections
is, of course, anti-democratic, although that was
denied by the Government when it flrst brought
the amendments before the Parliament in 1976.
However, the intent was clearly revealed when we
saw the direct attack on the union movement in
this Stare.

No person in this State with any respect for
democratic rights supported that action of the
Government; so the Government needed some
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pretext to get it off the hook. It brought forward
this legislation as part of its commitment to
review the law. However, in reviewing and
replacing certain parts of the law, nothing much
has been done to alter it.

As I said, the Bill proposes to repeal parts of
sections 52 and 54B. In introducing the Bill, the
Minister for Police and Traffic said-and I quote
in part from the second paragraph of his speech-

it was necessary to restore that
authority to tbe Police Force..

The situation to which he was referring arose out,
of a court case which was heard in June, 1976.
That court case was the result of an incident in
Forrest Place in that year. A number of people
were charged because they spoke on the steps of
the GPO in Forrest Place. Anyone who has ever
spoken publicly would know it is a common
practice for police to take one's name and address.
That is what happened on the occasion to which I
am referring. However, the police went further
and issued summonses against a number of
people, one of whom, I might add, was my late
father.

The summonses were issued, and the police
attempted to gain convictions under regulations
relating to the Road Traffic Act. It was thought
by the police they had power to direct people
under those regulations.

I might say at the time of the meeting there
was no threat to public order, nor was there any
impedence to vehicular or pedestrian traffic. The
arrests and summonses were really an act of
intimidation by this Government through its
agency, the Police Force.

The result of that court case was that the police
action was disallowed. In fact, the disallowance
was really fought out in 1958 in a ca se taken by a
lawyer of the name or Davies who took exception
to regulations under the Traffic Act, under which
some people were charged for holding placards. In
that case it was established that the regulations
were not within the law. It was a practice that
had emerged over a long period of time, but it was
an improper practice and, in that sense an illegal
practice by the Police.

However, at that time there-was never any real
threat to the peaceful movement of people when
meetings were held in places such as Forrest
Place. There was one exception, and it is that
exception which really reveals the political nature
of the police actions and the directions they
received. An incident occurred in Forrest Place in
1974 when the then Prime Minister (Cough
Whitlam) was speaking. On that occasion the
member for South Perth and a number of other

people under his direction caused a successful
disruption or the meeting. Some missiles were
thrown, including drink cans and so on. No
arrests were made, and no summonses were
issued. In fact, no action was taken.

I come back to the Minister's second reading
speech and another statement he made, as
follows-

The Government wishes to state
emphatically and unequivocally that
vigorous, effective law enforcement is not
repression; rather, it is an integral part of a
free society and it is necessary for our
survival.

What should be questioned when the Minister
talks about law enforcement is whose law and
whose interests are being served on any given
occasion. If we look at the track record of this
Government in respect of its direction of the
police and in respect of industrial matters, we find
a number of serious events have occurred which
give some indication of where we are headed; so
much so that a Police Union conference in
Darwin recently had reason to complain about the
involvement of police by the Western Australian
Government in industrial matters.

Probably the first serious occasion where the
police were used by this Government in industrial
matters concerned the arrests which took place
outside the Golden Fleece depot in North
Fremantle in June, 1977. On that occasion, there
was a picket line of transport drivers across the
depot gateway. The company had locked the gate
and the truck concerned was well inside its
property. The company was not interested in
dloing anything; it did not direct the police to
intervene.

However, the police took matters into their own
hands. The driver concerned was instructed to
drive his truck through the picket line until he got
on to Crown property. When he did so. the
policeman in charge came up to the assembled
people and said, "If you do not disperse I will
declare this a disorderly assembly and have you
arrested." Of course, we all know that some 21
arrests ensued.

That was a clear example of this State
Government, wanting to provoke a particular
situation, using the police for its own purposes. In
fact, the Commissioner of Police was sitting in an
unmarked car viewing the whole incident.

That incident was quickly followed in
November. 1977, by the Government directing
the police to be used to bust the picket line of the
flour mill in North Fremantle in an endeavour to
break up the flour millers' dispute. This in turn
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was followed fairly closely in January, 1978, by
the use of police at Robb Jetty where
maintenance workers went on strike; again, in
March, 1978, by the use of police in the live sheep
export dispute; and subsequently, with the use of
scab labour on the wharf in Fremantle in 1978.

In fact, the Karratha incideni, which has been
referred to as the cause of this problem, really
flows from the attitude of this Government.

The propoed amendments to section 52 of the
Act are quite incomprehensible. The
Commissioner of Police is given power to give
instructions. However, proposed new subsection
(2) of section 52 states as follows-

A member of the Police Force acting in
accordance with instructions given under
subsection (1) of this section may give such
directions as may seem expedient to him to
give effect to those instructions.

It is quite possible for two policemen, given the
same set of circumstances, to give completely
conflicting advice to people as to whether or not
they would be given the right of assembly under
section 54B of the Act. The amendments
proposed to section 52, to my mind, represent a
step backwards from the ones already in
force-and they are not good.

New section 54B refers to "public place" but
does not really define what that means. Later in
the same new section it provides that notice of a
march or an assembly shall be given not less than
four days before the proposed date of the event,
unless the Commissioner of Police agrees to
shorter notice under conditions satisfactory to
him. Again, that is not defined.

No limitation is placed on the conditions to be
met before a permit is granted. The
Commissioner of Police may impose completely
unacceptable conditions. It has been said that he
must operate within a certain framework.
However, I refer members to proposed new
subsection (6) of section 54B and in particular to
paragraphs (a) to (d). Paragraph (a) is covered
by sections 62 and 63 of the Criminal Code;
paragraph (b) is covered by section 207 of the
Criminal Code; and, in fact, the others are
covered by other Acts of Parliament.

What emerges is the fact that this entire Bill
has been brought forward as an attempt to get
this Government off the political hook; I believe it
has failed dismally.

MR O'NEIL (East Melville-Minister for
Police and Traffic) [1.35 a.m.]: I will be brief,
and I am sure members will appreciate it.
However, there are a number of matters which 1
must canvass. I do not think on this occasion I

will speak in relation to the issues raised by
individual members because the same issues were
canvassed on a considerable number of occasions.

One query which seemed to emerge from the
comments of most members related to a right of
appeal against a decision of the Commissioner of
Police or an authorised officer to refuse to grant a
permit for a public meeting or procession in a
public place. This proposal already has been
examined very carefully and it has been deemed
unnecessary by the very wording of the Bill to
provide for an appeal to another party.

I would like to read those words because [ think
some members have not read them or do not
understand them. The Bill clearly states that the
Commissioner of Police or an authorised officer
shall not withhold permission. There is no
queslion about it. The Bill does not say, "may"; it
sayi "'shall not". It goes on to state as follows-

for a public meeting or procession in
respect of which due notice has been given
under this section unless he has reasonable
ground for apprehending that the proposed
public meeting or procession may-

(a) occasion serious public disorder or
damage to publit or private
property;

(b) create a public nuisance;
(c) give rise to an obstruction that is

too great or 'too prolonged in the
circumstances; or

(d) place the safety of any person in
jeopardy.

There is nothing subjective about these
instructions.

Mr Stephens: Oh, come on! You were a school
teacher; you know better than that.

Mr O'NEIL:. Quite frankly, the protection is
there. If those members did not listen to the
speech of the Member for Cottesloc-

Mr Skid more: That garbage? I have never
heard such rubbish!

Mr O'NEIL: If members did not listen to his
speech or, if they listened and did not understand,
I suggest they read it very carefully.

Another matter which seems to me to be of
very great significance in the speeches which
came from the opposite side of the House was the
constant reference to what the unions will do
about this legislation, and what it will do against
unions and the like. Let me make it clear that this
Bill is not here to satisfy the union movement. It
is here to ensure that the great bulk of this
community can go about their ordinary business
without fear of the problems which can be
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occasioned by marches and meetings in public
places. It also protects and provides protection for
those people who engage in lawful meetings in
public places, and in marches and processions.

Mr Davies: Hear, hear!
Mr O'NEIL: I wish somebody had said, "hear,

hear!" along tfle line.
Mr Davies: You did not listen to my speech.
Mr O'NEIL: I said, "the great majority of

members opposite". The lead speaker For the
Opposition was the member for Collie, and I
listened avidly to his remarks. He spent about 80
per cent of his time tearing strips off the law as it
now exists.

Mr T. H. Jones: You said it was a good law
when you introduced it.

Mr O'NEIL: We are discussing a Bill to amend
that law. It was quite clear that, again, there was
a great "boo-ha" over the nation concerni.ng a
whole lot of things which peoplec imagined might
happen. All sorts of stories were spread about
people meeting in church or at the local P & C
being in danger of arrest; even people playing
cards at home were not safe! That was a whole lot
of 'hoo-haP' and nonsense.

Mr Skidmore: It was not; it was the truth.
Mr O'NEIL: Not one example could be quoted

where those diabolical things occurred.
Mr Skidmore: He hadn't got around to it, but

he certainly would have, pretty quickly.
Mr O'NEIL: Who would?
Mr Skidmore: The Commissioner of

Police-thec way he acts.
Mr O'NEIL: I am glad the honourable member

has now indicated where his hate lies.
M r Skidmore: Because of his political bias; that

is why.
Mr O'NEIL: Now we know why there is

opposition to this legislation.
Mr Davies: Do not blame the Opposition for all

of that.
Mr O'NEIL: I am only blaming the Opposition

for what the member for Swan says.
Mr Davies: Do not blame the whole of the

Opposition. Just be careful what you say.
Mr O'NEIL: The Leader of the Opposition

denies that the member for Swan reflects the
views of the Opposition?

Mr Davies: I deny the Opposition reflects the-
Mr O'NEIL: Does the Leader of the

Opposition oppose the member for Swan-

Mr Davies: I deny he reflects all of the views of
the Opposition.

Mr O'NEIL: Some of the members of the
Opposition share the views of the member for
Swan. He is one of the so-called shadow
Ministers; and we will remember what he has said
in this place as a representative of the Labor
Party.

Mr Davies: What about the member for
Cottesloe when he misled the House? Do you
agree with him?

Mr O'NEIL: The member for Cottesloe has not
misled the House. He has stated a firm view.

Mr Davies: Absolute rubbish!
Mr T. H. Jones: You can do better than this.
Mr O'NEIL: I am doing all right. The Leader

of the Opposition has his knickers in a knot about
it.

Mr Davies: You have got to get the bitterest
venom into the argument.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr H-. D. Evans: Pig sty politics!
Mr O'NEIL: I notice that the Opposition has

ceased requesting my resignation.
I was indicating that there has been a great

deal of ill-informed and deliberately misinformed
information about the provisions of the Act as it
presently exists.

Mr Davies: And your great Premier was the
sole cause of it, with his venom.

Mr O'NEIL: There has been so much said by
so-called experts about the proposals which we
are now considering. Some members of the
Opposition have indicated that they have had
legal advice on the Bill. I think the member for
Collie was one of them.

Mr T. H. Jones: That's right.
Mr Davies: They did not go to the member for

Cottesloe; that is for sure.
Mr O'NEIL: Did the Opposition go to a

solicitor called Mr Temby?
Mr Davies: I did not go to any solicitor.
Mr O'NEIL: The member for Collie said the

Opposition has had legal advice.
Mr Skidmore: I did not go to any solicitor.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'NEIL: I thought the member for Collie

said the Opposition had legal advice.
Mr Pearce: We have three lawyers on our side

of the House; for heaven's sake!
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Mr O'NEIL: SO the Opposition went io them
for legal advice. All right, let us say the
Opposition did not seek legal advice-

Mr Davies: I did not.
Mr O'NEIL: The member for Collie said that

the Opposition sought legal advice.
Mr T. H. Jones: You have been so wrong in

this House, it is not Funny.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'NEIL: There is an old adage that when

all die experts agree, you can bet your bottom
dollar they are wrong.

I was saying chat there has been a lot of
deliberate misinterpretation of the law as it now
stands.

Mr T. H. Jones interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The House will come

to order. The Deputy Premier.
Mr O'N El: On a quieter note, I was saying

there has been a lot of deliberately misinformed
information about the law as it now stands: and
we hear exactly the same objections.

Mr T. H. Jones: You are all stirred up about
the gaol dispute. That is what is upsetting you.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'NEIL: The Trades and Labor Council,

which has been mentioned on a number of
occasions during this debate, apparently had
occasion to seek legal advice on the proposed
amendments.

Mr Davies: We are not responsible for the
Trades and Labor Council.

Mr O'NEIL: I am not talking about the Labor
Party's being responsible. I am saying that in a lot
of Fields there has been a lot of deliberate
misinformation about the law as it stands, and a
lot of deliberate misinformation about what we
are proposing.

Mr Davies: We could not agree more.
Mr O'NEIL: I want to tell members about the

words of a Mr Temby who, in Perth on the 13th
August, 1979, put his name to an information
circular issued by the Trades and Labor
Council-under the letterhead of the TiC,
anyway-in respect of some matters concerning
the current Bill. it is a completely unbiased and
objective statement. I don't think! Mr Temby
starts off by saying-

The Bill is to be commended in one
respect. It repeals the notorious section 54B
of the Police Act,

Now, there is an objective statement by a legal
eagle tendering legal advice.
(65)

Mr Davies: Who was this again?
Mr O'NEIL: A Nir Ian D. Temby. It is an

information brochure from the Trades and Labor
Council, issued in Perth on the 13th August,
1979.

Mr Davies: Who does he work for?
Mr T. H-. Jones: They are allowed to get a legal

opinion.
Mr O'NEIL: I am not saying the Trades and

Labor Council is not entitled to an opinion. I am
saying that here is another example of ill-
informed or misinformd-

Mr T. H. Jones: Why did you introduce the Bill
if the original Act was okay?

Mr O'NEIL: This is what the legal adviser to
the TLC says about the Bill-

Mr Pearce: At least he is a qualified lawyer. He
has an advantage over you.

Mr O'NEIL: Thai is right. Let us see if we
agree with him. On page 2 he says-

Under the proposed amendment a person
who takes part in a public meeting or
procession held pursuant to statutory
permission is free from liability for offences
which might otherwise be committed
pursuant to any other Act or law.

Anyone reading the Bill would realist that that is
wrong. In the second reading speech, I clearly and
distinctly made the point that such a person is
exempt only from those provisions which apply in
respect of obstruction and the Free movement of
traffic. Howeoer, he says that that is what
happens.

Mr Davies: Read it again.
Mr O'NEIL: Hie says-

Under the proposed amendment a person
who takes part in a public meceting or
procession held pursuant to statutory
permission is free from liability for offences
which might otherwise be committed
pursuant to any other Act or law.

Mr Davies: You cannot commit murder, and
things like that.

Mr O'NEIL: In this instance, Mr Temby is
wrong. This is the man who has circulated a legal
opinion on behalf of the TiC. He is a legal
practitioner.

Mr Davies: You had better take it up with the
Law Society and get him struck off.

Mr O'NEIL: I am simply giving an example of
how misinformation is spread, either wittingly or
unwittingly.

Opposition members interjected.
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Mr O'NEIL: He goes on to say-
There could be no objection to a

notification law, of the general sort which
exists in South Australia.

There have been a few objections; but generally
the Leader of the Opposition accepts that.

Mr Skidmore: No objections as far as I am
concerned.

Mr O'NEIL: He goes on a little later and
says-

Mr Skidmore: You are picking out all the good
parts.

Mr O'N El:U He goes on to say-
Applications must now be made in

writing-
That is presently under the Act as it stands; so he
is right there. HeI continues-

-but not pursuant to any particular form,
or at any particular time. The proposed new
law requires that notice be given. It is not
stipulated in terms that the notice be in
writing, but it is required to contain certain
information and that certainly assumes a
written notice.

Mr T. H. Jones: We did not use that argument.
Mr O'NEIL: I am not saying the Opposition

did.
Mr T. H. Jones: Well, why answer it?
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'NEIL: Does not the Opposition want to

hear what the TLC is advising people?
Mr T. H. Jones: I am interested in your reply

to the debate.
Mr Pearce: Are you the shadow Minister for

the Trades and Labor Council?
Mr O'N El: What Mr Temby said, and what I

think the member for Collie quoted-
Mr T. H-. Jones: You think?
Mr O'NEIL: It is along the same line. The

member for Collie did not use exactly the same
words, but he concluded his speech by saying
these things as things that are written into the
present Bill-

There are constraints upon freedom of
assembly and speech in public places.

Mr T. H. Jones: I did not say that at all.
Mr O'NEIL: The member for Collie used

words very similar to those, because I marked
them when he said them.

Mr T. H. Jones: It was not Temby's advice, so
you can rest assured on that.

Mr O'NEIL: Mr Temby continued-

Those constraints exist unless
stipulated police officer grants a permit.

some

There is no right of judicial challenge to a
decision not to grant a permit, or to grant it
only on conditions.

I am establishing the fact that in respect of the
present law, and now in respect of the new law,
there is purposeful misinformation being fed to
people by fellows whose professional status should
prevent them from doing so. I refer to Mr Temby.

Mr T. H. Jones: What about the member for
Cottesloc?

Mr O'NEIL: The member for Cottesloe is not
sending out circulars under TLC letterheads.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr T. H. Jones: Reply to the debate.
The SPEAKER: The member for Collie has

been continually interjecting since I returned to
the Chair-what he was doing before I do not
Know. I say to him that the Deputy Premier is
attempting to reply to the debate. The member
for Collie, with unlimited time as principal
spokesman for the Opposition, had his
opportunity to express his point of view. I ask him
to extend the same courtesy to the Deputy
Premier and allow him to reply to the debate.

Mr O'NEIL: I shall now refer to the
developments which occurred up to the
production of this legislation, such as the meeting
of the Attorneys General to confer and assess the
different laws in the different States and to the
petty complaints by the Opposition that they took
too long to undertake this work.

I think it was on the 20th June that the Leader
of the Opposition made great play about calling
the Parliament together because the Opposition
had a Bill ready to introduce.

Mr Davies: We did too.
Mr O'NEIL: A legislative committee of the

Labor Party was named in the Press which
included the Leader of the Opposition in the
Legislative Council whom I saw on TV talking to
a group of people at a place we are not allowed to
mention. It seems to me-and I am convinced I
am right-that no attempt was made by the
Opposition to produce such legislation until it had
the benefit of the review prepared by the
Attorneys General.

If that were not so I point out that this Bill has
been on the notice paper since last Thursday
week-

Mr Davies: Once again you are wrong.
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Mr O'NElL: The Opposition has had plenty of
time t0 examine the Bill. My office received a
letter yesterday at 1 2.45 p.m. from the Leader of
the Opposition indicating that he would be
moving some amendments. I happened to be in
Parliament House preparatory to attending a
party meeting and I received from the Premier a
copy of the letter. So I had to do something about
it.

Surely if the Opposition was ready with
legislation, and as it had been able to study this
Bill since last Thursday week, it could have shown
the usual courtesy and had the amendments
placed on the notice paper. I ask members
opposite if the amendments are on the notice
paper for tomorrow?

Mr Skidmore: No.
Point of Order

Dr TROY: I ask that you, Mr Speaker, instruct
the Hansard staff to strike this speech from the
record, because it does not answer any of the
points that have been raised in the debate tonight.-

The SPEAKER: There is no point of order.

Debate Resumed

Mr Skid more: Point well made though.
Mr T. H. Jones: The Minister is playing with

words,
Mr O'N EIL: What rubbish!
Mr Davies: I would be happy to put the

amendments on the notice paper. The Minister
told us earlier in the evening that we would go
right through tonight. That is why they are not on
the notice paper.

Mr Q'NEIL: When did I tell the Leader of the
Opposition that we would go right through
tonight?

Mr Davies: Your Whip did.
Mr O'NEIL: We probably had intended to go

right through; however, because of the delays a
great deal of time has been wasted.

A lot of references have been made to
legislation in regard to public order in public
places in other States. I am not too sure whether
the legislation in regard to public assemblies in
New South Wales has yet been proclaimed. I am
aware a Bill was passed in the First half of this
year, but it has not been proclaimed because
regulations have not been prepared. I wonder
whether the legislation referred to by tbe Leader
of the Opposition actually has been proclaimed; I
am not sure and the Leader of the Opposition was
not sure.

Mr Davies: We were dealing with only parts of
the Bill.

Mr O'NEIL: The Leader of the Opposition
made reference to existing legislation.

Mr Davies: The New South Wales legislation
was of assistance to us. Our Dill was based mainly
on the South Australian Act.

Mr O'NEIL: Let us see what some people think
about the New South Wales legislation in respect
of public places. I admit that the Bill referred to
in tonight's issue of the Daily News is not one
that deals with assemblies, processions and the
like; but it is a Bill which deals with certain things
which might happen in public places. It is referred
to as the Public Places Act. It. was made taw on
the 1st August and replaced the Summary
Offences Act.

The Police Association of New South Wales
used that terrible trick of placing newspaper
advertisements to get its story across.

Mr Pearce: But' they didn't Use taxpayers'
money.
- Mr O'NEIL: The police said that the offences
listed in the Public Places Act made the public
vulnerable to harassment on the streets. Their
advertisement went on to ask the public to give
support and have this legislation amended. They
say it will be impossible for police to operate
under the provisions -of this law which was
introduced by the Labor Government in New
South Wales.

Is this the intention of the Western Austratian
Labor Party; is it the Labor Party's intention to
introduce laws, or amend laws, in such a way that
it will completely hobble the police?

Mr Davies: No, it is riot, and you know that
very well. You are taking it out of context; you
are not even certain of what you are talking
about. I read the amendment and it does not
mention public assemblies, meetings, or
processions,

Mr O'NEIL: I said all that.
Mr Davies: You tried to imply'it did.
Mr O'NEIL: I did not: I suggest the Leader of

the Opposition reads what I said, because I made
it quite clear that I was Fully aware that the
legislation had nothing to do with assemblies or
meetings.

Mr Davies: You fell flat on your face again.
Several members interjected.
Mr O'NEIL:. Is the Opposition afraid of new

material?
Mr Tonkin: The Standing Orders should -be

obeyed.
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Mr O'NEIL: I made it clear when I introduced
this Bill that it is in the interests of the great
majority of people that there is freedom to move
about without interference from others. I wonder
whether the Opposition, when considering the
feelings of unionists, considered the police; the
police are unionists too. Apparently the
Opposition does not like that union.

Mr Tonkin: Who said that? That is untrue;
that is a slur.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr O'NEI[: There seems to be a reeling

amongst the Opposition that there are no other
controls over public assemblies. I do not know
whether members opposite are interested in what
the by-laws of some of their own local authorities
contain. I have a stack of them here. For the
benefit of the member for Swan I indicate that in
the Shire of Canning there are by-laws made
under section 244J of the Local Government Act
in respect of the reserves and public places under
the shire's control.

Mr Skidmore: Don't have a stroke.
Mr O'NEIL: I am not having a stroke. In

respect of Cocker's Park in Canning, by-law 22
states-

No person shall address an audience or
hold a meeting on the Reserve without the
approval of the Council.

Mr Skidmore: That is standard for the course.
Mr O'NEIL: The member does not object to

someone having an assembly there?
Mr Pearce: Of course we object; but that is not

a matter which is before Parliament at the
moment.

Mr O'NEIL: The member for Swan just said it
was all right and now the member for Gosnells
has objected.

Mr Pearce: He did not say that at all.
Mr O'NEIL: In all the other reserves in

Canning by-law 3 applies. It reads as follows-
No person shall without the consent of the

Council on any public reserve within the
Council district-

(g) organise, conduct or address a
gathering or meeting or persons

(h) take part in a procession or
demonstration.

That is a complete bar. That by-law does not rerer
to obtaining permission.

Mr Skidmore: How do you think anybody
wouid go if he sought the permission of council to

have a demonstration; would he be in
contravention of the existing Police Act?

Mr O'NEIL: I am talking about other sorts of
control. Members opposite are maintaining there
should be complete freedom and we should rely
on the police code. In Cockburn by-law 3(L)
applies and I ant sure the member ror Cockburn
will be interested to hear it. It reads as follows-

No person shall make harangues whereby
a crowd is collected.

And also-
No person shall address any audience or

public meeting on any park land or public
reserve without having obtained permission
to do so from the Council.

In Fremantle-the member for Fremantle might
be interested-by-law 33 says-

No person shall in any of the Queens
Squares etc . . . , (d) preach or address any
meeting except with Council permission.

My colleague, the member for Nedlands. will be
interested in the by-law which applies there.

Point of Order
Dr TROY: I am familiar already with the by-

law in Fremantle; but it would seem to me-and I
would ask you to advise me, Sir-that this does
not constitute an answer to a debate.

The SPEAKER: As far as I am concerned, the
Minister for Police and Traffic is addressing
himself to the matter before the Chair.

Debate Resumed
Mr O'NEIL: It seems to me that when the

truth is out it hurts members opposite. The
Opposition is trying to shut me up. So much for
freedom of speech.

Mr Davies: We will give you an extension of
time.

Mr O'NEIL: So much for freedom of speech
even in this place. The member for Fremantle
wants to deny me the right to say what I want to
say.

Mr Pearce: That is a little hypocritical
considering your fuss about sub judice earlier
tonight.

Mr O'NEIL: In Nedlands-and I refer to my
colleague, the Premier-by-law 11 applies. It
reads as follows-

Any person found on any reserve
addressing or organising any meeting without
prior written approval of the Council shall be
guilty of an offence against the By-law.
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Mr Grill: Sit down? You are laughable!
Mr O'NEIL: The member for Yilgarn-Dundas

tells me I am laughable-, but he has not given us
anything at all to laugh about tonight. Here is a
mob of people opposite, calling themselves the
Australian Labor Party, talking about the fact
that there ought to be freedom to demonstrate in
the streets. They say we should forge[ about those
people who do not wish to demonstrate and they
refer to the fact that laws such as this do not exist
elsewhere. There are innumerable examples of
local authorities, both in the towns and in the
country, which require permission before
demonstrations can take place. Sometimes
applications must be submitted in writing for
meetings, marches, addresses and the like to be
held.

Mr Davies: If you look at our amendment you
will see this is covered in that as well.

Mr O'NEIL: What amendment is the Leader
of the Opposition referring to?

Mr Davies: The amendment you have in your
pocket.

Mr O'NEIL: Is the Leader of the Opposition
referring to the amendment I received at
approximately 11.45 a.m., dated today and, I
would hazard a guess, delivered in time to prevent
anybody having a good look at it? There was
ample time for the Opposition to produce its
amendment. This Bill has been on the notice
paper since Thursday, the 9th August. Everybody
else understands it.

Mr Davies: We will run our business the way
we want to.

Mr O'NEIL: However, the Leader of the
Opposition waits until the very last minute to
produce an amendment. The leader of the
Opposition says we show no respect for
Parliament; but he has set a magnificent example
today by delivering these amendments at one
o'clock. He has not even had the decency to place
them on the notice paper for tomorrow.

Mr Davies: They will be on the notice paper
tomorrow. Why did you not take your time?

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Mr Clarko) in

the Chair; Mr O'Neil (Minister for Police and
Traffic) in charge of the Bill.

Clauses I and 2 put and passed.

Progress
Progress reported and leave given to sit again,

on motion by Mr O'Neil (Minister for Police and
Traffic).

House adjourned at 2.06 am. (Wednesday).
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

STATE FINANCE
Short-term Interest Transactions

1048. Mr DAVIES, to the Treasurer:

(1) What was the amount of money earned
through short term interest transactions
held in suspense on 1 st July, 1978?

(2) What was the amount of money earned
through short term interest transactions
in 1978-79?

(3) What amount of money earned through
short term interest transactions was
transferred during 1978-79 to:
(a) trust accounts:
(b) Government instrumentalities?

(4) What amount of money earned through
short term interest transactions was
transferred during 1978-79 to the-
(a) Consolidated Revenue Fund;
(b) General Loan Fund?

(5) What was the balance of moneys earned
through short term interest transactions
held in suspense at June 30. 1979?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

(1) $33430 121 made up of net earnings of
$18 755 765 during 1977-78, after
distribution of amounts payable to
Government instrumentalities, and
$14 674 356 accumulated past earnings
allocated to Finance the construction of
the District Court building in Irwin
Street. An amount of $2 214 708 of the
1977-78 earnings was paid to
Consolidated Revenue in 1978-79 to
balance the Budget in 'that year, as
reported in my end-of-year statement to
members, leaving $16 54) 057 available
to support the capital works programme
in the current year.

(2) $21 675 522

(3) (a)
(b)

(4) (a)
(b)

$927 500
$4569666
$2 214708
$2 835 347 being progress payments
on the District Court building in
1978-79.

(5) $44 558 423, including net interest
earnings of $16 178 356 during 1978-79
which are available to finance services in
the current year.

STATE FORESTS

Cicarfelling

1053. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Forests:
(1) What is the extent of clearfelling in the

State forests in 1978 and 1979?
(2) How much of this clearfelling was in

karri forest?
(3) How much was in marri?
(4) How much in other types of forest?
(5) What was the size of clearfelling coupes

in Beavis, Giblelt and Wattle?
(6) What was the extent of clearfelling

within the management priority areas of
these three blacks?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) Clearfelling in State forest in the years

1978 and 1979 was-
January-December, 1978-2 747 ha.
January-June. 1979-1 329 ha.

(2) All in karri forest containing a variable
proportion of marri.

(3) There was no clearfelling in pure marri
forest types.

(4) Nil.
(5) Areas clearfelled in Beavis, Giblett and

Wattle during 1978 and 1979 Were-
1978

.Beavis Nil completed
Giblett Nil
Wattle 45 ha.

1979 (January- June)
55 ha.
Nil
38 ha.

(6) Nil.

TOWN PLANNING: SUBDIVISIONS
Applications and Appeals

1060. Mr HERZFELD, to the Minister for
Urban Development and Town Planning:

(1) With regard to subdivision applications
processed by the Town Planning
Board-
(a) How many were received for land

in the metropolitan region;
(b) how many were received for land in

the remainder of the State;
(c) how many were approved in each

category;
for each of the last live financial years?

(2) Of those refused by the Town Planning
Board, how many-
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(a) were resubmitted on appeal from
the metropolitan region;

(b) were resubmitted on appeal from
the remainder of the State;

(c) appeals were upheld in each
category;

for each of the last five financial years?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
1 refer to question No. 1060, placed by
Mr H-erzfeld, relating to the number of
subdivision applications processed by the
Town Planning Board and the number
of appeals against the board's decisions.
The information requested is set out
below-
Subdivision applications processed by
Town Planning Board-
Statistics are recorded by calendar
years; where it has been possible to
relate to financial years the relevant
statistics are also given.
(1) (a) Applications processed:

Metropolitan Area-
Calendar Year 1974-1469
Calendar Year 1975-1454
Calendar Year 1976-2175
Calendar Year 1977-1997
Calendar Year 1978-1829

Total 8924

(b) Applications processed:
Remainder of State-
Calendar Year 1974- 666
Calendar Year 1975- 691
Calendar Year 1976-1068
Calendar Year 1977-1190
Calendar Year 1978-] 195

Total 4810

(c) Applications approved:
Metropolitan Area-
Calendar Year 1974-
Calendar Year 1975- 726
Calendar Year 1976-1 243
Calendar Year 1977- 991
Calendar Year 1978- 923

Total 3883

(*Records available for only
part of 1974)
Financial Year 1974-75- 799
Financial Year 1975-76-1009
Financial Year 1976-77-1089
Financial Year 1977-78- 964
Financial Year 1978-79-I1142

Total 5003

Applications approved:
Remainder of state-
Detailed statistics are not
available for areas outside the
Metropolitan Region.

(2) Appeals Against Town Planning
Board Decisions
(a) Appeals submitted:

Metropolitan Region-
Calendar Year 1974- 228
Calendar Year 1975- 215
Calendar Year 1976- 378
Calendar Year 1977- 395
Calendar Year 1978- 288

Total [504
(b) Appeals submitted: Remainder

of State-
Calendar Year 1974- 62
Calendar Year 1975- 90
Calendar Year 1976-144
Calendar Year 1977-17 1
Calendar Year 1978-206

Total 673
(c) Appeals Upheld: Metropolitan

Area
Calendar Year 1974- 90
Calendar Year 1975-1 24
Calendar Year 1976-1 98
Calendar Year 1977-225
Calendar Year 1978-132

Total 769
Appeals Upheld: Remainder of
State-
Calendar Year 1974- 44
Calendar Year 1975- 61
Calendar Year 1976- 88
Calendar Year 1977-119
Calendar Year 1978-133

Total 445

Consolidated
STATE FINANCE

Revenue Fund: Interest
Investment

on

1076. Mr BERTRAM, to the Treasurer:

How much interest on investment of
Consolidated Revenue Funds bad
accrued but was unspent as at:
(a) 1.7.78;
(b) 31.3.79;
(c) 30.4.79;
(d) 31.5.79;,and
(e) 3 0.6.79?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
it is presumed the member for Mt.
Hawthorn is referring to interest
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earnings on investment of the
Government's cash balances.
Also, the member is referred to my reply
to question 1048 on today's notice paper
which gives information on the
allocation of the balances set out as it is
important to appreciate the committed
and/or planned uses of these moneys.
The balances in the account at the dates
specified were as follows-

(a) 33430 121
(b) 49034481
(c) 50 622 377
(d) 52 640 397
(e) 44 558 423

POOL AND BILLIARD TABLE FIRMS
Breaches of Factories and Shops Act

1112. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:

(I) Is he aware of re cently published
comments by Magistrate P. V. Smith
regarding the trading activities of some
firms dealing in pool and billiard tables
and accessories that the penalties under
the Act were not adequate to control
trading in Western Australia and that
he would like to see higher penalties or
discretion given to courts to cancel a
company's licence?

(2) Is he considering any possible changes to
the Act to overcome the problems raised
by the magistrate?

(3) Can he say which companies have been
prosccuted by his department for
breaches of the Act and how many
charges have been laid in each case?

(4) Can he also say in how many of the
breaches prosecuted the maximum
penalty has been requested by his
department as a possible deterrent to
future breaches?

(5) If the maximum penalty is not being
requested by his department, can he say
why the present law is not being tested
to the full in an attempt to deal with
recurring offenders?

Mr O'CONNOR replied:
(I) Yes.

(2) The maximum penalty provided under
the Factories and Shops Act for the
particular offences is $200 and $100.
The magistrate in his discretion imposed
fines of $75 and $50 respectively.

In order to clearly indicate to the courts
the concern with which the Government
views blatant and repeated breaches.
consideration is being given to providing
for higher penalties.

(3) Up to 100 prosecutions for breaches of
the Act are instituted each year. If the
member for Dianella can be more
specific, details will be provided.

(4) and (5) In all cases of blatant and
repeated breaches, the maximum
penalty is requested. Each magistrate
has the prerogative to determine a
penalty within that maximum according
to the circumstances of each case.

HEALTH: MENTAL
Treatment

1113. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Health:
(1) When will he be presenting amendments

to the Western Australian Mental
Health Act?

(2) What standard additional medical
examinations for physical disorders and
illnesses have been instigated in mental
health service hospitals arid hostels,
following the death of a long-time
mental patient from cancer of the bowel
last May, whose physical complaint was
overlooked for many years and only
picked up through the personal
intervention of a relative some Five
months before he died from cancer?

(3) What action has been taken by Mental
Health Services following Ombudsman
investigation of reported rape of female
patient at Graylands and alleged
administrative neglect of her husband?

(4) Will he please give me an assurance that
general hospitals such as Royal Perth
Hospital and Sir Charles Gairdner will
record and publish statistics concerning
mental patients in psychiatric wards,
separate from other statistics recorded
by those hospitals?
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(5) (a) For what reason did the intellectual
handicap division of the Mental
Health Services ask the mother of a
mentally retarded girl to state in
writing she would not sue the
Mental Health Services for injuries
received by her child while under
the care of Pyrton training centre;
and

(b) have the Mental Health Services
taken any disciplinary action on
those responsible for this incident?

(6) Is he aware of the possible past
procurement and use of funds by the
University of Western Australia from an
American organisation, the Society for
the Investigation of' Human Ecology,
which is concerned with mind control
research and experimentation?

(7) What assurances can he give to the
Western Australian public and this
Parliament, that mind control
experimentation is not still being carried
out, either overtly or covertly by the
University of Western Australia or the
Mental Health Services?

Mr
(1)

YOUNG replied:
to (7) Parts of this question require
considerable research which at this time
has not been completed.
The information requested will be given
to the member, in writing, as soon as it
is available.

TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS
Association with Liquor Outlets

1114. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Police
and Traffic:

(1) Can he say whether there are any
figures available which indicate whether
or not there is a direct association
between the number of liquor outlets
and the road toll in Western Australia?

(2) If "No" to (1) has the Road Traffic
Authority given any consideration to the
conduct of a survey to ascertain the
effect of any such possible association?

(3) In particular, what figures, if any, are
available to enable a comparison to be
made between the tendencies in the road
toll before and after the relaxation in the
liquor laws dealing with Sunday
drinking hours?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
(1) There are no Figures available.
(2) No.
(3) Number of persons killed in Perth area

on Sundays-
3 years prior to introduction of sessions

47 (11% of total killed)
3 years subsequent to introduction of
sessions

80 (17% of total killed)
Number of persons killed in rest of State
on Sundays where sessions have always
applied
Same 3-year period (above)

94 (17.6% of total killed)
Same 3-year period (above)

93 (17.3% of total killed)

FRU IT
Carrying Interstate

1115. Mr H-. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(t) Under what Act or regulations is the

carrying of fruit from one part of the
State to another prevented?

(2) (a) In each of the past ten years how
many prosecutions against persons
carrying fruit interstate have there
been;

(b) how many of these prosecutions
were successful;

(c) was the defence that the carrying of
fruit was permissible under section
92 used as a defence in any ease,
and if so, with what results?

Mr P. V. Jones (for Mr OLD) replied:
(1) Plant Diseases Act 1914-1978
(2) (a) to (c) Fruit carried by interstate

travellers is confiscated by
departmental officers stationed at
Norseman, Kalgoorlie and at the
Port of Fremantle. Prosecutions
have not been undertaken.
Section 92 does. not provide a
defence against prosecutions taken
under laws related to animal and
plant quarantine.

ABATTOIR. MIDLAND JUNCTION
Future

1116. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

in vi ew oF the fact that neither the beef
and pig floors nor the mutton and lamb
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chains are no longer in operation in
Midland abattoir, what plans for
future of the works does
Government have?

the
the
the

Mr P. V. Jones (for Mr OLD) replied:
Midland abattoir is being maintained on
a care-and-maintenance basis. The need
for its processing capacity relative to
livestock numbers and turn off for
slaughter is being regularly reviewed by
the WA Meat Commission and the WA
Meat Industry Authority.

FERTILISER
Blood and Bone

1117. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) Has he received any complaints that

market gardeners are being charged
excessively by re-sellers, of blood and
bone fertiliser?

(2) If "Yes" to (1), what action has he
taken to rectify the situation?

(3) If "No" to (1), will he make enquiries to
ascertain if retailers are making
excessive mark-ups from the sale of
blood and bone fertiliser, and take
appropriate action to have this practice
stopped?

Mr
(1)

P. V. Jones (for Mr OLD) replied:
to (3) I have received no complaints that
market gardeners are being charged
excessively by re-sellers of blood and
bone fertiliser. I am advised by my
department that there are alternative
fertilisers which can be used instead of
blood and bone and which are equally
effective on a cost-value basis.

HOUSING: RENTAL
Baga

Ill8. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for
Housing:
(1) Can he say when the proposals for the

upgrading of rental units in Salmar Way
and Edale Way, Balga are due to be
finalised?

(2) What do the upgrading proposals entail
and when will work begin?

Mr RIDGE replied:
(1) and (2) Tenders will be invited at an

early date for upgrading which will
include the replacement of louvres with
aluminium windows, conversion of one
bedroom into a dining area, and
attention to driveways and general
appearance.

SEWERAGE: MORLEY AREA
Connections

1119. Mr WILSON,
representing the
Supplies:

to the Minister
Minister for Water

(1) Can the Minister say which properties in
the area bounded by Hookwood Road,
Noranda Avenue, Camboon Road and
Wolseley Road, Morley, can be
connected to the sewerage system?

(2) When will this service be extended to
other properties within these
boundaries?

Mr RIDGE replied:
(1) The following properties

connected to sewer-
can be

(a) Lots 149 to 155 and Lot 6,
Hookwood Road;

(b) Lots 495 to 502, part Lots 64 and
65, Noranda Avenue, Camboon and
Hookwood Roads.

(2) There are no current proposals to serve
the remaining properties in the area
designated.

EDUCATION: SCHOOLS
York and Avon vale

1120. Mr McIVER, to the Minister
Education:

for

(1) Will he advise if a new primary school is
to be constructed at York this financial
year?

(2) If answer to (1) is "Yes" will he advise:

(a) the location;
(b) type of building to be constructed;

and
(c) when is it anticipated work will

commence?
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(3) As he is fully aware of the need of funds
to carry out maintenance an the
Avonvale primary school in Northam,
would he advise what action he has
taken to have funds made available?

(4) Is it a fact that at least one classroom is
in a dangerous condition following
earthquake damage?

(5) If "Yes" when can funds be made
available?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) This item is listed with a high priority

on the district's "repairs and
renovations" programme, and it is
anticipated that tenders will be called in
approximately 8 weeks' time.

(4) Not aware of any dangerous situation.
(5) Not applicable.

IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS
Discrimiina tory Legislation

.1121. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister
Industrial Development:

for

Will he list the Statutes under his
administration which made a distinction
in their application between-
(a) British and non-British migrants;
(b) migrants and Australian citizens?

The SPEAKER:
In respect 3f questions 1121, 1124 to

1132 and 1148 to I1150 1 would make
the following observations:

Members are well aware that the
rules governing the admissibility of
questions are to be gained from three
sources; and they are, in order of
precedence,. the Standing Orders of the
House, the practice of the House and,
thirdly, the practice of the House of
Commons.

One of the practices of the House of
Commons which has been adopted in
this House in respect of questions is that
of not permitting a member to ask a
Minister to provide an interpretation of
a Statute. The practice of this House is
to disallow a question asking for an
expression of opinion, an interpretation
of the law, or for a legal opinion on a
Minister's own powers.

If Members would care to refer to the
Hansard of the 28th October, 1970,
page 1605, they will see where Speaker
Guthrie gave a fairly full explanation of
the reasons behind this restriction. To
quote just a small portion of his
remarks-

There is very sound reason for
that rule. Any answer given by a
Minister in this House naturally
has an air of authority. Firstly, the
expression of an opinion can never
be a certainty, but when it comes to
a question of law the opinion or the
advice is that given to the Minister
by one particular lawyer who
happens to be the particular Crown
Law officer to whom the question is
referred.

That lawyer may, or may not, be
in possession of all the facts. He
certainly do es not have the benefit
of hearing argument for and
against, and his opinion is no better
or no worse than that of any other
lawyer. As a consequence, it is
wrong that an authoritative
statement should be made in this
House when the question could be
litigated subsequently in the courts.
In a court the judge or magistrate
has the benefit of hearing the
evidence, knowing all the material
facts and hearing the arguments
put forward by counsel for both
sides.

Turning now to the particular questions
I have referred to, it might be thought
by some that there is no requirement for
interpretations in answering these
questions. However, deeper
consideration will suggest that in
deciding whether or not a certain
Statute does or does not make the
particular distinctions described, it will
be necessarylto make a judgment which
is properly the role of a court.

For these reasons I rule the questions
inadmissible.

ROAD
Mitchell Freeway

1122. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister
Transport:

for

(1.) Has he received requests for the early
provision of a rapiid transit system along
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the Mitchell Freeway route to be
provided at least as far north as the
Joondalup sub-regional centre area?

(2) If so, can he advise what action the
Government is taking on this matter?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) A 20-metre reserve to accommodate a

rapid transit system has been
incorporated in the Mitchell Freeway
works so far accomplished; and the
reservation will continue as the Freeway
is built northwards.
At present, a rapid transit system using
express buses operates through the
Mitchell Freeway to Innaloc. A similar
service is planned when a bus transfer
terminal is built at Beach Road. This is
scheduled for 1980-81.
Demand from the area north of Beach
Road to Wanneron is fairly small at
present-about 300 patrons in the
morning two-hour peak. As the demand
builds up, extra buses will be provided.
The Government is committed to
providing rapid transit facilities to the
northern suburbs and the system will be
progressively implemented as travel
demand dictates.
I would add that with technology we will
be enabled to introduce forms of rapid
transit systems from time to time.

TRANSPORT: BUSES
flopetoun-Perib

1123. Mr DAVIES, to the Premier:

(1) Will he reconsider the Government's
decision to close the Perth-Hopetoun bus
service?

(2) Is he aware that disapproval of the
closure has been expressed by-
(a) the Isolated Children's Parents

Association;
(b) residents of Hopetoun, Lake

Varley. Lake King, Lake Grace,
Ravensthorpe and Esperance;

(c) the Shires of Lake Grace and
Ravensthorpe;

(d) Lake Grace zone council, Farmers'
Union?

(3) What are the grounds for closing the
service?

(4) Are there complaints that-
(a) perishable goods are of a lower

standard and higher cost when
carried by private operators instead
of Westrail buses;

(b) mail services will possibly be of a
lower standard if the service closes;

(c) services provided by small business
will be reduced because their
transport services are decreased?

Sir
(1)

CHARLES COURT replied:
The Minister for Transport has already
deferred implementation of the decision
to withdraw the service, from October,
1978 to May, 1979, in order that the
communities concerned could
demonstrate their support for the service
by using it. This has not occurred, and
usuage remains minimal. He has
reconsidered the matter at the request of
various organisations on three occasions.

(2) (a) to (d) I am aware some people from
these areas have objected.

(3) (a) Lack of patronage;
(b) the fact that many alternative

transport services will remain to
provide an adequate transport
system; and

(c) the losses being incurred.
(4) (a) Yes, but these have been examined

and found to have little effect on
the communities involved.

(b) Australia Post has indicated that
mail services will not be of a lower
standard and, in same towns, will
be of greater frequency.

(c) Yes, but this is inot accepted as
factual.

IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS
Discrimina tory Legislation

1124. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for
Housing:

Will he list the Statutes under his
administration which make a distinction
in their application between-
(a) British and non-British migrants;
(b) migrants and Australian citizens?

This question was ruled inadmissible by the
Speaker.
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IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS
Discriminatory Legislation

1125. Mr DAVIES. to the Minister for Labour
and Industry:

Will he list the Statutes under his
administration which make a distinction
in their application between-
(a) British and non-British migrants;
(b) migrants and Australian citizens?

This question was ruled inadmissible by the
Speaker.

IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS

Discriminatory Legislation
1126. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for

Transport:
Will he list the Statutes under his
administration which make a distinction
in their application between-
(a) British and non-British migrants;
(b) migrants and Australian citizens?

This question was ruled inadmissible by the
Speaker.

IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS
Discriminatory Legislation

1127. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for
Education:

Will he list the Statutes under his
administration which make a distinction
in their application between-
(a) British and non-British migrants;
(b) migrants and Australian citizens?

This question was ruled inadmissible by the
Speaker.

IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS
Discrimina tory Legislat(ion

1128. Mr DAVIES, to the Chief Secretary:

Will he list the Statutes under his
administration which make a distinction
in their application between-
(a) British and non-British migrants;
(b) migrants and Australian citizens?

This question was ruled inadmissible by the
Speaker.

IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS

Discrimina tory Legisla lion
11 29. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for

Agriculture:
Will be list the Statutes under his
administration which make a distinction
in their application between-
(a) British and non-British migrants;
(b) migrants and Australian citizens?

This question was ruled inadmissible by the
Spea ker.

IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS

Discriminatory Legislation
1130. Mr DAVIES, to the Premier:

Will he list the Statutes under his
administration which make a distinction
in their application between-
(a) British and non-British migrants;
(b) migrants and Australian citizens?

This question was ruled inadmissible by the
Speaker.

IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS

Discriminatory Legislation
1131. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Local

Government:
Will she list the Statutes under her
administration which made a distinction
in their application betweei-
(a) British and non-British migrantis;
(b) migrants and Australian citizens?

This question was ruled inadmissible by the
Speaker.

IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS
Discriminatory Legislation

1132. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Health
and Minister for Community Welfare:

Will he list the Statutes under his
administration which made a distinction
in their application between-
(a) British and non-British migrants;
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(b) migrants and Australian citizens?
This question was ruled inadmissible by the

Speaker.

DECENTRALISATION: ACCESS ROADS

Grants
1133. Mr DAVIES, to the Treasurer:

(1) Further to my question 1016 of 14th
August, 1979 relevant to local
authorities subsidies, what was the date
on which the Treasurer established the
scheme under which subsidies were
made available to local authorities for
the provision of access roads to the site
of approved new or expanding
decentralised industries where such
roads are outside the existing road
system?

(2) Will he table a copy of the details of the
subsidies scheme?

(3) If "No" to (2), why not?
(4) As no follow-up requests or formal

applications were received for assistance,
will he table a copy of all
correspondence replying to those local
authorities enquiring about the subsidy
scheme?

(5) What action was taken by the
Government to publicise the scheme?

(6) Will he list all publications and the
dates of those publications in which the
scheme was publicised?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) The subsidy scheme was established by

the announcement of the Liberal policy
for 1977-1980 during the 1977 State
general election, and therefore became
effective on the re-election of the
Government.

(2) 1 seek leave to table the appropriate
extract from the policy document and
the relevant Main Roads Department
procedures where interest is shown.

(3) Not applicable.
(4) It is not considered appropriate to do

this.
(5) and (6) Details of the scheme were

contained in the published Liberal policy
for 1977-1980, which is widely
distributed.

The papers were tabled (see paper No. 292).

DEC ENTRALISATION
Land Tax Rebates

1134. Mr DAVIES, to the Treasurer:

(1) Further to my question 1015 of 14th
August, 1979 relevant to land tax
rebates for certain industries, what was
the date on which the Treasurer
established the scheme under which
rebates on land tax are available to
decentralised manufacturing industries
outside an 80 kilometre radius around
Perth?

(2) Will he table a copy of the details of the
scheme?

(3) If "No" to (2), why not?
(4) As no applications for rebates have been

received what action was taken by the
Government to publicise the availability
of the rebates?

(5) Will he list the publications and dates in
which the rebates were publicised?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

As I pointed out on the 15th August,
one of the aims of the Government's
incentives for decentralised industries is
to avoid the benefits to recipiencs being
substantially diminished by the effects
of Commonwealth taxation. Because of
this, and other factors, the Government
has chosen to review its incentives
policies and programmes rather than
introduce or persevere with measures
which ihay not achieve the best possible
results for country industries. To reply
in specific terms-

()It was announced in the
Government's policy speech for the
1977 election, and therefore became
available immediately the
Government was re-elected. Partly
because of the preamble above, and
partly because of lack of interest by
potential recipients, the actual
amendments to land tax legislation
were not introduced although we
stood ready to grant the relief and
make any amendments that proved
necessary.

(2) to (5) Not applicable. See preamble
and answer to (I).
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DECENTRALISATION
Employment Grants

1135. Mr DAVIES, to the Treasurer:

(I) Further to my question 1014 on 14th
August, 1979 relevant to employment
grants to certain industries, what was
the date on which the Treasurer
established the scheme under which
employment grants of $200 per new
worker, employed at the time of
establishment, are available to
decentralised manufacturing industry?

(2) Will he table a copy of the details of the
scheme?

(3) If "No" to0(2) why not?
(4) As no applications for the grants have

been received what action has been
taken by the Government to publicise
the availability of the grants?

(5) Will he list the publications and dates of
publication in which the grants were
advertised?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) to (5) 1 refer to the answer given to

question I1134.
.Although no applications were received,
the Government has not withdrawn the
employment grants scheme referred to,
but for reasons stated we are seeking
ways which will achieve better net
results for country industry.

STATE FINANCE: TAXES AND CHARGES
Increases

1136. Mr DAVIES, to the Treasurer:

(1) What other Government and semi-
Government rates and taxes, charges
and fees have been increased Or gazetted
to be increased in 1979-80 in addition to
metropolitan water charges, sewerage
rates, drainage rates, electricity charges,
gas charges, country water charges and
business registration fees?

(2) What is the percentage increase in these
rates, taxes, charges or fees?

(3) What is the total estimated gain in
revenue resulting from all Government
and semi-Government rates, taxes,
charges and- fees that have been
increased or gazetted to be increased in
1979-80 in-
(a) 1979-80;
(b) a Cull financial year?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) to (3)

Additional
1979480

Fea r Charge $
Country 12 iwpi 3 hg 191 000

Country druna Y ta 101000
C.-'--57000

S .tE Bactercrshin
Charges 162000

Or'ealdton Pon Authority
charges 37000

Fisheries Act licenst fens 1170OW

Total additional revenue 676 000

Revenue in
Fullcrr

1 91 ODD
101 000
77000

116000

51000
137000

It is not practicable to give a percentage
increase figure in each ease as most
items are comprised of a number of fees
or charges which have been increased by
varying amounts.
The Leader of the Opposition might
want to consult with me about the
intended form of part (3) of the
question. The officers giving the
information were not sure whether he
was referring to a greater number of
charges than those referred to in the
question, or just the charges to which
reference was made.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT
Government Guarantees on Loans

1137. Mr DAVIES, to the Treasurer:

(1) How many irms in Western Australia
applied for Government assistance by
way of a guarantee on loans in 1978-79?

(2) How many irms were approved for a
guarantee?

(3) What was the total value of assistance
given?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) 12.
(2) 4-
(3) $5 998 000.

WATER SUPPLIES: CHARGES

Country
1138. Mr DAVIES, to the Treasurer:

Further to my question 1018 of 14th
August, 1979 relevant to revenue gains
from increased country water charges,
what is the estimated revenue from
business registration fees in-
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(a) 1979-80
(b) in a full financial year?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(a) $663 000.
(0) $706 000.

BEEKEEPING: EUROPEAN FOUL BROOD
Compensation Fund

1139. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

In view of the length of time which
elapsed between serious outbreaks of
European foul brood disease in the
Easterdi States and the date that the
Western Australian Government banned
the importation of honey and associated
products and materials,
(a) is it intended to establish a fund to

combat and compensate, for the
*effects of this disease;
(bt) if so, what amount will be paid into

any fund set up for such a purpose,
and

(c) from what source will these moneys
be obtained?

Mr P. V. Jones (for Mr OLD) replied:
(a) to (c) My department has drawn up

a contingency plan to deal with an
outbreak of European foul brood.

The plan and the matter of funding
control and eradication measures is to be
discussed with representatives of
industry who were recently contacted for
this purpose.

RAILWAY: FREMANTLE-PERTH
Closure: Pert h Regional Railway Act

1140. Mr NANOVICH, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Is it a fact that during the Tonkin

Labor Government (1971-74) a Bill to
close the Perth/Fremantle railway line
was introduced and passed by both
Houses of Parliament?

(2) if "Yes" would he advise-
(a) the date the Bill was passed;
(b) who was the responsible Minister at

that time?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) Yes.

(2) (a) The Bill was assented to on the 6th
December, 1972.

(b) The Bill was introduced by the then
Minister for Works, the Hon. C. J.
Jamieson, MLA.

HEALTH
Tronado Machine

1141. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Is he able to advise whether the
National Health and Medical Research
Council have yet responded to the letter
from the Administrator, Sir Charles
Gairdner Hospital, of 11Ith July, 1979
regarding the Tronado machine?

(2) If so, what is the nature of the response?
Mr YOUNG replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) The matters raised by the board of

management of the Sir Charles
Gairdner Hospital have been referred to
the appropriate advisory committees of
the National Health and Medical
Research Council for consideration and
report to the full council. No indication
has been given of when such report
might be expected.

TRANSPORT: BUSES
Line

1142. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Will the Line buses being acquired by

the Metropolitan Transport Trust be
leased or purchased?

(2) What is the name of the company with
whom the leasing or purchasing
arrangements are directly being made?

(3) Will he table the leasing or purchasing
agreement, whichever applies?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) Leased.
(2) LUL Nominees Pty. Ltd.
(3) The lease agreement is at present in

transit between the financier and the
MnT.
It is not my intention to table
commercial documents.
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CYCLES: CYCLISTS
Facilities

1143. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning:

Is-
(a) the Metropolitan Region Planning

Authority;,
(b) her department;
(c) any other authority within her

responsibility,
presently examining or preparing plans
for facilities for bicycle riders in the
metropolitan area?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(a) and (b) No.
(c) The Local Government Department

chairs an interdepartmental
committee which examines the
needs of cyclists. The committee's
policy statement is currently being
considered by Cabinet.

CYCLES: CYCLISTS
Facilities

1144. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Recreation:

What is the present position in planning
and/or programmes for greater
provision for the riders of bicycles?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
The advisory committee on bicycle
policy was set up under the Minister for
Local Government in May, 1978. This
committee is looking at all aspects of
cycling, including improving safety for
cyclists and provision of better facilities
for cycling.
An interim report has been submitted
and is before Cabinet for consideration.

ELECTORAL: STATE
Enrolment Quotas

1145. Mr PEARCE, to the Chief Secretary:

(1)

(2)

What is the current enrolment in each of
the 55 Legislative Assembly electorates?
What are the quotas for-
(a) metropolitan;
(b) rural, pastoral and mining,
electorates?

(3) Which seats have enrolments above or
below the permissible variations from
the quota?

Mr O'N EIL replied:

(I) The current enrolment in each of the 55
Legislative Assembly districts is-

District Enrolment
Ascot 15 669
Balcatta 18 477
Canning 19436
Clontarf 16 869
Cockburn 16 277
Cottesloe 15 071
Dianella 17959
East Melville 16 638
FLoreat 15 804
Fremantle 16494
Gosnells 20 650
Karrinyup I18057
Maylands 16875
Melville 16 222
Morley 17 494
Mt. Hawthorn 16829
Mt. Lawley 16 185
Murdoch 22217
Nedlands 14472
Perth 14371
Scarborough 15095
South Perth 14942
Subiaco 15 353
Swan 17 286
Victoria Park 15 207
Welshpool 16 289
Whitford 26435
Albany 8438
Avon 7 938
Bunbury 9 335
Collie 8 800
Date 8 592
Darling Range 8 548
Geraldton 9 103
Greenough 9 196
Kalamunda 9 540
Kalgoorlie 7 806
Katanning 7 770
Merredin 8 169
Moore 10404
Mt. Marshall 7917
Mundaring 8 682
Murray 10407
Narrogin 7820
Rockingham 12 265
Roe 8923
Stirling 9 031
Vasse 9 879
Warren 9 177
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District
Wellington
Yilgarn-Dundas
Gascoyne
Kimberley
Murchison-Eyre
Pilbara

Total:

Enrolment
9038
7 526
3 759
5 683
2061

15880

704 360

(2) On the above figures the quotas would
be-
(a) Metropolitan Area-I?7 136
(b) Agricultural, Mining and Pastoral

Area-S 929.
(3) Gosnells

Murdoch
Whitford
Rockingham.

HOUSING: LAND
Girra wheen and Koondoola

1146. Mr WILSON, to the Minister
Housing:

for

Can he say which sections of the
remainder of the 22 lots proposed for
development by the State Housing
Commission in Girrawbeen and
Koondoola, are likely to be offered for
private sale?

Mr RIDGE replied:
As this land includes sites for which the
land use has not yet been approved by
the local authority, and as a number also
require extension of utility services, the
decision as to lots which will be offered
for private sale has not yet been made
by the Housing Commission.
However, on most of the parcels referred
to by the honourable member it would
be the commission's intention to offer a
number of lots (or sale.

EDUCATION: WESTERN AUSTRALIAN
INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

Student Guild
1147. Mr CLARKO, to the Minister for

Education:
(1) Is it fact that, for the second year in

succession, the Western Australian

Institute of Technology guild president,
Mr Ken Gibbons, has, contrary to the
guild constitution, failed to arrange an
annual general meeting during the
period specified in the constitution of
that association?

(2) If the answer to (1) is "Yes" what
action does he intend to take in the
interests of the students at this
institution to ensure that the Western
Australian Institute of Technology guild
acts according to its own constitution?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(1) and (2) I am advised that no meeting

has been held. However, it is now
proposed that the 1979 annual general
meeting be held on the 19th September,
1979, when audited financial reports are
expected to be available.
In view of the delays in satisfying the
various requirements, I am seeking a
further explanation from the Institute of
Technology.

IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS

Discrimina tory Legislation

1148. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister representing
the Attorney General:

Will the Attorney General list the
Statutes under his administration which
make a distinction in their application
between-
(a) British and non-British migrants;
(b) migrants and Australian citizens?

This question was ruled inadmissible by the
Speaker.

IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS
Discrimina tory Legislation

1149. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Lands:

Will the Minister list the Statutes under
the administration of the Minister for
Lands which make a distinction in their
application between-
(a) British and non-British migrants;
(b) migrants and Australian citizens?

This question was ruled inadmissible by the
Speaker.
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IMMIGRATION: IMMIGRANTS

Discriminatory Legislation

1150. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister representing
the Minister (or Works and Minister for
Water Supplies:

Will the Minister list the Statutes under
the administration of the Minister for
Works and Water Supplies which make
a distinction in their application
between-
(a) British and non-British migrants;
(b) migrants and Australian citizens?

This question was ruled inadmissible by the
Speaker.

BRIDGE
Guildford

1151. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) In view of his statement that $50000

was-te be spent on a survey for the
purpose of the construction of a bridge
across the Swan River at Guildford,
does this mean that the Government has
now decided to ignore the results of the
Eastern corridor study that are as yet
unpublished?

(2) In view of the previous statements made
to me that there would be no new
bridges constructed across the Swan
River *until an overall plan was
developed for the areas of Midland and
Guildford, could he inform me as to
whether or not there has been an overall
plan developed?

(3) If there is an overall plan, would he
table same so that it could be made
available to the citizens exhibiting
concern about our traffic hazards in
Guildford and Midland?

(4) Has consideration been given to the
proposition that the Great Eastern
Highway should be diverted before it
crosses the Helena V~lley Road at
South Guildford and that that diversion
join up with West Parade which could
be upgraded to allow - the traffic
travelling along Great Eastern Highway
to by-pass Guildford and Midland?

(5) Would the diverting of Great Eastern
Highway as suggested in (4) do away
with the need for a further bridge to be
constructed across the river at Guildford
at a cost of some millions of dollars?

(6) Is the Eastern corridor study now
completed and when will its findings be
made public?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) A number of studies of the Midland-

Guildford area have recently been
carried out and all have been published.
Details are as follows-

(a) A report entitled "Perth's Eastern
Corridor" was published in
February. 1978. This recommended
that Guildford Road should be
linked to West Parade, involving
the construction of new bridges over
the Swan and Helena Rivers. This
proposal was objected to by a
number of people and
organisations, including the
Bassendean Town Council, the
Swan Shire Council, and the
Guildford Community
Development Council.

(b) In December, 1977, a report on the
Midland regional centre was
published. This proposed that a
second or duplicate bridge over the
Swan River should be constructed,
linking up Guildford Road with
James Street; that is, duplication of
existing bridge. This report has
been adopted in principle by the
Swan Shire Council.

(c) A report entitled a "Plan for the
Shire of Swan" was published in
March, 1978. This report also
proposed that a second bridge
should be built adjacent to the
existing one, linking Guildford
Road, Bassendean, with James
Street, Guildford.

Based on the studies carried out and the
various comments received, work on the
engineering design of a duplicate bridge
over the Swan River is to be started, not
a survey as suggested in the honourable
member's qluesion.

(2)

(3)
Answered by (1).
Copies of the published reports have
been made freely available.
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(4) This proposal and many others would
have been investigated as part of the
studies referred to in (1).

(5) No.
(6) Answered by (1).

ROADS
Victoria Street and Great Eastern H4ighway

1152. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Was a grant made to the Swan Shire

Council for the purpose of upgrading
Victoria Street, Midland?

(2) Was the funding made to the Shire with
any conditions attached, e.g., that
Victoria Street will be made into a one-
way street?

(3) Would he have his officers investigate
the upgrading of Victoria Street to
provide for a four-lane by-pass of the
Great Eastern Highway from its present
route and thus allow the existing road
network to be used again by people who
wish to park adjacent to the shopping
centre?

(4) Is it a fact that if Great Eastern
Highway from Morrison Road to the
eastern section of the business area of
Midland at Victoria Street were
declared one-way this would create
greater difficulties for people wishing to
shop in those areas?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) Yes-596 300 in 1978-79 from the outer

metropolitan councils urban road fund
to reconstruct a section of poor
pavement between Helena Street and
Padhury Terrace.

(2) No-
(3) Alternative schemes have been proposed

by the Main Roads Department to the
council which has advised that the one
way pair of Victoria Street and the
existing Great Eastern Highway is
preferable to the two-way deviation.

(4) No.

TOWN PLANNING: YIRRIGAN
Sand Mfining Operations

1153. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning:

()Can she confirm that the private land
occupied by Manx Bricks Pty. Ltd., in

Truganina Road, Virrigan, is located
within an area zoned for regional open
space?

(2) What provision exists for this site to be
made available for regional open space?

(3) What is the current view of the
Metropolitan Region Planning
Authority with regard to the use of land
designated as regional open space being
used for mining or industrial purposes?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) No. I do not have details of land owned

by the company. However, there is an
industrial activity currently operating
within the area referred to.

(2) None.
(3) This is not a matter on which I have had

communication with the authority anid I
am not aware that it has made any
policy statement on the subject.

ROAD: BEECH BORO-GOSN EL LS
FREE WAY

Commencement

1154. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Can he confirm that work has begun on
a section of the Beech boro-Gos nells
freeway?

(2) If "Yes" how much of the freeway has
been completed and what further work
will be carried out in the current
financial year?

(3) Have any requests been received from
the City of Belmont and the Shire of
Bayswater for work on other sections of
the freeway to be given greater priority?

(4) Has the department or the Government
changed its view on the priority for the
development of the freeway in light of
any such request?

(5) When it is proposed to further review
the established priorities for
development of the freeway?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) Yes. Work has commenced on the

section between the standard gauge
railway on Hardey Road and Welshpool
Road.

2068



[Tuesday, 21st August, 1979J106

(2) About 65 000 cubic metres of ill has
been placed on the section between the
standard gauge railway and Hale Road.
Clearing has been aslmost completed and
earthworks commenced on the Hale
Road to Welshpool Road section. The
work planned for completion during the
1979-80 financial year is the
construction of dual carriageways
between the standard gauge railway and
Welshpool Road and of a single
carriageway between Welshpool Road
and Gosnells Road.

(3) and (4) No. However, there has been
some correspondence and discussion
with the Shire of Bayswater concerning
a number of traffic problems in its area
and the eventual construction of the
section of the Beechboro-Gosriells
conitrolled access highway through that
municipality.

(5) Priorities are reviewed each year in the
formulation of the. Main Roads
Department's annual programme of
works. The next review will be for 1980-
81,

FUEL: OIL

Wells
1155. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for

Mines:
(1) How many-

(a) on-shore;
(b) off-shore,
wells have been drilled, including the
ones currently being drilled in
connection with petroleum exploration
permits during 1979?

(2) How many-
(a) on-shore;
(b) off-shore,
wells are being planned for drilling
under petroleum exploration permits
during the remainder of the year 1979?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
(1) (a) One on-shore well.

(b) 12 off-shore wells.
(2) (a) Two on-shore wells.

(b) Nine off-shore wells.

MINING: URANIUM
Veelirrie

1156. Mr GRILL, to the Minister for Mines:

(I) Is he aware of reports in the Wall Street
Journal and the Financial Review of
15th August, 1979, that uranium prices
could fall to as low as $28 within the
next 12 months or so?

(2) If such a fall in price eventuates would it
affect the viabil1ity of the Veelirrie
uranium deposit and, if so, in what way?

(3) At what minimum price is it expected
that the Yeelirrie deposit would become
marginal?

Mr

(1)

MENSAROS replied:

I could not Find an article referred to by
the honourable member in The
Australian Financial Review of 15th
August, 1979, and the Wall Street
Journal of that date is not yet available.
I can, however, refer the honourable
member to the paper delivered by Mr
Ian Duncan of Western Mining
Corporation at the conference of the
Australian Institute of Mining and
Metallurgy in Perth-reported in The
Australian Financial Review on the 16th
August, 1979-for better information on
the subject.
It seems quite likely that in the future a
"spot"' and long term" price for
uranium will develop. The honourable
member is quite aware that in periods of
under supply the "spot" price will be
well above the long term contract price
and in periods where there is an
oversupply the reverse Will Occur.

Most of the uranium from Yeelirrie is to
be pre-sold at prices tied to an escalation
formula.

(2) As a result, short periods of low spot
prices should not affect the project in
the long term.

(3) With contract prices subject to an
escalation formula, the Yeelirrie project
should remain viable provided costs in
Australia do not rise at a rate in excess
of costs experienced by overseas
uranium producers.
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DROUGHT
Consultative Committee

1157. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(I) When was the drought consultative

committee established?
(2) Who are the current members of the

drought consultative committee?
Mr
(1)
(2)

P. V. Jones (for Mr OLD) replied:
1971.
Mr T. E. McDowell representing
Department of Agriculture (Chairman).
Mr B. Jennings representing Rural and
Industries Bank of WA.
Mr V. Taylor representing Public Works
Department (Country Water Supply).
Mr M. Bond representing Treasury
Department.
Mr C. Pearse representing Pastoralists
and Graziers Association.
Mr G. Maisey representing Paftoralists
and Graziers Association.
Mr W, Boetcher representing The
Farmers' Union of WA.
Mr R. Gargett representing The
Farmers' Union of WA.
Mr F. Bangers representing Wool and
Produce Brokers' Association.
The committee has powers to co-opt
persons with special knowledge of
related problems. In the past these have
included representatives of the
Australian Wheat Board, Co-operative
Bulk Handling, Bureau of Meterology,
and Australian Bureau of Statistics.

PORT: FREMANTLE

Liquid Petroleum Gas Tankers
1158. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for

Transport:
(1) Has he received correspondence from

the Maritime Workers Union of W.A.
expressing concern at-
(a) the practice of berthing liquid

petroleum gas tankers within
Fremantle Harbour for safrety
reasons;

(b claims by Choice magazine that
distress flares commonly used and
approved by Government
departments are ineffective?

(2) What is his attitude to these claims?

(3) Has he taken any action on the matters
raised?

Mr
(I)
(2)

RUSHTON replied:
(a) and (b) Yes.
(a) The most stringent safety measures

are being taken when liquid
petroleum gas tankers, berthed in
the inner harbour, are decanting LP
gas to road tankers on the adjacent
wharf.
However, the use of the inner
harbour berths for the purpose is to
be discontinued and active
consideration is being given to
unloading all future shipments of
this commodity at a berth in the
outer harbour.

(b) The claims by Choice Magazine are
not warranted as far as Western
Australia are concerned. For many
years, and in the absence of an
appropriate Australian standard
applicable to distress flares, the
Harbour and Light Department has
laid down its own standard for this
equipment which is identical with
the requirements of the Ministry of
Transport of the United Kingdom.
Before State regulations were
promulgated in August, 1975, to
provide for a local standard the
department insisted that these
products be tested by the Explosives
Branch of the WA Mines
Department and meet the required
criteria prior to being retailed in
this State.
During 1977, Australian Standard
2092 was introduced to cover the
construction and performance of
mauve distress flares and signals
and this standard embodies all the
requirements stipulated in the State
regulations introduced in August
1975.
These conditions of test and
acceptance apply to flares used on
both commercial and private vessels
and regular policing of this
equipment has saved many
distressed sailors from unpleasant
mishaps.
Following the Choice magazine
article, the Harbour and Light
Department carried out tests of
signals and reaffirmed their
acceptability.

(3) See answer to (2).
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TRAFFIC: NOISE
Permissible Level

1159. Mr BATEMAN, to the Minister for
Police and Traffic:

(1) Is it a fact that recently the permissible
noise level of motor vehicles has been
increased?

(2) If "Yes" -
(a) on what date did this come into

effect;
(b) on whose recommendations was the

change made;
(c) does the change apply to. all motor

vehicles;
(d) was the alteration made by

regulations under the Traffic Act?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Advisory Council for Inter-Government Relations

1160. Mr CARR, to the Minister representing
the Minister for Federal Affairs:

(1) Did the Western Austialian
Government make a submission to the
enquiry being conducted by the advisory
council for inter-governmental relations
into the relationships that should exist
between local government and the levels
of government?

(2) If "Yes" will the Minister please table a
copy?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
(1) The Western Australian Government

did make a submission to the Advisory
Council for Inter-government Relations
inquiry into "the relationships which
should exist between local government
and other spheres of government in
Australia".

(2) Yes.

The paper was ta bled (see paper No. 293).

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
Geraldton

1161. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Education:
What stage has been reached with
regard to proposals for a new Education
Department office complex in Geraldton
to house the regional superintendent,
advisory teachers and other
departmental employees?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
A number of suggestions as to bow the
Oeraldton Regional Education Office
might be accommodated in the future
have been proposed. Any progress
towards implementation of any proposal
will depend on the availability of funds.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS
Drumnmonds Cove Land Scheme

1162. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Police and
Traffic:

(1) Has the Criminal -Investigation Bureau
conducted an enquiry into a company or
companies operated by Dennis Tranter?

(2) What was the scope of the enquiry?
(3) Has the enquiry been completed?
(4) If "Yes" will be table the results of the

enquiry or otherwise advise of the
outcome?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

Yes.
To examine the possibility of any
criminal malpractice. in the sale of
undivided shares in land.
Yes.
No criminal offence was disclosed.

POPULATION
Metropolitan and Country

1163. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning:
(1) What was the population of the area

under the jurisdiction of the
Metropolitan Region Planning
Authority at 30th June, 1979?

(2) What was the population of the
remainder of the State at 30th June,
1979?

(3) What were the corresponding figures for
each of the last five years?
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Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) and (2) The figures for 1979 are not

available from the Bureau of Census and
Statistics,

(3) Population statistics are published in the
monthly bulletin from the Bureau of
Census and Statistics, a copy of which is
available from the Parliamentary
Library.

ENERGY: SOLAR
Soichem Electric Generator

1164. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for Fuel
and Energy:
(1) Further to my question 993 of 1979

regarding the energy power plant
system-Solchem, solar electric
generators, would he advise the type of
research that has been carried out on
this type or power plant?

(2) Would he answer part (3) of my
question 993 or 1979?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
(1) As I said in my previous reply both the

Energy Commission and the Solar
Energy Research Institute are aware of
the process and are maintaining a
watching brief on this and many other
similar proposals.

(2) Ir the honourable member requires such
information, I would be happy to
arrange for the Energy Commission to
provide him with the necessary details.

EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT
New Zealanders

1165. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for
Labour and Industry:

Further to my question 989 of 1979 in
the answer to which he indicated that
the labour force survey is not cross-
classified in a manner which would
indicate where the workers have been
employed, is he able to advise the
classification of the workers involved?

M r O'CON NOR replied:
If the member is using the word
".classification" to mean occupational
classification, the Labour Force Survey
referred to in the answer to question 989

does not provide information on
occupations.

DRINK CANS
Recycling

1166. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for
Industrial Development:

In view of the use of aluminium for the
manufacture of beer and soft drink cans,
which are profitable for recycling, would
he undertake to have a study made to
see if the manufacturers of beer and soft
drink cans in this State would be
prepared to change to the use of
aluminium instead of steel, in an effort
to prevent the present pollution of our
roadways?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
The advantages of aluminium beverage
containers in terms of metal recycling
are well known. However, my inquiries
indicate that the substantial investment
required to establish an aluminium can
making facility would not be justified
due to the limited market for beverage
cans in this State. This matter will be
kept under review.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
BRIDGE
Guild ford

I. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for
Trans port:

With reference to the answer to part (3)
of question 1151 today, I suggest we will
adopt all the published reports and will
have 14 freeways, five or six bridges-

The SPEAKER: Order! 1 suggest the
honourable member is debating the
matter.

Mr SKIDMORE: No, I am asking a
question. Would it be true to say we can
assume we would have many freeways
and many facilities such as bridges
because of acceptance of all the
published reports?
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Mr RUSHTON replied:

The honourable member has his answer
in question 1151. As he knows, there
have been a number of reports. The
Shire of Swan is very much involved
with the Main Roads Department. The
present two-lane bridge serves two roads
of four lanes entering at each end of the
bridge. Thc suggestion is that a four-
lane bridge be designed. The honourable
member should be consulting with the
Shire of Swan to find out the opinion of
his own people.

BUS IN ESS FRANC HISE (TOBACCO) ACT

Revenue
2. Sir CHARLES COURT (Premier):

On the 15th August the Deputy Premier
replied on my behalf to question 1078
asked by the member for Mt. Hawthorn.
In part (1) of his question the
honourable member asked when the
Business Franchise (Tobacco) Act
became law, and the reply given was the
17th November. 1979. This should have
read the 17th November, 1975.
Although the error would have been
noted by the honourable member, 1
submit this advice in order that the
record may be corrected.

PRISON: FREMANTLE

Industrial Dispute
3. Dr TROY, to the Chief Secretary:

The act of disciplining senior prison
officers at the Fremantle Goal by
threats of decreeing staff status and
sacking is unprecedented. Would the
Minister explain his action?

Mr O'NEIL replied:
1 do not accept the premises upon which
the member's question is based. If he
would care to rephrase it and put it on
the notice paper. I will answer it.

PRISONS: IN MATE
Television Interview

4. Mr B. T. BURKE, to the Chief Secretary:

(1) Is he aware that a prisoner was
interviewed on a Perth television current
affairs programme last Friday?

(2) Did the Minister or the Director or the
Department of Corrections authorise
this participation?

(3) Who was present with the prisoner when
he was interviewed?

(4) What instructions, if any, were given to
the prisoner about the conduct of the
interview?

(5) Does the Minister deny that the
Department of Corrections
(Administration) assisted in and added
to the drafting of a Press release?

(6) Is this part of a Government policy
which will permit prisoners to
participate in television programmes
should they express an interest in doing
so?

M r O'N E IL repl ied:

(1) Yes. I was aware that there was a
telephone conversation between an
inmate at Fremantle Prison and the
interviewer of a current a ffa irs
programme.

(2) Yes. The director authorised
participation after consultation with me.

(3) One of the senior administration staff at
Fremantle Prison.

(4) He was told that it would be on the basis
that his statement would be submitted to
the administration at Fremantle Prison
before permission would be given for the
interview to take place.

(5) 1 am not sure to which Press release the
honourable member is referring, so I
cannot answer this part of the question.

(6) No. The decision was taken by the
administration after consultation with
me to assist in defusing an extremely
tense situation at Fremantle Prison on
Friday.
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT
Criticism

5. Mr GRILL, to the Premier:

(1) Is the Premier aware of the recent
criticism of the overall operation of the
Local Government Department by the
newly elected President of Urban
Country Councils Association (Mayor
Ray Finlayson) as expressed in the
Kalgoorlie Miner or the 15 August.
1979?

(2) Is the Premier concerned that that
criticism comes on top of and is similar
to recent criticism of the department
and its Minister by the President of the
Country Shire Councils' Association?

(3) Would he agree that the department and
the Minister do not presently enjoy the
confidence of country local
governments?

(4) Would the Premier give consideration to
removing the present Minister from her
portfolio?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
(1) As the honourable member was good

enough to send me a copy of the article,
I can say I have had a chance to read it.
I note that the criticism which the
honourable member claims is not in fact
criticism of the Minister.

(2) 1 recall some criticism being levelled at
local government administration in this
State but not particularly at the
Minister. I have also had very stronlg
representations made to me from a very
wide cross-section of local government in
both the metropolitan area and the
country in which the authorities
concerned dissociated themselves from
the criticism. Therefore, I reject the
criticism.

(3) 1 certainly would not agree because the
contrary is my understanding, having
not only had a number of
representations made to me by certain
people in local government over the days
following the comments, but also in the
last couple of weekends, and particularly
in the last few days, having been in close
touch with country local authorities
which without exception have
dissociated themselves from the
criticism.

(4) Certainly not. I would be more inclined
to promote her.

Mr Carr: Deputy leader by any chance?

PRISON: FREMANTLE

Royal Commission

6. Mr B. T. BURKE, to the Chief Secretary;

I would like to ask a question without
notice of the Chief Secretary, and I
apologise in advance for its length.
(1) Having regard for events of recent

months involving Fremantle Prison
in which-

a 39-year-old prisoner was
slashed three times with a
knife after having pepper
thrown in his face;
eight prisoners were injured in
incidents prior to that attack;
allegations have been made of
a power struggle between
prisoners in the gaol;
a prisoner was stabbed because
he allegedly refused to smuggle
bullets and drugs into the gaol;
the prison population has been
overcrowded to an extent that
numbers are 200 more than the
optimum;
there have been staff shortages
with staff being forced to work
exceptionally long hours and
extra shifts;
there have been allegations of
rape and sexual molestation;
there has been an increase in
the number of attacks on
warders; and

in view of the massive crisis in
confidence displayed by officers in

* the administration of the
* department, as evidenced by-

the refusal of officers to obey
directions they consider
impinge upon the security of
the institution;
intemperate remarks by the
director of the department
when he praised prisoners for
behaving themselves;
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the Government's decision to
make certain officers civil
servants when the association
that represents those people
has a constitution which does
not allow these officers to
become members-*of the Civil
Service Association;
an absurd situation in which
prison officers were locked out
of the gaol;

will the Minister please advise the
House whether the Government will
reconsider its decision not to hold a
Royal Commission to investigate,
report on, and make
recommendations to overcome the
problems which appear to have
spiralled out of the Government's
control?

(2) If not, why not?

Mr O'NEIL replied:

(1) and (2) We wilt definitely not hold
a Royal Commission. Once again, I
am rather amazed at the tact that a
member of the capacity of the
honourable member can repeat
allegations and innuendoes as
though they were fact.

Mr Davies: Hold an inquiry and find out.

Mr O'NEIL: I think it is necessary for the
honourable member to substantiate
some of the things he has said rather
than to continue with insinuations and
innuendoes.

RAILWAY: FREMANTLE-PERTH
Closure: Perth Regional Railway Act

7. Mr JAMIESON, to the Minister for
Transport:

In view of the Minister for Transport's
answer to question 1140 asked today by
the member for Whitford, I would like
to ask the Minister the following
question-

(1) Is he not aware that subsection (2)
of section 5 of the Perth Regional
Railway Act requires a Minister to
seek the approval of the Parliament
before taking any such action as the
closure of the Perth-Fremantle
railway line?

(2) Is the Minister not aware that the
Hon. J. Dolan was Minister for
Railways at the time of the
introduction of this legislation, and
that I had a responsibility in this
House in regard to it because the
Dill concerned required a Message?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) and (2) 1 am indeed grateful to the

member for Welshpool for making
those remarks' I was of the opinion
that if the electrification was to be
proceeded with at that time, it
would have been necessary for
legislation to come back to the
Parliament. It is my understanding
that the Legislative Council insisted
on that requirement-

Mvr Jamieson: That was because the Minister
for Railways was in the Legislative
Council.

Mr RUSHTON: -and so it does not change
the fact that that legislation was a
deliberate move by the Labor
Government of the day to close the
railway line between Leighton and
Perth.

MINING: JENNINGS MINING
Closure

8. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Industrial
Development:

(1) Has the Minister held any discussions
with representatives of Consolidated
-Gold Fields (Australia) Ltd. concerning
its intention for the leases being
purchased from Jennings Mining at
Eneabba, or with Associated Minerals
Consolidated concerning its intention for
port facilities in Geraldton, purchased
from Jennings Mining?
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(2) Is he able to advise the House as to
whether the purchasers will be able to
provide employment for any of the work
force of 140 people being displaced by
the closure of Jennings Mining?

Mr MENSAROS replied:

(I) Yes, I had discussions with Consolidated
Gold Fields (Australia) Ltd., but not, as
the question is framed, before the
contract could have been signed between
this company and Jennings Mining. In
fact, it was on the day the purchase was
aniinounoced. -

(2)' Employment will not be provided for the
whole work force. Perhaps employment
will be offered to a very few of these
people because the operation is to be
rationalised. Although the same amount
of mineral sands will be exported from
the two areas now owned by CGFA, the
operation will be carried out with fewer
employees. However, as [ said in a Press
release, CGFA needs the Government's
approval for this deal, and it assured
us-and we have commenced
negotiations already-that it will fairly
extensively increase its obligation to
process ilmenite to synthetic rutile. This
extended processing will be originally on
the same place as that originally
opelrating at Cape]; although later
processing will also commence at
another location. That is the reason
more reserves were needed.

TRANSPORT: BUSES
Line

9. Mr WILSON, to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Is the Minister aware that the body
building work on the linc buses to
replace the Perth-Fremantle railway
service is behind schedule?

(2) How will this fact affect plans to close
the Perth- Fremantle railway line?

Mr RUSHTON replied:

(1) and (2) 1 am very pleased to tell the
member for Dianella that I have been

assured by the Chairman of the
Metropolitan Transport Trust that work
on the buses is up to schedule. The buses
are ready to go.

RAILWAYS: ELECTRIFICATION
Metropolifai' Passenger Service

10. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Transport;

(1) is it a fact that the Minister announced
today that the company associated with
the electrification of the Brisbane
railway lines has been asked to comment
on the electrification of the Perth
metropolitan services? If this is true, I
want to congratulate him on the move.

(2) If so, will he table the terms of reference
or the correspondence between himself
and the company so that we can know
the specific task which the company is
being asked to undertake?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) and (2) I am very pleased to tell the

Leader of the Opposition that
consultants have been appointed. This
company will undertake an independent
assessment of the material that has been
produced. The Leader of the Opposition
would know that this assessment is being
undertaken because of the very severe
reflection on the competency and
integrity of the West rail officers-

Mr Jamnieson: By you.

Mr RUSH-TON: --so that the Government
felt it essential that their competency
and integrity should be beyond doubt.
The Government believes this is in the
interests of the development needed
today in regard to freight, and the huge
expansion in Westrail.

Mr Barnett: Expansion in Westrail?

Mr RUSHTON: I will consider the point
raised by the Leader of the Opposition.
and I will keep him informed.
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RAILWAYS

Railcars

1I. Mr McI VER, to the Minister for Transport:

In reply to a question last week the
Minister informed us that a decision
would not be made about the new
railcars until December. Will the
Minister now advise the reason ror this
long delay?

Mr RUSHTON replied:
I am concerned about the long delay,
and I am taking steps to try to expedite
the matter. In the interests of the
upgrading of the urban public transport
system we should be moving on this
matter in the same way that we are
moving in regard to the total
development or the public transport
system. I will take every opportunity
possible to speed up this process.

S
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