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THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett) took the Chair at 10.00 am, and read prayers.

PETITION - DUCK SHOOTING
Prohibition Legislation Support

MRS WATKINS (Wanneroo) (10.04 am]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of' the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned petitioners of Western Australia and residents, urge you not to
declare Duck Shooting Seasons and to legislate for the prohibition of any future Duck
Shooting in this State because of the cruelty inflicted on our wildlife; the loss of
significant waterbird breeding habitat; the pollution of the wetlands from lead pellets,
cartridges and other rubbish, and community disapproval of recreational shooting of
wildlife.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 1 141 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
(See petition No 110.]

PETITION - JUVENILE OFFENDERS
Cautioning System Review - Child Welfare Act Amendment

MR CATANIA (Balcatta) (10.05 amj: This is a similar petition to the petition I presented
last week which contained 10 570 signatures. This petition contains a further 9 120
signatures. It reads -

To the H-onourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia:
Request the Parliament of Western Australia through the Minister for Police and the
Minister for Community Services to urgently review the policy on "cautioning" of
juvenile offenders which we believe has the potential to greatly escalate juvenile
crime and we further request that the following action be taken:
1. Section four of the Child Welfare Act be amended to include:

a. First offence for stealing or unlawful use of a vehicle, common assault
and wilful damage to property;

b. Second offence break and enters, stealing from private property, and
unlawful entry to pnivate property.

2. Oral cautions not to be issued where an offence has already been committed.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

A member: Hypocrite!
Mr CATANIA: I certify that the petition conforms to the Standing Orders of the Legislative
Assembly.
The SPEAKER: Order! It is not appropriate for members of this House to call members
hypocrites on almost every occasion. It is certainly not appropriate when a member is



presenting a petition to this place. I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the
House.
(See petition No I111.]

PETITION - SIR CHARLES GAIRDNER HOSPITAL
Extended Care Beds - Cutback Concern

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [10.06 am]: I feel very sad in presenting this petition. It
states -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned residents of Wearne Hostel feel very strongly about the proposed
cutback of 30 beds in the Extended Care Department of Sir Charles Gairdner
Hospital.
As our average age is 88 years we feel that further cutbacks in areas of aged care only
puts more undue pressure on the aged, in hospitals and the community at large.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bern 36 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 112.]

PETITION - MEDICAL PRACTITIONERS, NEWMAN
Shortage

MR LEAHY (Northern Rivers) [10.07 ami]: I present a petition couched in the following
terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
The petition of the undersigned citizens in the State of Western Australia respectfully

-showeth that a situation has arisen in Newman, where by a citizen seeking the
services of a Medical Practitioner is expected to wait for up to seven days for a
general consultation.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 1 320 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[ See petition No 113.]

PETITION - JUVENILE CRIME
Legislation Amendments

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [10.08 am]: I have a petition in the following terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We. the undersigned, on behalf of the innocent victims of juvenile crime, call on the
Parliament to legislate the following changes to our laws:
1. Minimum Terms, Mandatory Sentencing

Mandatory minimum terms to remove judicial discretion.
Maximum terms retained, for use in extreme penalties.
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Prior sentences to be taken into account.
Sentences for each crime to be served separately and cumulatively.
Prosecution to continue its case after plea and sentencing.

2. Pit-Sentence Reports
Mandatory for Judges to consider before sentencing.

3. Victim Impact Statements
Mandatory offer to victims (including families and close friends) whether
defendant pleads guilty or not guilty.

4. Age Limits
Those living away from home on their own resources, automatically classed
as adults.
Adult crimes to be defined and punishments to fit.
Review of under 18 juvenile classifications.

5. Restitution
Mandatory, either monetarily or through enforceable work orders.
Improved examination of defendants' resources.

6. Public Education
Community education programmes to inform citizens of their legal rights as
victims of crime.
Government assistance programmes for victims (legal, psychological.
financial).

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

The petition bears 248 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 1 14.J

PETITION - TRELOAR COMMUNITY HOUSE
Staff Maintenance Request

MR GRAHAM (Pilbara) [10.10 am): I have a petition couched in the following terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned request the Western Australian Government to maintain the
number and level of staff presently assigned to Treloar Community House so that
Treloar can continue to provide services and activities at its current level,
satisfactorily. Providing essential services to ALL FAMILIES in Hedland and
surrounding areas.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
cons ideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 641 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 115.]

PARLIAMENTARY SUPERANNUATION AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Trenorden, and read a first time.
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MOTION - ESTIMATES COMMITTEES
Appropriation (Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill

MR PEARCE (Annadale - Leader of the House) [ 10. 13 am]: I move -

For the present session, so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary
to enable any member to speak on the third reading of the Appropriation
(Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill for 20 minutes and for the Committee of the
Whole procedure on the Bill to be replaced by a series of Estimates Committees, as
follows -

(1) There shall be two Estimates Committees to be known as Estimates
Committee A and B, which shall examine and report on proposed
expenditures, from the Consolidated Revenue Fund, for the Parliament and
each department or Government agency listed in the published Estimates.

(2) After the second reading of the Appropriation (Consolidated Revenue Fund)
Bill, the proposed expenditure for the departments and services contained in
the published Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure shall stand referred to
the Estimates Committees.

(3) (a) There shall be a management committee which shall comprise, in
addition to the Leader of the House, the Premier, the Leader of the
Opposition and the Leader of the National Party or a member
nominated by them in writing to the Speaker.

(b) Before the Estimates Committees first meet, the Speaker shall present
to the House the report of the management committee, which report
shall prescribe -

(i) which Parts of the Estimates are to be considered by each
committee, and

(ii) the maximum period of time allotted for consideration of each
Part.

(c) On the presentation of the report of the management committee, die
Speaker shall forthwith put the question, "That the report be adopted"
and debate, for a maximum period of one hour, may ensue on that
question and any proposed amendments thereto.

(4) Reports of the Estimates Committees shall state whether the proposed
expenditures are recommended.
The time for presentation of the reports may be as determined by the House.
The failure of an Estimates Committee to report on any Part of the Estimates
within the time required by the House shall be deemed to be a report
recommending the proposed expenditures.

(5) Each Estimates Committee shall consist of the chairman, the Minister
responsible 'in the Assembly for the proposed expenditure under
consideraton, or another Minister acting in that capacity, and nine other
members.

(6) When an Estimates Committee is considering the Vote for "Parliament", the
Speaker or the Deputy Speaker shall, for the purpose of this Sessional Order,
be deemed to be the Minister responsible for the proposed expenditure.

(7) Each Estimates Committee initially shall include five members appointed by
the Leader of the House, three members appointed by the Leader of the
Opposition, one member appointed by the Leader of the National Party and an
Independent member nominated by the Speaker, and every appointment of a
member of the committee shall be forthwith notified in writing to the Speaker.
A member may be discharged from a committee by appointing another
member in his place and any such change shall not take effect until notified in
writing to the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly.
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(8) (a) The chairman of an Estimates Committee shall be the Chairman of
Committees or a Deputy Chairman of Committees.

(b) Any member of the committee may take the Chair temporarily
whenever requested so to do by the chairman of that committee
during a sitting of the committee, and may vote on any question
arising while in the Chair.

(9) The quorum of an Estimates Committee shall be seven, excluding the
chairman and, if at any time a quorum be not present, the chairman may
suspend the proceedings of the committee until a quorum be present, or
adjourn the committee.

(10) Members of the House, not being members of the committee may participate,
at the discretion of the chairman, in the proceedings of the committee, but
shall not vote, move any motion or be counted for the purpose of a quorum.

(11) Advisers who are present at an Estimates Committee to assist Ministers may
not directly answer questions or otherwise address the committee except with
the approval of and in the presence of a Minister.

(12) Proceedings of a committee shall be recorded by the clerk to the committee,
and such records shall constitute the Minutes of Proceedings of the
committee, and shall be signed by the clerk to the committee.

(13) In an Estimates Committee -

(a) the question shall be proposed for each Division of the Estimates,
"That the Vote be recommended', and if there is an equality of votes
on any such question, the committee shall include in its report to the
House, its inability to report on that Division;

(b) voting shall be taken by a show of hands of those members of the
committee, exclusive of the chairman, present when a question is put
and tellers shall not be appointed; and

(c) any question of procedure or point of order shall be determined by the
chairman of the committee, subject to the ultimate decision of the
committee.

(14) The report of each Estimates Committee shall be presented by the chairman of
that committee or a member of the committee deputed by him.

(15) A report presented by a committee may be considered forthwith and the
question shall be proposed in respect of each committee's report 'That the
expenditures proposed in the Estimates be agreed to". Debate on that motion
and any amendment thereto may not exceed one hour in total.

(16) Upon completion of consideration of the reports of the Estimates Committees,
the question shall be put forthwith - "That the remainder of the Bill be agreed
to"; and if that motion is agreed to, the third reading may be moved forthwith.

That is essentially the form of the Standing Order we used on a trial basis last year for the
Estimates Committees with a couple of amendments which resulted from discussions
between me and representatives of the other two parties and the Independents. The major
changes are to shift from three to two committees and to increase substantially the size of the
committees. I think that both changes are wrong. The shift from three to two committees
will result in less discussion on the Estimates than currently is the case. The increase in the
size of the committees will mean that each member of the committee will effectively have
less time to look at the Estimates and to take part in the debate. The larger committees are
likely to be unwieldy. I indicate to the House that I will vote in favour of my motion, but
after this trial we may decide to make further changes next year.
The reason for the increase in the size of the committees is to try to have a better balance
between the Liberal Party, the National Party and the Independents. I can understand the
argument about the very small number of Independents in the House having a level of
representation which equates to that of the Liberal Party. I am not arguing that the balance of
representation on the committees is fairly representative of the Parliament. However, the
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price we will pay is having larger committees and that experience may mean that in future
years they may not be so large. I believe that three committees are better than two, but I am
prepared to go along with the majority view of the group which met to discuss the Estimates
Committees. I hope that, after the second trial of the Estimates Committees, instead of
dealing with this matter on a Sessional Order basis we can move to the stage where the
Standing Orders Committee will consider the two years' experience and move to make
recommendations to put the whole process into the Standing Orders.
MR CLARKO (Marmion) [10.19 am]: The Leader of the House has indicated quite
correctly that we are moving to a second stage of experimentation with the Estimates
Committees and we will, this year. have two committees instead of three. The Liberal
Party's preferred position is to have a Committee of the Whole House with time
management. However, it has acceded to the view of the various parties to the negotiations
and will watch with interest how, in practice, the two committees will operate. Many of the
Liberal Party members were not satisfied with what took place last year and in many
instances they felt that in some committees they were denied the opportunity to express their
views. We are all aware that, in some instances, there was a need for the time allocated to
Divisions to be increased, yet with others the debate stopped short of the time allocated. Of
course, it is a matter of practice and the Leader of the House is very much aware of this need.
I do not know whether the Leader of the House has the right of reply in this debate but I ask
him to indicate whether he has attempted to adjust the times allotted for debating items in
accordance with their importance.
Mr Pearce: We have looked at the experience of last year and jiggled the times around a
little. Once this motion has been passed the management committee will meet and finalise a
timetable which will come back to tbis House today for approval.
Mr CLARKO: I now refer to the role of advisers. The sicuation last year was not uniform ini
that some Ministers were quite happy for their senior advisers to respond directly to
questions but others preferred to answer themselves. I acknowledge that on some occasions
Ministers would not want their advisers to answer partisan political questions directly.
However, the situation arose last year in which the Minister would ask the adviser the answer
to the question, everyone could hear the adviser's reply to the Minister, and the Minister
would then repeat that answer to the committee. I urge the Leader of the House to ask his
Ministers to allow advisers to answer questions directly, where appropriate, and when there
are no political burrs. I accept the need for restriction in some cases but I hope that the
general rule will be for the advisers to answer questions directly. I also indicate that [ do not
believe these committees can work simply on a question and answer basis. It is illogical, and
one is out of touch with reality if one thinks that there is no place for a certain amount of
argument in these committees, or for the person asking the question to include within that
question an argument weighted to a particular point of view, possibly contrary to the
proposed distribution of funds. I strongly urge the Leader of the I-ouse to take whatever
steps are necessary to ensure that that can happen. I do not know whether you, Mr Speaker,
play a part in guiding the chairmen of these committees.
The SPEAKER: Briefly.
Mr CLARKO: 1, therefore, ask you to consider this matter. As politics are organised in an
adversarial way, I do not believe we can expect questions to be neutral. We must expect a
controlled and reasonable amount of input of a political nature. Of course, I accept that time
constraints will be necessary but questions should not be banned simply because they may be
critical of the Government's policies. I refer to paragraph (7) of the motion which states that
a member may be discharged from a committee by appointing another member in his place
and any such change shall not take effect until notified in writing to the Clerk of the
Legislative Assembly. That is related to the arrangements last year when we quickly became
aware of the problem with regard to the substitution of one member for another. There was a
lot of chasing around, particularly in the early days. I suggested that the Whips should be
given the right to make those changes, but I am not sure whether that is the system proposed
for this year.
Mr Pearce: The position is that the member would do it.
Mr CLARKO: I appreciate that we said that, but I am not sure that this paragraph confirms
that.
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Mr Pearce: it does.
Mr CLARKO: I have some difficulty with the phrase that the change shall not take effect
until notified in writing to the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly. The Clerk of the
Legislative Assembly cannot be expected to sit in his off ice 24 hours a day waiting for these
notifications. Also, although one of the committee meetings will be held in this Chamber,
the other location has yet to be chosen and if it is some distance from the Clerk's office we
shall face the same problem again.
M~r Pearce: I have been advised by the Clerk that a clerk will be attached to each of the
committees and for the purpose of this exercise that person will be considered t0 be the Clerk
of the Legislative Assembly. Therefore, the member will notify the clerk of that committee
of the member who will substitute for him.
Mr CLARKO: The wording should be amended to make the situation clear.
Mr Pearce: Supposing we change it to "the clerk of the Estimates Committee"?
Mr CLARKO: That is acceptable. My colleague, the deputy leader of the National Party,
suggested at the meeting held to discuss this matter that members should be able to sign
themselves in and out of the room. I am happy to move such an amendment if the
Government thinks it is appropriate.
I refer now to paragraph (11) which relates to the point 1 made earlier that advisers should
answer questions directly. I would like Ministers to indicate at the beginning of the
committee meeting that they are happy for their advisers to answer questions directly unless
stated otherwise. I want to change the direction so that chief executive officers provide the
answers. After all, they should be highly skilied and qualified people, although last year I
was a little disappointed at the status of some of the people advising the Ministers. We
thought that the Ministers would be advised by either the chief executive officer of the
departments or a very senior person close to that officer, and that other advisers would be
present to help that key person. That was not the case with all departments and I ask
Ministers to ensure that, wherever possible, the key person in the department is present and,
if that is not possible, that the person substituted has the capacity to answer questions.
Why am I a supporter of this Estimates Committee system? It is because the previous system
broke down. Those people who have been members of this place for a few years will be
aware that in the past we did not give consideration to up to half of the Budget items at the
Committee stage. Members have heard me say here before, when I was involved with
education, that it was not discussed at all one year. On another occasion it was discussed at
2.00 am. For some reason other members were not very interested in the subject at that time
of the morning. We must continue to work to improve the present system.

Amendment to Motion
Mr CLARKO: I move -

Subparagraph (7) - To delete "of the Legislative Assembly" and substitute "to the
Estimates Committee".

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr House.
[Continued on p 5275.]

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - BY THE MINISTER FOR HEALTH
Youth Suicide Report

MR WILSON (Dianella - Minister for Health) [10.32 am] - by leave: I gave due notice of
my intention to make this statement to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. I failed to give
such notice to the deputy leader of the National Party but have given notice to the National
Party's spokesperson on health matters. I apologist for failing to do that earlier.
In September 1988 the Government commissioned a report to advise on the problem of
suicide among young people in Western Australia and the contributory factors to suicide and
suicidal behaviour. Its findings showed that suicide accounted for 1.5 per cent of all deaths
in Western Australia, so it is a rare event. However, it remains the case that the rate of
suicide in the 14 to 22 year old age group has increased steadily in the past decade. In 1980,
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one in every 10 youth deaths was due to suicide. The rate is now one in every five youth
deaths, with particularly high rates observed in rural teenagers and youth of Aboriginal
descent. The report detailed the effectiveness of intervention and made recommendations for
action to be taken in Western Australia appropriate to the problem. The Government
subsequently endorsed those recommendations and in 1989 established a youth suicide
steering committee to oversee their implementation.
The annual report of the committee, which I will table today, reflects its activities and
achievements since its inception. The report details progress in education, service delivery,
basic research, Government and inter-sectorial liaison and legislative review. Major
achievements in education to date include the development and production of the document
"Youth Suicide Prevention: A Resource Package for Student Services Personnel" and the
implementation of a train-the-trainer model for school psychologists, nurses and social
workers in country and metropolitan areas. This package is being introduced into State and
independent schools and provides a response plan for staff to follow in the event of a sudden
death in the school community. By responding to a sudden death in a carefully planned and
systematic way school personnel will be able to significantly reduce the risks of suicide
clusters and be able to meet the practical and emotional needs of students, staff and family
members.
Over 700 young people present each year at the major metropolitan accident and emergency
departments after attempts at deliberate self-harm. Accordingly, we have increased service
delivery in the form of additional social work services at the Sir Charles Gairdner Hospita
and the Fremantle Hospital and increased on-call child psychiatric services at Princess
Margaret Hospital. These increased services allow for greater out of hours and weekend
coverage to be Provided to accident and emergency medicine departments. Additionally, the
committee has funded a Samaritan youth line and a youth liaison officer.'
The need for planning information was identified as critical by the youth suicide steering
committee. Its plan of basic research has resulted in staffing to monitor suicide data in the
coroner's office; a survey of all cases of deliberate self-harm to people under the age of
25 years presenting to Perth's accident and emergency departments for a three month period;
and funding through the National Health and Medical Research Council and the Health
Department of Western Austr-alia to support a three year study to evaluate intervention with
high risk suicidal youth. In the rea of Government and inter-sectorial liaison the committee
has provided reports to the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody as well as
written and oral reports to the Western Australian Legislative Assembly's Select Committee
on Youth Affairs. Additionally, the committee undertakes to monitor media reporting of
suicide and communicates regularly with radio, television and newspaper reporters in
meeting their requests for information as well as alerting them to the ethical implications of
sensationalising suicide and suicide attempts. Firearm regulations remain prominent in both
media and Government debate about legislative review and suicide.
The committee is firmly of the view that, in this context, the effective control of firearms
must be seen as a health issue. Western Australia has the strictest firearm regulations of any
State or Territory in Australia. The fact of the matter is that between 1980 and 1987,
310 Western Australians were killed by firearms, 81 per cent of which were suicides.
Younger age groups, particularly those from rural areas, were disproportionately over-
represented. In all other States and Territories of Australia where regulation is less strict the
rates of suicide by firearms and the rates of firearm assault are significantly higher. The
committee has made representations at a variety of State and Commonwealth levels to
promote the health issues regarding Firearm controls and to have those issues placed on
relevant health and legislative agendas.
Adolescents are commonly regarded as among the healthiest of Australians and those least in
need of health care. The dominant preventable health problems that they face are of two
types: Firstly, injuries and violence that kill and disable many before they reach the age of
25 years, and secondly, emerging lifestyles that affect their health into adulthood. The report
reflects positive contributions to both of these problem areas. We have ensured a more
appropriate response to their needs by improving and extending available emergency and
longer term treatment and support services. These achievements are also congruent with the
planned development of child and adolescent psychiatry services south of the river, and the
recent implementation of the Troubled Youth Support Service, which will address particular
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needs of youth with alcohol, drug or mental health problems. Just as importantly, we have
developed educationally based preventative interventions for schools and other agencies
dealing with youth. We have done this because we believe that preventative efforts that
change environments, provide some form of concrete aid, or improve competencies are more
effective primary prevention strategies than are strictly didactic interventions. A Youth
Health Services nurse has been seconded to Youth Jnsearch, and the Government has lent its
strong support to a substantial Lotteries Commission grant to enable the establishment of this
organisation in Western Australia. Youth Inseaith aims to help young people to learn the
positive values of life, to gain self-esteem, and to turn away from drugs, crime and despair. 1
am currently supporting the development of a pilot project in the metropolitan area to deal
more adequately with the psycho-social health needs of children with attention -deficit
disorder in respect of the assessment and management of this condition, which if neglected
can lead to prevailing low esteem in a significant proportion of young people, particularly
males.
In conclusion, the present generation of youth is experiencing levels of stres which axe quite
different from those experienced by any previous generation. The resultant increase in life
denying acts of self-harm and self-destruction represents the dark side of society that places
undue emphasis on material values and material success at any price. It is not possible for
one to view a film like Dead Poets Society and the tragic act of self-destruction of the
talented, sensitive teenager depicted in that film without realising that this problem affects
individuals and families in every part of the community, irrespective of income or social
status. Governments alone cannot address this difficult issue. However, Governments and
the community must accept greater accountability for the priority given to addressing the
causal factors. Greater political will must be exercised at Government and departmental
level, and within the spectrum of health and education professionals, particularly at a time of
constrained resources, in favour of reallocating resources and reinforcing mental health and
psycho-social health services for children and young people at risk. That requires
communities and families to reflect on the priorities which are placed on the fostering of
good mental health. It also requires the community to find ways of supporting those troubled
youth and their families, to recognise the problems for what they are, and to enable those
youth to find help without adding the further burden of stigma. Adolescence is a
developmental milestone. Our young Western Australians should arrive at adolescence
equipped to make the transition into adulthood and to fulfil their individual promise as they
participate in their family, in friendships, and in the work and cultural life of our State.
I take this opportunity to acknowledge the work of the youth suicide steering committee and
to thank its members for their diligence and perseverance. The committee members, under
the chairmanship of Dr Hugh Cook, Director of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry at Princess
Margaret Hospital, have collaborated to respond to the problem of youth suicide by
developing methods that balance the need for appropriate intervention with longer term goals
for prevention. Their work is one example of how the broad range of adolescent health
problems must be tackled by the whole community at various levels if any significant change
is to be made. Accordingly, I table the report of the youth suicide steering committee, Health
Department of Western Australia Annual Report, Financial Year 1990-91.
[See paper No 608.]
MR NICHOLLS (Mandurah) [10.44 am]: I thank the Minister for giving me advance
notice of the report of the youth suicide steering committee and also of his address. There is
no doubt that suicide, whether youth suicide or suicide in general, is of major concern in our
society. The Government and the members of the committee which was established to
address this issue are to be commended because they have tried to arive at some solutions or
address some of the reasons for suicide. However, I was somewhat disappointed, as a person
who takes an interest in this issue, at the lack of detail in the annual report. Many questions
have been left unanswered. For example, the report indicates that there has been a steady
increase in youth suicides in Western Australia since 1980. However, the Australian Bureau
of Statistics' figures indicate that the youth suicide rate Australia-wide, declined in 1989.
Why was there an increase in Western Australia when there was a decline Australia-wide?
Mr Wilson: In 1989 there would have been a decline in Western Australia also.
Mr NICHOLLS: The graph in the report indicates that there was an increase. I do not want
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to cast aspersions on any member of the committee because I am sure all members worked
diligently to try to establish some solution or package of solutions. However, the problem
really starts with the cause; we must try to understand what motivates a young person or any
person in our community to resort to suicide. I do not know whether this question was not in
the brief of the committee, or whether it believed that it was best left to other sections of the
community to determine.
Mr Wilson: That question was addressed in the initial report in 1988.
Mr NICHOLLS: I apologise; I was not aware of that report's existence so I did not see it.
Perhaps that report could have been referred to in the annual report.
Mr Wilson: it was referred to in my comments.
Mr NICHOLLS: I turn now to some of the factors that lead to youth suicide, because if we
are to address this issue, not just by having in place services that help the distraught families
or friends of suicide victims but also by trying to stop people from actually committing
suicide, we must go further and try to pick up the early warning signs. I believe that the
Minister and members of the Government, arid also the general community, would support,
and may in the earlier report have already supported, programs that are set up not only to
highlight the early warning signs but also to make it clear to members of the community how
to react to those vital signs. I, as a member of the community, with a young family, am not
aware of the existence of any such program, and I am definitely ignorant of any amplification
of such early warning signs. I suggest that if I am unaware, the majority of Western
Australians are probably also unaware.
I now want to focus on an article which highlights some of the causes, and which could lead
to either further discussion or amplification of the issue. The article is entitled "Lives
Unlived - Youth Suicide in Australia", and was prepared by Professor Hassan, Professor of
Sociology at Flinders University. The initial question that is probably on everyone's lips
when we talk about the social problems in our society is what is their economic impact. It is
true that, in economic terms, the rate of adolescent suicide in our State and country costs
taxpayers millions of dollars every year. However, that cost is insignificant when we
consider the pain and grief of parents, families and loved ones when someone who is close to
them commits suicide for no apparent reason.
I want to touch on some of the points Professor Hassan raised. We must try to establish
succinctly some of the reasons for youth suicide. The professor says -

Suicides are determined by coronial inquests. Evidence suggests that in recent years
Australian coroners have categorised more unexpected deaths as suicide than before.
In 1972, for example, 19.2 per cent of all unexpected deaths in Australia were
classified as suicides. In 1981 the proportion had increased to 22 per cent. There has
also been a tendency on the part of the coroners to categorise fewer female
unexpected deaths as suicide.

We must be very careful when using broad statistics to argue whether there is a major
problem and what its solution is. I am not suggesting that there is no problem, but I wonder
whether that is not something we should examine to identify whether this is the reason for
the sharp increase shown in the graph included in the annual report.
From a sociological point of view, Professor Hassan points out several significant influences
which have a bearing on the increase in adolescent suicides. These are the high youth
unemployment rate, changes in the Australian family, increasing drug use and abuse, and an
increasing disjunction between theoretical freedom and experiential autonomy. The reason I
raise these points is that this report will be circulated, and hopefully some people will be
motivated to examine what we can do collectively. Certainly I shall. I am not talking about
what we can do from a political base to try to stop this; I refer to a collective base. I do not
think it can be disputed that unemployment is one of the key factors, particularly among our
youth, which creates low self-esteem, emotional, economic and psychological insecurity. In
this regard the article states -

Those who cannot cope with it become more susceptible to self-destructive
behaviour. A number of studies in Australia and overseas have confirmed the
association between suicide and unemployment.
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Once again we come back to the central issue in the forefront of our society today. Itis right
to consider not only the economic costs of unemployment but also these social costs which
are often cast aside as incidental or insignificant.
I would like to dwell on the points raised under the heading of changes in the family and its
impact on youth suicides. Considerable clinical evidence points to a close link between
suicidal behaviour and parent-child relationships. The changes in the Australian family and
its organisational strcture may have significantly influenced the youth suicide rates in
Australia. The size of the Australian family has declined by 15 per cent between 1975 and
1981 from 3.53 to 3.51 persons. The family consisting of a wife, husband and dependent
children accounts for little over one-quarter of Australian families. I raise that point to
restate the value and the impact of the family on many social issues, including youth suicide.
I urge not only the Government but all members of the community to heed the words of the
Minister when he said that Governments alone cannot address these difficult issues. All too
often the hard issues in our society are those which many people in our community put to
one side and berate Governments for not addressing. This problem cannot be resolved
simply by laying it at the feet of the Government and saying, "Fix it." It cannot be resolved
by allocating more money to services dealing with the end product; that is, either dealing
with suicides which have been successful and the loved ones left behind, or dealing with
those which have been unsuccessful and trying to pick up the pieces.
The Minister also referred to the use of firearms. One of the issues which has been raised on
a number of occasions is the different methods used by males and females when they commit
suicide. There appears to be very solid evidence to suggest that males are more inclined to
use firearms or more violent methods, and females tend to use poison when resorting to
suicide. While the Minister quite correctly referred to the differences in the firearms laws in
different States, I am not sure that it is right to focus on that as the major problem. An
examination of the differences between youths who committed suicide in the rural sector arid
those who committed suicide in the urban area may show that many of those people in the
rum]l area had ready access to a firearm. However, there is no doubt that if a firearm was not
available and. the person was determined to resort to suicide, a different method would have
been used to terminate his life.
While we are talking about youth suicide among those aged between 14 and 24, the
Australian Bureau of Statistics' information points out a major problem with the age group
directly following. Until I had researched age groups in suicide I was not aware of the
different levels. I hope that any committee or group which may result from this work will
turn its attention to the problems facing the next age group - those between the ages of
25 and 44. I am not sure whether we can apply the same criteria to that age group, but I hope
that it will be something of equal concern to all people in our community.
I do not wish to delay the House, except to say- that I believe this is a worthwhile project. I
hope that as a result of the work of this committee and the community's concern we will see
a far greater focus placed on the causes of suicide. I hope more energy and resources will be
devoted to trying to educate adults in particular, but all members in our community, to the
warning signs of suicide. We must follow the lead given by this committee and make sure
that ready access to counselling or forms of help is available to all members of our
community.
I hope the Minister for Health passes on our regards, and particularly my comments, to the
members of the youth suicide steering committee, who no doubt have worked diligently. I
believe they have the best interests of the youth of Western Australia and Australia at heart
and I hope they continue their work. Also, if they feel a need, I would be more than willing
to obtain advice from the members of the committee as to what they see as the causes of
youth suicide. I hope that in future documents we may see more detailed information so that,
through annual reports such as this, all Western Australians can become aware of the facts
rather than remaining in the dark and living on innuendo or possibly stigma which, as the
Minister rightly pointed out, is a very negative approach to solving this problem.

Standing Orders Suspension - Member for Collie's Comment

On motion without notice by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), resolved with an absolute
majority -
0=55-*
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That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as would prevent the member for
Collie from addressing the House on the subject of the ministerial statement for a
period of not more than 10 minutes.

DR TURNBULL (Collie) [11.01 am]: I thank all those members who have made the effort
to come here to allow Standing Orders to be suspended. I believe that is a reflection of the
extreme seriousness with which we should all view the problem of suicide in our society.
Some people would say that suicide is the epidemic of the l990s. The report of the Youth
Suicide Steering Committee of Western Australia, on which the Minister for Health and the
member for Mandurah have just commented, reflects the very serious and desperate state
within our society. As a country doctor I am intimately aware of just how desperate and sad
is the occurrence of suicide, especially because it relates particularly to a group which should
be the healthiest group in our society; that is, our youth.
I note that the report does not comment at all on suicide in rural areas. That is not a
condemnation of the report, as it had to cover a very wide range of issues. Those aspects it
does cover are covered well but rural areas do not receive emphasis, or even comment,
probably because the problem of suicide is so great at the moment and the resources
available to tackle it ame so few. In the few minutes that are available to me I want to
concentrate on rural areas, where many suicides take place because of the very desperate
state in which many country people now find themselves. Numerous factors contribute to
this, including the reduced number of jobs available for the ordinary, average male person in
country districts these days. It is a reflection of the rural recession that jobs which used to be
available on farms for men living in country towns are now being done by farmers, their
wives and children. For instance, jobs for rouseabouts and people who help with seeding no
longer exist. Seasonal and itinerant workers no longer have a place in country districts in
this State. This total frustration for young people is pathetic and very heart-rending when
one knows it personally, as I do and as do all members here who represent country areas,
whether on the Government or Opposition side.
The youth suicide steering committee's report raises some quite good points. One is the
funding of a 008 telephone number for the Samaritans' lifeline. That 008 number is essential
because when people are down on their luck, depressed and down on their money, they
cannot afford STD) telephone charges and for some people telephone boxes are the only
means of making calls. I recommend that more 008 numbers be made available for lifelines
for young people. Unfortunately many young people have adopted a rather humorous
attitude towards the Samaritans, and the television advertisements of a few years ago did not
help that. Sometimes a slight joke is made about the Samaritans, but there should be a
special lifeline for young people - a youth lifeline with a 008 number. That line could still go
through to the Samaritans' quarters but should have a different name in the telephone book.
Another very important factor, and one which has not been addressed in the report, is
talkback radio. Nowadays many young people listen to talkback programs, on the
FM stations in particular. Depressed and disturbed people will speak on talkback radio and I
feel that the people who conduct talkback programs should have training and information in
counselling. When I am driving at night in the country I often listen to these radio programs
and I find that, unfortunately, the people conducting them do not always respond in a way
which would assist a suicidal person.
Mr Watt: Some do.
Dr TURNBULL: Yes, some are very good. Of course, talkback radio announcers also get
tired, so we need a larger number of them, particularly in these days when radio is being
rationalised and more of the work is being syndicated. It is important that people feel they
are able to ring up their local radio station.
Mr Watt: Some provide a very valuable service with off-air counselling as well.
Dr TURNBULL: Yes, and that link between talkback radio and the local counselling service
is essential. I would like all these avenues to be followed.
The report of the steering committee mentioned the police. Unfortunately, the police are the
first line of resort and often are the first to come in contact with suicidal people. Police
management and training, and empathy with police, is another very important factor
mentioned in the report and definitely needs emphasising.
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After care for people who have been to counselling is also very important, but from my own
experience and that of many other people I know chat a very important question in the whole
chain of management of people who have mental health problems, are suicidal or may even
be homicidal, is what to do when they first present. One of the most effective ways of
preventing suicide is to remove the suicidal person from his environment, but it is
exceedingly difficult for a country doctor, policeman or minister of religion, or anyone who
has this contact, to arrange for the person to be removed from his environment to another
area where he can receive appropriate counselling. A country person cannot be referred to
safe accommodation in the metropolitan area, except to a medical facility such as a hospital.
If a safe accommodation hostel could be set up in Perth for people who need counselling and
assistance, that would be an important move. I try to send people to the metropolitan area
through the Alcohol and Drug Authority programs, but that authority will not accept people
unless they cooperate; and those persons are not hospitalised except in extreme
circumstances. That is partly due to the cost involved and partly because of the
responsibility factor. A need exists for some sort of safe accommodation for young people
from the country who are removed from a certain environment in order to receive appropriate
counselling. Such counselling need not be undertaken within that safe accommodation; it
could be carried out under one of the proposed programs mentioned by the Minister. That
access is very important. I am not saying that all country areas should have counselling
services readily available; those services are not needed very frequently. However, when
they are needed, that access should be available. It is not available currently. I should
emphasise that the use of firearms is not the only method of suicide, as mentioned by the
member for Mandurab. Motor vehicles are often used for suicide. Unfortunately, the
unexplained traffic accidents in Western Australia are definitely related to suicide. Road
accident statistics do not always reflect that fact, and perhaps this is a factor that we should
investigate. In some cases, alcohol may play a part in the road accident suicide rate.
However, I know personally of two cases where a decision was made before the person got
into a car to use that car as a suicide vehicle.
Mr Shave: What about people who gas themselves in cars?
Dr TURNBULL: That is a different method; it is usually used by an older person, or by
persons who want to take someone else with them. For younger persons it is often a case of
running a car head on into a tree.
That concludes my comments on the youth suicide steering committee's report. I commend
the inister for the commission of that report. Those programs could be made readily
available to people in rural areas without the expenditure of a great deal of money. I
particularly wanted to bring to the attention of the MinisIt the issue of safe accommodation
in the metropolitan area for people living in rural areas. I appreciate the opportunity to
contribute to debate on this report.

QUEEN ELIZABETH fl MEDICAL CENTRE AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MR WILSON (Dianella - Minister for Health) [11. 13 am]: I move~
That the Bill be now read a second time.

Under the provisions of the Queen Elizabeth H Medical Centre Act the functions of the
Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre Trust are to undertake the development, control and
management of the Queen Elizabeth 11 Medical Centre reserve. The trust, with the approval
of the Minister, may set aside the whole or any part of the medical centre reserve for such
purposes incidental to the medical centre as it sees fit. The Coroners Act 1920 gives the
Coroner jurisdiction to inquire into all violent and unnatural deaths, or where the cause of
death is unknown. Three Government departments are directly involved in the provision of
specialist and administrative support to the Coroner. They are -

The Crown Law Department which provides clerical staff and accommodation for the
Coroner's Court. The court is situated in St George's Terrace.
The Police Department. The coronial inquiry squad of the Police Department is
assigned to assist the Coroner. The squad is located in Rokeby Road, Subiaco.
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The Health Department of Western Australia. The State Health Laboratory service
division provides pathologists, who perform post mortems, and ocher specialist staff
who undertake tests and analyse tissue and other samples. The State Health
Laboratories which include the State Mortuary and ancillary staff are located at the
Queen Elizabeth [I Medical Centre.

There are obvious deficiencies in the physical separation of the Coroner and his staff ftom
the other groups which assist him. Further, with the present situation of the Coroner's Court
in the centre of the city, available car parking is a problem for all those people required to
appear in count. In addition, funeral directors must call at the Coroner's office to pick up
documentation, and at the State Mortuary to collect the remains of the deceased person.
They have considerable difficulty in parking near the Coroner's office. Problems also arise
from bereaved relatives' attending to carry out identification, and due to a misunderstanding
attending directly at the State Mortuary instead of first calling at the coronial inquiry section.
This necessitates a section member making a rushed trip to save further agitation for those
persons already under great strain.
Some time ago, an interdepartmental working party was convened to explore a proposal to
relocate the Coroner's Court and its support services on the Queen Elizabeth 11 Medical
Centre site. Following discussion, it was agreed that the Queen Elizabeth HT Medical Centre
site was the preferred site. The Queen Elizabeth 11 Medical Centre Trust was approached
and it indicated that it had no objection to the proposal, on the understanding that progressive
and final proposals were submitted to the trust for approval. However, advice from the
Crown Solicitor's office at the time indicated that with the present definition of 'medical
centre" in the Act the presence of a Coroner's Court would be neither conducive nor
incidental to the purposes of the medical centre as defined.
The purpose of this Bill is to insert a new subsection to expand the definition of "medical
centre" to allow the trust to consider such facilities as are, in the opinion of the trust,
necessary and convenient for the purposes of enabling the Coroner under the Coroners Act to
exercise his jurisdiction under that Act. I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bradshaw.

SKELETON WEED AND RESISTANT GRAIN INSECTS (ERADICATION
FUNDS) AMENDMENT BILL

Report
Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading
'Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Bridge (Minister for Agriculture), and transmitted to
the Council.

STAMP AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 29 August.
MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [11.20 am]: This Bill is one of
two introduced by the Government this session to amend the Stamp Act. This one seeks to
tidy up a range of areas, and is generally supported by the Opposition. As was outlined in
the second reading speech, the Bill proposes amendments to several issues which I will
briefly outline. The first provision is designed to block certain stamp duty avoidance
schemes. Currently, where a mortgage does not specify the amount secured, it is referred to
as an unlimited security and is initially assessed for duty of only $5. As amounts are
advanced under that security, the instrument is required to be assessed for ad valorem duty
on the amount of the advance. The proposed amendment aims to stamp out certain
avoidance mechanisms whereby a mortgage is not stamped as amounts are advanced and is
only stamped in the event of default by the borrower, thus making the security enforceable.
The Opposition has no argument with the endeavour to eliminate schemes to avoid the
payment of stamp duty; however, the provision relating to retrospeccivity causes us some
concern.
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The second aim of the Bill is to ensure that no duty is paid on additional instruments of
security that secure the same moneys as an existing stamped instrument. This is known as
catch-up duty. For example, the value of a farm may decline because of the rural downturn
and additional security may be called for on the farner's loan. This may be provided by way
of city real estate, and this increases the security backing for the loan previously negotiated.
If the stamp duty has increased from the time of the original documentation of the loan,
under the current legislation additional stamp duty must be paid. That is neither fair nor
reasonable, and the Government recognises that. The third and founth aspects of this Bill
relate to stamp duty matters regarding the Stock Exchange; these involve machinery matters
with which the Opposition has no argument. The fifth aspect of the legislation involves
extending to de facto married couples the exemption which is already available to those who
are legally married. Again, we support the provision. The final aspect of the legislation is
the amendment to provide the right to object regarding stamp duty assessment on motor
vehicle licences and transfers, with which we have no argument.
The only aspect of the legislation which causes the Opposition some concern is that of
retrospectivity. The Opposition, and, I would hope, most members have concerns about
retrospective legislation. It has been the practice that when Governments introduce taxation
avoidance legislation, they indicate that the avoidance practice will be outlawed from the
date of the announcement. In this legislation the announcement was made with the
introduction of the Bill into the Parliament. That is a good practice because in the past
Governments of all persuasions have indicated that outlawed schemes will stop as from the
day of the announcement; yet it may take months to introduce the relevant legislation.
Therefore, the Government has done the right thing in this regard, and I would like an
assurance that retrospectivity will not apply to transactions commenced prior to the date of
the announcement.
I offer an example to the Treasurer: Prior to the introduction of the legislation in August a
person may have signed an option to purchase a property, and this arrangement may be
concluded on the date after the legislation applies. If the Bill came into effect in the
meantime, the person would be caught in its retrospectivity. 1 hope that the legislation will
not apply to all transactions which occurred, and commenced, prior to the announcement
date. Also, I would appreciate advice from the Treasurer regarding the status of the review
of the Stamp Act. As the Treasurer is aware, a former Treasurer announced a review of the
Stamp Act during a Budget speech a couple of years ago. This has been an ongoing process
and a report has been produced. At what stage is that review, and when can we expect a
detailed announcement from the Government regarding the implementation of the
recommendations? Generally, the Opposition has no objection to this legislation.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Treasurer) [11.26 am]j: A little less than a month ago the
Government released the final discussion paper for public comment on the Stamp Act
review; I am not sure whether the Leader of the Opposition received a copy, but it has been
circulated. We hope that this matter will be resolved following extensive community debate
on this paper, and legislative amendments can be introduced.
On the matter of retrospectivity, I do not have the information with me regarding transactions
which are in progress on the date of the application of the legislation. However taxation
officials are in the Speaker's Gallery and I will clarify this matter for the Leader of the
Opposition. My understanding is that the legislation is not intended to affect tranisactions
which are already in progress; certainly, the contrary view has not been part of my briefing
notes. I appreciate the comments of the Leader of the Opposition regarding the
implementation date of these measures. It is wiser to do so by way of introducing the
legislation rather than public announcement. The second option can lead to problems,
including the state of community knowledge. I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his
support and I will clarify his questions before the legislation goes to another place.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Dr Lawrence (Treasurer), and transmitted to the Council
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STAMP AMENDMENT BILL (No 2)
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 29 August.
MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) (11.29 am]: This Bill is more
controversial and nowhere near as simple as the Stamp Amendment Bill. The Bill proposes
to amend sections 75A and 76AA of the principal Act, both of which are valuation
provisions. The Bill appears to have been drafted in great haste and is intended to overcome
a setback to the Government's revenue raising campaign.
The Full Court of the Supteme Court of Western Australia, in its decision in Commissioner
of State Taxation v Nischu Pcy Ltd, found against the Commissioner of State Taxation and
excluded mining information from the definition, or value, of land. As a consequence, this
legislation has been introduced. Commissioner Zelestis in the Supreme Court upheld
Nischu's appeal and assessed duty at the rate of 0.6 per cent on the purchase price. Members
will realise the significance of this decision in considering that the alternative rate was
4.25 per cent. The learned commissioner rejected the Commissioner of State Taxation's
argument that mining information formed part of the value of the land. The case to which I
referred related to mining tenements.
On appeal to the Full Court of the Supreme Court, the commissioner's appeal was
unanimously dismissed; once again, this upheld the view that mining informnation should be
regarded as separate from the land. Through this legislation the Government is seeking to
deem mining information as inclusive in defining the value of the land, and therefore making
the duty payable.
The Opposition does not argue with the broad termns of what is proposed; that is, if people
pay for property, they pay stamp duty on the value. However, the amendments raise several
major concerns and highlight my earlier comment that the amendments have been drafted in
haste and that they breach several important principles that should not be breached if we are
to deal objectively and sensibly with this type of legislation. Firstly, under the amendment to
section 76AA, duty will be assessed in many cases not on the price paid but on deemed
value - in other words, on what the value is deemed to be by some party. If section 76AA is
amended as proposed by the Bill, subclause (2a) will read -

For the purposes of this section, in applying the ordinary principles of valuation to
determine the value of land it shall be assumed -

That is the first aspect that we need to highlight -

that a hypothetical purchaser would, on purchasing the land, acquire a permanent
right of access to, and use of, all information relating to the land.

Whatever the price, one would be assumed to have acquired all information, have full
knowledge of it and have taken that into account and, therefore, that is the price on which the
stamp duty would be assessed irrespective of what one pays. The question arises: How are
we to determine that assumption and information? I do not believe that it can be effectively
determined and therefore, my amendment will clarify that position.
Mr Kierath: It sounds like a pretty dangerous position to be in.
Mr MacKINNON: I believe it is a very dangerous position, and is one which will open up
section 76AA to a great deal more litigation than already exists. Therefore, if we are to
correct anomalies in the legislation, which we are attempting to do heme today, the
amendment should provide a better alternative not a worse one. In fact, the present situation
is simple, given the decisions of the court. The amendment contained in the Bill is very
unclear. The valuation principles which it is claimed have been applied are not applied,
when one looks at the judgments that have been handed down.
As I indicated previously, the law is uncertain. The Treasurer, in her speech, has not given
any guidelines about how the legislation will be implemented. There is doubt about how it
will be interpreted. I have received several representations and in three of the five cases,
there has been a difference of opinion. If that is the case already, I doubt that the
Government will achieve its desired results and, at the end of the day, instead of clearing up
the matter, it will cloud and muddy the waters more.
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I am certain that my colleague from the National Party, the member far Wagin, will refer to
some clear anomalies that will exist in relation to the purchase of land and information
relating to land chat is not a mining tenement. I will leave him to give the example of
farming land. However, let us assume that I bought a central city property. Subsequent to
my purchase, it comes to somebody's attention that a great deal of planning work has been
done for an office block development on that property. I can then be assumed to have
known - whether I did or did not - about that property. There could be a great deal of value
in that information, and I could be asked to pay stamp duty on it even though I may not have
taken that into account when purchasing the property.
Mr Kierath: Could that not be used as a tool against the company? Could the Government
not use that assumed value as a way of softening its target?
Mr MacKINNON: One would hope that it would not happen. However, it is a possibility if
somebody were vexatious enough to take that course of action. That course of action should
not be available.
I intend moving an amendment to clause 5 at the Committee stage to clarify the legislation so
that, when the legislation is applied to property, particularly to mining tenements, the
assessment is made on the basis that the price was negotiated having had knowledge of all
information. We will remove the doubt that exists in the legislation now and we will also
remove the possibility of future litigation. The legal advice I have received clearly indicates
that my proposed amendment is far more preferable than the amendment proposed by the
Government, and that it will clarify the situation.
I urge the Treasurer to give serious consideration to my proposed amendment because the
mining industry is suffering badly through the failure of this Government to address
environmental and Aboriginal regulations. The last thing that industry wants is further
complications and delays that may develop from the arguments over stamp duty. It wants to
get on with development projects. In conclusion, if the Government does not accept the
amendment, we will oppose the legislation.
MR WIESE (Wagin) [11.38 am]: I will respond to the closing comments made by the
Treasurer in the previous debate. I apologise to her that I was not here to put the National
Party's point of view an that Bill. However, we were led to believe that another piece of
legislation would be handled at that time. The National Party certainly had a point of view to
express on the previous Bill and I would have expressed it had I been aware that the agenda
for this morning's sitting had been changed.
In relation to the Stamp Amendment Bill (No 2), the Leader of the Opposition has outlined
many of the fears that exist in the mining community and in the broader community about
this piece of legislation. Despite what the Treasurer said in her second reading speech and
despite what was intimated to members of the National Party in the briefings that we have
had with personnel from the stamp office, this piece of legislation introduces a different and
new concept to gathering stamp duty. This legislation will attach a value to information and
it is my understanding that that has not been done before. The concept of applying a value to
information is quite new and it is a departure from existing legislation. It is interesting that
the reason we have this legislation before us is that the State Taxation Department has
endeavoured to take a couple of cases to court. I understand that has happened in
Queensland. In all cases the courts have upheld the proposition that information can be
separated from the value of the land and that the information component of a transaction
cannot have stamp duty applied to it. A new concept is being introduced through this
legislation, the passage of which will mean that information, whatever it may be, will
become a commodity to which stamp duty can be applied. I am not happy with that concept.
For some reason, which I have been unable to fathom, this legislation seeks to extend the
concept that information is subject to stamp duty to freehold land and to Crown leases. I
have been unable to obtain an explanation from the commissioner, and perhaps the Treasurer
will be in a position to explain the reason for this in her reply to this debate. It certainly has
the potential to affect the farmers in my electorate who farmn on both freehold and Crown
land- It does not apply only to agricultural land, but also to all freehold land. Therefore, this
legislation has the potential to apply stamp duty to all freehold land, whether it be the
suburban block or commercial land on which small or big business operates.
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For the reasons I have outlined I am strongly opposed to this legislation. I will wait with
interest to see how the amendment Proposed by the Leader of the Opposition will be handled.
The National Party's reaction to the legislation will, to a large degree, depend on that.
MR COURT (Nedlands) [11.43 am]: The crux of this legislation revolves round the
question of valuing intellectual property and, in relation to mining leases, the so-called
mining information. I hope the Treasurer has been fully briefed on this legislation because it
really does open up a Pandora's box with what it will achieve.
The Government announced that it was introducing this legislation because of some legal
difficulties. The court came down clearly against the Government in the relevant case that
was before it. The decision was appealed but the appeal failed. As a result, the State
Taxation Department - and good luck to it - recommended to the Government that it
introduce this legislation which will not close a loophole, but will introduce a means by
which the Government can raise more taxes in a new area. The legislation is not about stamp
duty minimisation, but about the State Government's revenue collection maximisation. The
Minister's second reading speech refers to this legislation as a revenue protection measure;
not a revenue raising measure.
Dr Lawrence: An amount of $7 million a year will be lost from the existing amount of tax
raised.
Mr COURT: How can the money be lost if it is not collected?
Dr Lawrence: Official schemes axe being developed; we are effectively losing revenue.
Mr COURT: A ruling has been given that the information the Treasurer is talking about -

Dr Lawrence: As a result of that ruling considerable revenue would be lost to the State if it
were allowed to stand. There is nothing wrong with the Government's seeking to close tax
loopholes.
Mr COURT: The Treasurer is looking at it from one point of view only.
Dr Lawrence: All mining companies have paid on the basis of valuation principles. They
have been challenged in the High Court and this legislation is to close that loophole.
Mr COURT: Under the law everyone has the perfect right to challenge. In other words, the
Government has been collecting revenue illegally.
Dr Lawrence: The court made a determination. The companies have picked up on a scheme
to minimise their tax. The court says the provisions of the Act appear to allow it and we are
correcting it.

Mr COURT: What is currently a non-dutiable item is being made a dutiable item. This
legislation will create a huge amount of uncertainly in the industry. The existing law is fairly
clear cut - tax laws are never clear cut - and a ruling has been handed down to explain what is
the interpretation. Now we have a situation where someone will have to put a value on this
so-called information. It will not apply to the mining industry only.
Dr Lawrence: It is not to be separately valued, but to be taken into account. If someone is
valuing a civic property it is difficult because of the zoning requirements and so on. That
information could increase the value of the land. We are trying to put them back together.
Mr COURT: What happens with a mining company which has spent a huge sum of money
on exploration on a tenement?
Dr Lawrence: It will seek to recover the money in the price it sells it for.
Mr COURT: Let us say, for example, that a company spends $2 million on exploration work
on a mining tenement and another company buys the tenement for $1 million.
Dr Lawrence: It means that the exploration work did not find anything.
Mr COURT: The Government can say that it has records to show that $2 million was spent
on the exploration work. Having spent $2 million on that work the company may decide that
because the tenement is not a goer it wants to get rid of it and take the loss. Under this
legislation, who puts the value on that information?
Dr Lawrence: I will explain those things as we go along. You are trying to separate the
information out as though it was different from the value of the land.
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Mr COURT: That is the crux of this legislation. In trying to catch a new area to whack on a
stamp duty the Government is entering into a nebulous area of what the information is.
Under statutory requirements a company provides information to the Department of Mines
on the work it undertakes on a lease. The company might provide the minimum amount of
information to meet its statutory obligations. The information it provides to the department
may be so much, but in actual fact the company may have done a lot more work on it. When
I buy a tenement from someone and the Government finds out that the previous owner had
done more work on it than what was reported -

Dr Lawrence: As the vendor you would want to establish whether it is worth the price being
asked for it, You would want to determine whether there is a resource there and whether
someone has undertaken the work they said they had. The vendor would only be concerned
about what has been found and not what had been spent on exploration. That is irrelevant to
the valuation under the Stamp Act; it is related to what it is worth to you as the vendor. In
other words, you are exchanging information on the tenement.
Mr COURT: The Treasurer is saying that if it applies to companies that have common -

Dr Lawrence: If they say that it is worth only the value of the land unimproved and without
any knowledge, that is a rort. Then there would be no difference between a tenement that is
worthless and a tenement which has a great deal of value.
Mr COURT: Who makes the decision?
Dr Lawrence: It must be made on the basis of the sale price. Why should stamp duty niot be
paid? If you say the value is the information and the land is worth peanuts, but there is quite
a lot of valuable information that is avoidance.
Mr COURT: Who will decide on the value?
Dr Lawrence: It will be reflected in the total price paid. When you buy property you pay for
access to the land and also for what you believe to be on that land. ir is similar to a person
buying a block in St George's Terrace and one buying a block in Esperance. Each will have
access to the land but other factors are involved.
Mr COURT: Under the provisions of this legislation the Government could decide that a
proper value has not been put on the land.
Dr Lawrence: That is not the way it will work.
Mr COURT: I will be very interested to hear the explanation by the Treasurer. One of the
groups to which we wrote asking for its opinions on the legislation made a number of
comments which I will suinmarise.
Dr Lawrence: Which group?
Mr COURT: I do not have the covering sheet with me but I think these comments were
made by the Stock Exchange. It feels that the amendments are contrary to established legal
and valuation principles; they can lead only to confrontation with the commission; they will
lead to expensive and time consuming appeals to the Supreme Court; they will have an
impact on innocent parties; and, their interpretation is unclear and application uncertain. In
an era in which we are trying to simplify the taxation system the Government has introduced
these amendments which will open up a whole new world of legal argument about the
valuations placed on items for stamp duty purposes. I will be interested to hear the
Treasurer's comments on the question of valuations.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Treasurer) [11.53 am]: It would probably be more
helpful to deal with these matters at the Committee stage, but I will respond to some
comments made in this debate to date. I am disappointed that it has taken this long for the
Opposition to clearly indicate its reservations about those elements of the Bill. The
Government undertook to ensure that the Opposition was briefed, and it was not until
members opposite sought inform-ation from bodies which might be said to have an interest
that they even bothered to raise an objection. I know that is true of the Chamber of Mnes
and Energy.
Mr Court: Did you consult them?
Dr LAWRENCE: Yes, of course. The comments of the Chamber of Mines and Energy -
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which I do not think were those referred to - were extremely vague and it did not seem to
have an objection. In fact, the Chamber of Mines and Energy only proffered an opinion in
response to a request from the National Party. Everyone in the industry understands that the
result of chat court case was to overturn long established practices and principles in the
valuation, not just of mining tenements - which was the case in point - but of property
generally. It was not that the industry believed for one second chat it would continue to be
able to exploit what the court had indicated was a loophole in the Act. I am surprised it has
taken the Opposition so long to tell the Government of its point of view.
Mr Court: This is the first opportunity we have had.
Dr LAWRENCE: Yes, but there are no amendments on the Notice Paper and, therefore, no
suggestion of the specific reservations the Opposition has. Admittedly, the Leader of the
Opposition extended me the courtesy of providing me with a copy of these amendments an
hour before the debate began.
Mr Macinnon: We have had varying advice on what it means.
Dr LAWRENCE: That often happens in relation to taxation matters, as the Leader of the
Opposition acknowledged. The amendments proposed have been looked at - and will be
further examined - by taxation officials and quickly discussed with Crown Law Department
in the time I have had them. They believe these proposed amendments completely oventurn
the intent of the legislation. That obviously tends to negate the purpose of introducing this
legislation, which purpose I thought was clearly outlined in the second reading speech. This
is not seeking to establish new principles of valuation, but rather to reinforce those
undertaken for a long time. The practice which the Bill seeks to eliminate is relatively new,
and mining companies and others were not attempting to get around paying scamp duty in the
way this company did, followed by a challenge in the courts. The company introduced that
scheme to minimise stamp duty payments, it had no other purpose, and everyone in the
industry understands that. Should this scheme be allowed to operate, there will be a real loss
of revenue. That loss would mean the revenue must be found from some other taxpayers,
and I ask members opposite to chink carefully before they attempt to overturn the Bill.
The Stamp Act has always provided for duty to be assessed on the value of land. The
amount paid is not considered to necessarily reflect the true value of the land.
Mr Macinnon: Can you give examples?
Dr LAWRENCE: I will do that at the Committee stage.
Mr Macinnon: If I pay for a block of land, the price paid is the value,.
Dr LAWRENCE: The State Taxation Department does not automatically accept that as the
basis for valuation, although for the most part that will be the basis on which stamp duty is
paid.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I suggest that detailed questions of this sont would be
more appropriately dealt with at the Committee stage.
Dr LAWRENCE: If stamp duty is being avoided through a sham, because in this case the
consideration is being split between the tenement and the information, that is a problem. The
Government seeks to put them together again. The advice I have received from the State
Taxation Department is that that is totally artificial, and that in the case of a mining tenement
it is impossible to value the land without a knowledge of the information that relates to it; in
other words, what minerals have been found and what is their imputed value. It is important
that the information is not separately dutiable but that it is part of the information about the
land. In the same way, someone purchasing a country property would want to know the
carrying capacity of the land, any salinity problems and any other information that would
inevitably be taken into account when agreeing to a price.
Mr Macinnon: That is the point, he agrees to a particular price.
Dr LAWRENCE: The valuation principle has always provided for the duty to be assessed on
the value of land, and the price paid does not necessarily reflect the true value, That
principle has applied to the Stamp Act and other Acts in which the question of valuation is at
issue. With regard to city property, even if a purchaser did not know certain information
about that property, the vendor certainly would. It must be remembered that the value is not
determined by what the hypothetical purchaser would pay but also by the price the

5252 [ASSEMBLY]



jThursday, 26 September 1991] 55

hypothetical vendor would accept. These are valuation principles which are embodied in the
legislation and in practice.
Mr C.J. Bamnett: You are assuming perfect market knowledge on the part of the vendor.
Dr LAWRENCE: This amendment does not make that assumption. I am advised that is the
assumption on which valuation principles have been based for a very long time. The
Opposition is seeking to overturn long established valuation principles in this Act and in
other Stamp Acts around the country.
Mr Macinnon: We are not.
Dr LAWRENCE: We could have a conference on this matter at another rime, but I think
members opposite will find that is correct. I am prepared to believe my advisers in the State
Taxation Department and the Crown Law Department who have been working in this area
for a long time. It is an established principle under the Act that the purchaser is deemed to
have perfect knowledge and there is no other way of dealing with this matter. All sorts of
exceptions and exemptions might be made on the basis of specific instances which clearly
then are open to rorting and shamming.
In reply to what the member for Wagin said, nothing in the Bill could possibly be read as
meaning that information will become dutiable. It will not. That is the whale point of this
amendment. The claim that it will do so is incorrect. If members thought that was the case
we could examine the matter later to ensure that appropriate amendments followed.
However, nothing in this Bill requires information to be dutiable. The member for Nedlands
asked who puts the value on information. We are not interested in the value of information.
We are concerned only with finding the value of the land or tenement.
Mr Court: Including the information.
Dr LAWRENCE: Only to make it clear, because of the decision in Commissioner of State
Taxation v Nischu Pty Ltd, that one can artificially separate the two. 'The applicant tried to
say, "Tis is the value of the tenement, and this is the value of the information. The land is
worth peanuts and the information a fortune and we have to pay stamp duty only on the
peanuts." To me that looks lie a way of avoiding stamp duty. We are saying, "No, it is the
land and information in total that must be taken into consideration." if I want to sell the
member a motor car or piece of land we will not say, "Let us divorce all the knowledge we
both have about this and try to arrive at a price separate from the information." One cannot
do that. Goods are worth something only because of what we know about them. And land is
worth something only because of the zoning, underground resources, or whatever. It is worth
nothing apart from that except at a minimal level.
Mr C.J. Barnett. The Treasurer is assuming in that argument that the value of the
information is not internalised in the tenement price. In the case of rorting I do not think
there is an argument about that.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is precisely what Nischu Pty Ltd tried to do. It said, "There is the
land and there is the information." It cannot do that.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I have no argument if somebody is rorting the system. No doubt that
occurs. In most market situations that information is intemnalised in the price.
Dr LAWRENCE: I agree. That is all this amendment establishes. It seeks to prevent people
tryig to separate the land and the information as if they are independent of each other. The
Bill says they are not, that they are conjoint. We can discuss that matter during the
Committee stage of the Bill, but that is precisely what the Act is based upon. it seeks to do
nothing more than that. The court case sought to artificially separate the two. The Nischu
Pty Ltd decision effectively says that one must separately value information from a tenement
or land value and that the stamp duty will apply only to the land. If we allowed that to
happen we would face a million and one challenges about it with future valuations. That is
the reason for introducing the Bill. If we cannot reach a resolution here I hope members take
art opportunity to further discuss the matter with tax officials so that we do not allow the
significant loss of revenue I have outlined.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second rime.
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Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr Donovan) in the Chair; Dr Lawrence (Treasurer)
in charge of the Bill.
Clauses I to 3 put and passed.
Clause 4: Section 75A amended -

Mr WIESE: I move -

Page 2, lines 17 to 20 - To delete the lines.
Absolutely nothing the Treasurer has said convinces me that this Bill, which is basically
aimed at mining tenements, is not being expanded to include both freehold land and Crown
leased land. It has been indicated that some tenements are being submitted for valuation and
taxing purposes in a manner which separates the value of the tenement from the value of the
information. If the commissioner is dissatisfied with the value placed on the tenement why is
he unable to appeal the valuation or reject it? The valuation is put on the property by the
seller. I understand that the commissioner has the power, if he is not satisfied with a
valuation submitted to him for stamping, to reject it and impose his own valuation, If he is
dissatisfied with the valuation applied to a tenement or the information, why does he not deal
with the matter in the way I have suggested; that is, by rejecting the valuation submitted to
him and imposing his own valuation?
Mr MacKIhJNON: ITam swayed by the member for Wagin's argument to his point of view. I
had not looked at this matter prior to today. If we are looking at mining tenements why are
we including the other two areas mentioned? The explanation given by the member for
Wagin seems to make a lot of sense, so why should we not agree to his amendment?
Mr COURT: I present a hypothetical case: A mining company wants to purchase from a
fanner a farmi on which it has discovered a large mineral deposit. The market value of that
farm is $500 000, but the mining company tells the farmer it will purchase that farm for
$1 million; therefore, the farm changes hands for $1 million, or double the market price, and
stamp duty is paid on that amount. However, the mining company in doing its exploration
work had discovered that the mineral deposit - which was owned not by the farmer but by the
Crown - was huge and that the farm was worth a lot more than $1 million. The arrangement
proposed in the Bill provides that the Commissioner of State Taxation could decide that the
company had available to it information which indicated that a higher value should have
been placed on that farm than the $1 million that the company had paid for it. Could the
commissioner then assess stamp duty at that considerably higher value, as determined by
someone within the State Taxation Department?
Dr LAWRENCE: First, I am disappointed that such a serious amendment as the amendment
moved by the member of Wagin has been put before the Chamber at this stage. Secondly,
the amendment moved by the member for Wagin would mean that the entire Bill would
apply only to mining tenements. Thle existing Hill applies to freehold land, Crown lease and
mining tenements, and the amendment seeks to give special exemption to certain categories
of land that are currently covered by the Act. Although those categories have not yet been
the subject of the particular scheme of arrangement that this Bill seeks to correct, there has
been nothing until now to prevent them from becoming so subject. Members must
understand that the company which took this matter to the Full Court sought to artificially
split off the value of the mining tenement from the value of the information relating to that
land. It argued that if the mining tenement was worth, for example, $5 million, and the
information relating to that land was worth $19 million, and if the information were split off
separately, it would not be dutiable, so the land would then become dutiable at a much lower
level. However, I am sure all members would understand that the value of a mining
tenement is not determined simply by the value of the land but by the information relating to
that land. The company sought to set up an artificial scheme, which was different from the
principles that had been embodied in previous decisions. Other mining companies have paid
stamp duty on the basis of the value of the tenement, including information relating to that
tenement. The example used by the member for Nedlands is not a good example because the
farmer and the mining company would be two different tenures; the farm would be separate
from the mining tenement.
Mr Court: That is not what the Bill states. It states that "a hypothetical purchaser would, on
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purchasing the land, acquire a pernanent right of access to, and use of, all information
relating to the land". I emphasise the word "ali".
Dr LAWRENCE: They are separate tenures and would not be caught in the way described
by the member for Nedlands. The member used a hypothetical example that was based on a
wrong assumption about the relationship between a farmer and a mining tenement. The
tenement only would be valued in the light of information indicating the presence of valuable
minerals. My advice is that the member for Nedlands is incorrect, they are separate tenures,
and the valuation would apply in each case according to the tenure and not some
arrangement between the farmer and the mining company. If we accept the amendment
moved by the member for Wagin, only mining tenements will be required to be valued on the
basis of all the information that relates to them - not the other two categories of freehold land
and Crown lease. The only reason the member would seek to do that is that at the moment
the scheme of arrangement has been proposed only in respect of mining tenements.
However, if we do not allow this Bill to go through the Parliament, it will be only a matter of
time before the whole of this area is again thrown open to a challenge of that kind, where an
artificial split is made between the "value" - insofar as that can be determined - of any piece
of land, and the information that relates to that land and which gives it inevitably a large part
of its value. I urge members to think about the implications of what they are seeking to do.
The Government will not accept the amendment, and I am happy to discuss with members
opposite precisely why it does not make sense to accept the amendment. The clear reason
that it does not make sense is that at the moment the stamp duty principles apply to all
categories of land. The member for Wagin has sought to exempt two of those categories on
the basis that only one category has been the subject of a legal challenge so far, but there is
nothing to prevent the other two categories from also becoming subject to the same type of
challenge.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Donovan): The Treasurer has been asked, both formally
and by way of interjection, whether she would introduce to the Chamber the party who is in
the Chamber.
Dr LAWRENCE: Mr Paul Fellowes, Commissioner of State Taxation; who is, I would have
thought, a considerable authority on the matter that is before us.
Mr MacKINNON: Despite the Commissioner of State Taxation's considerable authority, I
happen to read English and [ read the clause as follows -

For the purposes of this section, in applying the ordinary principles of valuation to
determine the value of land -

And the definition of "land" is "freehold land" -

-it shall be assumed that a hypothetical purchaser would, on purchasing the land,
acquire a permanent right of access to, and use of, all information relating to the land.

The Treasurer has stated that it is not the price that is the important factor but the value. The
Treasurer decried the Opposition for giving a hypothetical example, but then stated that
although no case has yet been forthcoming to indicate any avoidance or problem in this area,
we need to ensure that problems do not arise in the future, and that is the reason for the
clause. Therefore, we are being asked by the Treasurer to approve a clause which would
cause - and the argument put by the member for Nedlands is entirely consistent with the way
I read this clause - a purchaser or a farmer who is selling land to be caught up by the clause,
because the person who is purchasing the land has access to information which materially
affects the value of that land -

Mr Trenorden: Does that mean that if you know that next year the price of the land will go
up

Mr MacKINNON: That is a good question. I do not think so, but the clause could probably
be taken that far.
Dr Lawrence: I suggest that members of the Opposition read the existing Act. Members
opposite are now tailcng about principles that have been embodied in the Act for a long time,
and are making themselves look foolish.
Mr MacKINNON: We are talkng about a specific amendment for a specific purpose.
Nothing that the Treasurer has said to date has indicated whether the existing Act addresses
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the situation referred to by the members for Wagin and Nedlands. We will need a much
better explanation than that if we are to move away from our support for the amendment
moved by the member for Wagin.
Mr COURT: We can only interpret literally what is in front of us. We are not taxation
experts. What will happen if taxation lawyers and accountants get hold of this legislation
and look for ways to get around it?
Dr Lawrence: The trouble is that they have used the Act to do that. They have attempted to
make an artificial split. We are trying to put it back together, and you are telling us to pull it
apart.

Mr COURT: The people who are responsible for collecting this tax also want to have
something at their disposal that will enable them -

Dr Lawrence: To reaffirm the principles of the past, which were artificially pulled apart by
this scheme.

Mr COURT: No. The Treasurer is concentrating on one case.
Dr Lawrence: That is because there is a Full Court decision about it, not for any other
reason.
Mr COURT: The Treasurer is concentrating on that one case where the Commissioner of
State Taxation was involved. She has drafted this amendment to solve the problem -which
has arisen. In drafting her changes the Treasurer has broadened this definition. Literally,
this amendment says, where the market value is normally $500 000, because the company
wants to buy the land because there is a mineral deposit there, the price goes up to
$1 million. Under this legislation the person buying the land acquires a permanent right of
access to it and use of all the information relating to it. The fact that the company has
undertaken an exploration program and has been able to find considerable wealth there must
be tied in with how exploration and mining approvals work on freehold land. That company
has a lot more knowledge than the farmer, because it has carried out its exploration program.
It has put the holes in the ground and it has found the gold, uranium or whatever it May be.
The farmer is happy; he has just walked away with double the market value.
Dr Lawrence: You misunderstand it. If the company has a tenement over the land, the
farmer does not own it any more; it is only the balance of the farm that he can sell.
Mr COURT: I am pointing out the practicalities of obtaining approval for mining on that
farm.

Dr Lawrence: As a result of your persistent opposition to the right of veto, you are using a
hypothetical case.

Mr COURT: We must take into account why the mining company is prepared to pay double
the market value. There will always be a happy farmer when the mining company pays
double the market value.
Mr Wiese: He is a happy ex-farmer.

Mr COURT: There will be an unhappy farmer when the mining company offers double the
market value for a property, let us say near Mt Lesueur, and the Government does not go
ahead with its approvals so the company withdraws the offer. That is an unhappy farmer
because he has just lost a lot of money. In this case we can only look at what is written in
this Bill. As a result of what has been said about the veto provisions, there would be a
watertight case for the State Taxation Department to say. "You have paid $1 million, but as a
result of information we have about this land we can put a value of $5 million on it and you
will pay stamp duty on that." Hack we go to the court to fight that one through.

Mr WIESE: I do not wish to delay the House unduly, but this is a point which should be
addressed by the Treasurer. The two previous speakers made the point very clearly that if
the commissioner is not happy, or if he believes that the valuations submitted for the
tenement and for the information are not correct, why can he not use the powers he has - and
God knows, he has plenty of powers - to disagree with those valuations and impose his own
valuations? This would achieve the result he is trying to achieve by putting a value on the
information.
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Dr Lawrence: This is saying that the tenement's value is in part dependent on the
information on it. It is not saying that there is a value on the tenement and a value on the
information. This is trying to say that the value of the land includes the information on it, but
it may not be the same. For instance, the company may have spent $10 million obtaining
information about the tenement, that $10 million might have revealed chat the tenement was
worth $ 10 000, and that is what would be paid, not $ 10 million. If you look at the whole
context of the Act, the amendment effectively splits it. We are trying to say that it cannot be
split. In the end you pay the value.
Mr WIESE: My belief is that the court case has reinforced exactly what I say - that a value
can be placed on the information.
Dr Lawrence: The court does not say that.
Mr WIESE: Thte court says that the commissioner cannot do what he has been tryring to do,
and that is lump everything together in one great big lump sum. The court has said that the
two are separable and must be valued and stamped in that way.
Dr Lawrence: That is not what the court says.
Mr WIESE: Why on earth do we include freehold and Crown land in this? This provision is
basically aimed at picking up what the commissioner believes is a ront of the system in
relation to mining tenements. My understanding is - and the Treasurer may correct me if I
am wrong - that no valuation has been put on information in relation to exchanges of
freehold land or Crown leases. Why on earth are we including those two sections in this
Bill? A couple of years ago this Parliament very strongly and soundly rejected the concept
of trying to put a valuation on what was basically information; in that case it was intellectual
knowledge. Now we are doing in a roundabout way exactly what was rejected by Parliament
two years ago. We are trying to include the concept of placing a value on information and to
levy stamp duty on it. A couple of years ago an attempt was made to put a value on
intellectual property and levy stamp duty on that and Parliament rejected that attempt.
Dr LAWRENCE: I can only reiterate that the reverse is the case. The amendment seeks to
ensure that there is no separation of information from the total value of the land or tenement.
They are not valued separately; both are understood to be part of the value. Things typically
have value only because of what is known about them. That is a very large part of the value.
If a person wants to sell a farm he will not be able to sell it without saying what the carrying
capacity is, what the encumbrances are and so on. A fanner will not get past first base until
that information is made available to the potential buyer. The member thought that the
farmer was being taken for a ride by obtaining only double the value for his, land; that is
tough.
Mr Court: Because of his information.
Dr LAWRENCE: The farmer does not have to pay the duty. Who pays the duty? It is the
mining company.
Mr Court: The mining company has the information but the farmer does not.
Dr LAWRENCE: The tenement is not part of his land. The tenement is a separate question.
If anyone tried to sell that tenement at a later stage, the buyer of that tenement would surely
want to kntow a lot more about it than a farmer might about the balance of the land which is
not affected by the tenement. We must be very careful in our analyses. The key element is
that this amendment does not require a separate valuing of informnation; it seeks to confirm
previous valuation practice which was that information about anything is an inherent part of
its value. It is the same with mining tenements or other categories of land described. This is
not trying to get something through the back door; it is crying to reaffirm the principles of
valuation which applied before the Nischu Pry Ltd case; no more, no less. The member
might want to think otherwise for a variety of reasons which are a little difficult to
understand, but that is the effect of it. That is our legal advice, that is our taxation advice,
and [ bet that is the way it will be dealt with by the companies.
Mr STRICKLAND: If we are going to determine values on intellectual property -

Dr Lawrence: Information is not liable to stamp duty; it never has been and never wil be,
and this Bill does not seek to make it so liable; but the value of land obviously includes
information - it must.
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Mr Court: And approvals.
Dr Lawrence: It includes lots of things. Members know the value of land is not something
that can be looked at independently of what is known about it, but we don't say, "That much
is for information and that much is for something else in the value." We don't try to separate
it.

Mr STRICKLAND: It is a difficult area and we must have some criteria by which to assess
the value. How wI these values be set? Are they open to dispute? What happens if
someone feels the value should be a certain amount? Will the Treasurer place on the record
the practical impact of this if there is a dispute about the value of this information?
Dr LAWRENCE: For most purposes stamp duty is paid on the basis of the price - the
amount of money that changes hands. Occasionally the State Taxation Department will think
a transaction is a bit funny, and it is usually when there is a far from arm's length
relationship between companies that are obviously engaging in some kind of cosy exchange.
Members saw a number of other tax avoidance schemes -

Mr Macinnon: Do you have the section of the Act in front of you?
Dr LAWRENCE: Sure, but in this case it is quite possible, as with the Nischu Pty Ltd case,
that they were trying to assign another value to the tenement that the taxation office thought
was reasonable by making an artificial distinction between the value of the land and of the
information, flat is when the State Taxation Department challenged it and found - not for
the reasons the member for Wagin indicated but for other reasons - that its view was not
upheld; so we are now left with a precedent in the courts that appears to give currency to the
view that we can now, if we wish, separate land and information and artificially seek to say,
"We will pay $5 million for the land value and $19 million for the information, and only the
$5 million is dutiable." They are the sorts of cases which are disputed, and which are dealt
with by the Commissioner of State Taxation under the powers of the Act; but otherwise
stamp duty is calculated on the money transaction. It is very rare for the commissioner to
become involved with the valuation, and that is precisely what provoked this amendment -
there was an artificial attempt to minimise stamp duty.
Mr Wiese: He will not be able to dispute the valuation, will he?
Dr LAWRENCE: He must be able to dispute it, because people play funny games.
Mr COURT: During discussion on this amendment we have been concentrating on farming
land, but let us look at industrial land. Let us take as an example the site in Kwinana which
has been put aside for the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd project. That land is adjacent to
an alumina refinery and a wharf and the whole project was based on the fact that gas would
be available, piped across the fence from somewhere else. A lot of intellectual property is
related to the PICL project.
Dr Lawrence: That is not intellectual property, that is its location.
Mr COURT: Very well, but let us say that all the approvals are in place for the PICL project
to go ahead and then a shoe manufacturer buys the land -

Dr Lawrence: He would be pretty stupid to do so.
Mr COURT: - but the Government says, "You have bought the land for $10 million -

Dr Lawrence: The vendor pays the tax, not the purchaser.
Mr COURT: That is right, but the Government says, "You have put a value of $10 million
on the land, but in purchasing that land you have acquired a permanent right of access to and
use of all information relating to that land." The Government puts up a case that, because
this block of land is next to the refinery and the port, it has a far higher value. What is to
prevent the Commissioner of State Taxation assessing duty on a far higher value than the
shoe manufacturer paid for the site?
Dr LAWRENCE: Because the commissioner would be interested in the matter only if there
was obviously an attempt to minimise the value of the land, A sensible vendor who owned a
package of land worth $10 million would not sell it to someone for $6 million.
Mr Court: That is the question, because you are going through that exercise right now,
Dr LAWRENCE: If it is worth $10 million to the vendor, given the market -
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Mr Court: No, it has that value only if you want it for the petrochemical project.
Dr LAWRENCE: The member for Nedlands is being extremely perverse. The vendor
would not sell a piece of land to someone unless he received what he felt it was worth. He
would hang on to it or make some other arrangement. If a shoe manufacturer wanted to set
up a factory there, he would pay what the land was worth, or what it is valued at - unless the
private sector has suddenly gone bananas - and the fact that he is giving up the opportunity to
use it for other purposes is his problem. The stamp duty is paid on the basis of the purchase
price, in that case, and the purchaser pays it accordingly. If he is stupid enough not to
optimise the use of the land, that is his problem. The Commissioner of Stare Taxation would
not become involved unless there were an artificial lowering of the price because there had
been some scheme of arrangement between the purchaser and the vendor. If someone
chooses not to maximise his investment opportunities, that is a mistake on his part and has
nothing to do with the Commissioner of State Taxation.
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 5: Section 76AA amended -

Mr MacKINNON: I move -

Page 3, lines 7 and 8 - To delete the words "would, on purchasing the land, acquire a
permanent right of access to, and use of," and substitute the following -

for the purpose of negotiating a price for the land, had knowledge of
I have listened carefully to the Treasurer, who has indicated that information is not dutiable.
'This amendmnt seeks to clarify that situation. If the amendment were passed the proposed
subsection would read -

(2a) For the purposes of this section, in applying the ordinary principles of valuation
to determine the value of land it shall be assumed that a hypothetical purchaser for
the purposes of negotiating a price for the land, -

and that is what we are talking about; the proposed subsection would then read -

had knowledge of all information relating to the land.
That indicates quite clearly that when the person is purchasing land and negotiates the price,
as we have talked about today, he has access to certain information that helps him determine
what he pays for that land. The question of deals between related pantics is covered
separately in other areas of the legislation, so that is not the subject of this debate. If we
adopt the legislation as it is currently framed we will leave ourselves wide open to massive
litigation. Nothing will be cleared up. Inordinate discretionary powers will be placed in the
hands of the Commissioner for State Taxation, which is neither fair nor reasonable. They are
value judgments that I do not believe will make the situation just or equitable. I am not in
the business of providing support for people who avoid their taxation or stamp duty
responsibilities. For example, when I was practising my profession as an accountant I
refused to assist any of my clients to participate in bottom of the harbour schemes as 1 did not
believe it was appropriate or moral to do so. In fact, I lost two of my largest clients because
of my belief that although one is entitled to minimise one's responsibilities, to avoid them is
a completely different issue. Our approach is not to try to avoid duty but to ensure the
legislation we pass in this Chamber is clear, simple and straightforward, and that it means
what it says, and it does not allow the commissioner or other people to take action that so
often has been shown in the past to be unfair and unreasonable, and which has taken the law
a great deal further than the legislators ever intended. The amendment is sensible; it clarifies
the situation; it will put into effect the ideas of all of us who want to overcome anomalies and
the practice of avoidance.
Dr LAWRENCE: I appreciate what the Leader of the Opposition is trying to do. I do not
suggest anything nefarious in that action. It is just that the advice given to me is that the
amendment does not achieve what the Leader of the Opposition seeks to achieve. It
undermines the principle that we are attempting to embody in the Bill; that is, to have a
single value on land or a tenement and not a separate value of information. Information is
not dutiable. I undertake to supply a written assessment during the parliamentary recess,
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before this matter is transmitted to the Legislative Council. It is a complex matter which
flows from court proceedings. In the Nischu case, the court reaffirmed the principles of
valuation. The proposed amendment by the Leader of the Opposition negates those
principles.
Under present law - including not only legislation but also practice - the value of property is
the amount which would be agreed by a hypothetical, willing but not anxious vendor and a
hypothetical, willing hut not anxious purchaser. That sounds like gobbledygook; however,
they are the principles on which it is based. Obviously, it is meant to exclude duress on both
parties; hence the reference to "anxious't. It is hypothetical; we are not talking about a
particular purchaser or vendor and "willing" is another key element. In arriving at the
amount, the hypothetical purchaser, under existing law - that is, this Act and the precedent -
is deemed to have a complete knowledge of the land. We are not trying to separate
knowledge and land. In the Nischu case, the court actually reaffirmed those principles of
valuation. However, because of what the court called the artificiality of the Act - in other
words, the Act's deficiencies - it decided that while the hypothetical purchaser would have a
complete knowledge of the mining tenement involved, the puirchaser could not be deemed to
have ongoing access to relevant information, and that access could be obtained only by
buying the information in addition. The court described that as an artificial result of the way
the Act is written. That is the reason for the Government's amendment. In effect, the court
said that the valuation of the information must be deducted from the valuation of the
tenement. That is exactly the pickle that we do not want to end up in. However, it appears
that we are in that pickle presently, if!I can refer to the hypothetical case put earlier regarding
a particular mining tenement The principle would flow to the other types of land. We say
that that is not what we want; we want it to be the value and to have the same principles -
that is, information not to be separately dutiable, or separately assessed.
During the parliamentary break, I undertake to provide either a verbal briefing to members
opposite or a reasonable run down of the reasons the amendment suggested by the Leader of
the Opposition is not acceptable. It may be that the Government can bring forward an
amendment which basically would say that nothing in this Act is to be construed as allowing
separate duty to be applied to information. Maybe in that way we can put paid to any doubt
on that question. I can see what the Leader of the Opposition is trying to achieve. I am not
opposed to it; basically it is the intent of the legislation. However, it appears that the
Opposition's amendment will have the reverse effect.
Mr COURT: I hope that the Treasurer understands the concerns of the mining industry.
Those concerns are to do with how the final valuation will be determined.
Dr Lawrence: Probably on the basis of the tenement changes. The only reason this one
arose was to do with the price of the land and the price of the information.
Mr COURT: This is the whole problem. It may be an action from one company to another
company - those companies having common shareholders. A dispute may arise with the
State Taxation Department as to the value of the land.
Dr Lawrence: I can see that it might. However, it may not inevitably arise.
Mr COURT: Under this arrangement the Government will be able to say to any such
company that it has spent X million dollars on exploration, therefore it is hiding the true
value of the land. The company will argue that it has a lot of information on the land or on
the tenement; that it has spent a great deal of money on it, but the company bought the land
for that low price because it did not think that the land had much value. That is where the
problem will arise.
Dr Lawrence: That could happen now, if the Commissioner of Taxation had reason to
believe it was an artificial arrangemtent and that the value was significantly lower than its real
worth.
Mr COURT: That seems to be the main area of concern. I would appreciate it if the
Treasurer could liaise with the mining industry during the parliamentary recess. At the
beginning of her comments the Treasurer said that she was surprised that the Opposition had
raised these concerns. I will explain how the Opposition works: When considening
legislation, firstly, we send it to interested groups. More often than not those groups do not
respond, but if they have concerns they come back to us. In this case, the initial concern was
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that the process would require lawyers and accountants to look at the situation. Over the last
few weeks, many concerns have been raised by those groups regarding these changes. The
Opposition has sought advice from various people. The Treasurer would be aware that the
Opposition does not have many resources, although it has lawyers within its ranks. The
Opposition does not possess all the knowledge on this matter, but our advice both from the
industry and from other people is that the matter is far too open-ended.
Dr Lawrence: I am not surprised about the reservations within the industry, If the proposal
with the Nischu scheme were applied across the whole range of mining tenements and
freehold land, people would pay less stamp duty than they have in the past.
Mr COURT: Is that good?
Dr Lawrence: It means that some other taxpayers will foot the bill. The mining industry
might be quite happy to release the amount of stamp duty. I can understand that, but it is not
fair that that should be done on the basis of an interpretation of the Act as opposed to a
change of policy.
Mr COURT: Our concern is that to close up a so-called loophole the Government has
brought in this amendment.
Dr Lawrence: That is a separate matter, and 1 will address that.
Mr MacKINNON: I am prepared to accept the Treasurer's commitment, on the clear
understanding that if the Liberal Party is not happy with that explanation, its member in the
Legislative Council will move to include an amendment in the terms already outlined and
will divide on the matter. The concerns expressed in this debate are legitimate. Because we
do not plan to divide on this clause it does not mean that we are not serious. We seek
clarification on this matter. If that clarification is not forthcoming, the Opposition will insert
the necessary clause in another place. I am confident that the National Party will agree with
this action.
Mr WIESE: The National Party will be interested in the response of the Treasurer. We will
withhold our judgment until we reach that stage. A raw tenement has a certain r-;.iimum
value of perhaps $50 000 or $20 000 when it is first taken up. That tenement then assumes
value on the basis of additional information about it derived from exploratory drilling and
geomnagnetic surveys. I do not have any problems with the concept that the information is
changing hands when the tenement is sold. However, the issue concerns the value of the
information which has been obtained by the work done on it. That information is isolated on
some of the valuations which are put forward. The purpose of this legislation is to ensure
that information incurs stamp duty.
Dr Lawrence: It is not separate; that is the point.
Mr WIESE: My advice is that since prior to 1988 the valuation of the tenement and of the
information have been treated separately. I will ascertain whether that information is correct.
Dr Lawrence: The Commissioner of State Taxation tells me he is not aware of any cases
where that has happened.
Mr WIESE: The member for Nedlands raised the very real problem of the application of
valuations to transfers which take place within related companies. In that situation no, shall
we say, cash changes hands on which the valuation can be based. It is applied to the
tenement or, if one likes, to freehold land - we are talking about freehold and Crown land as
well as mining tenements - for the purpose of stamp duty. All one is doing is transferring
land between iwo related companies; for example, proprietary company A and proprietary
company B. Basically the valuation is made, firstly, by each company manager who may be
one and the same person. It is then assssed by the commissioner for valuation purposes. If
the commissioner believes the valuation applied to the information and the valuation applied
to the tenement are not correct, why does he not change those valuations and apply stamp
duty to them?
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Title put and passed.
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Report
Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Dr Lawrence (Treasurer), and transmitted to the Council.

Sitting suspended from 12.5510o2.00 pm
[Questions without notice taken.]

MATITER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Attorney General - No Confidence of the Legislative Assembly

THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett): Earlier today, and within the allotted time, I
received a letter from the member for Applecross seeking to debate as a matter of public
importance a motion advising the Governor that the Attorney General does not have the
confidence of the Legislative Assembly. If sufficient members agree to this motion, I wI
allow it.
[At least five members rose in their places])
The SPEAKER: In accordance with the Sessional Order, half an hour will be allocated to
speakers from the Opposition, half an hour to speakers from the Government, and a further
five minutes, if necessary, to those Independent members who wish to contribute.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [2.34 pm]: I move -

T'hat the following address be agreed to -

To His Excellency the Honourable Sir Francis Theodore Page Burt
Companion of the Order of Australia, Knight Commander of the Most
Distinguished Order of St Michael and St George, Queen's Counsel,
Governor of the State of Western Australia.
May it please Your Excellency -

We, the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of the State of Western
Australia in Parliament assembled, regret to advise Your Excellency that the
Attorney General does not have the confidence of this House.

It is perhaps trite to say again that this is a very serious matter. I think the public of Western
Australia know that enough is enough; certainly members of the Opposition know that
enough is enough. My motion is framed on the basis that, because the Premier and the
Government will not take notice of the ethic and propriety of the Attorney General's staying
in office, the only option is for this House as a body to express to the Governor that the
House no longer has confidence in the Attorney General of the State.
It is not for me to reiterate what was said a fortnight or so ago. We would have lied to think
that the Government and the Premier would get the message and take the appropriate action,
but that was not to be. This motion is about whether we in this Parliament adhere to the
Westminster traditions of Government; that is the bottom line. The Westminster traditions
require that any member who is faced with any suggestion of impropriety, untruthfulness, or
anything at all which might impact on the integrity of that person in Government, should take
the proper and right course of action, which is and has always been for that person to stand
aside or be stood aside. We are talking about the honour and integrity of the Government
and of a Minister. Those things are paramount if the fabric of our democratic system is to
prevail. I have been particularly disappointed in the Attorney for not honouring the
Westminster traditions, and certainly in the Premier for not taking the appropriate action.
This matter has come to the House again as a result of the revelation in recent days of
statements of evidence given by Mr Kevin Edwards, who happens to be a lawyer and who
happened to be the Chief Executive Officer of the Department of Premier and Cabinet, the
Deputy Chairman of the State Government Insurance Commission, and a member of the
Government Employees Superannuation Board. That person had the absolute trust of the
Government of the day.
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Mr Thompson interjec ted.
Mr LEWIS: If the member listens, I will make a point about that.
Mr Thompson: I know, and I will make one too.
Mr LEWIS: Mr Edwards was not brought in off the street, he was held in very high esteem
by this Government - not necessarily by the Opposition, but by the Government. That person
has given evidence on oath to the Royal Commission that is in absolute conflict with the
evidence given by the Attorney General a matter of two or three months ago. Who is telling
the truth, Mr Edwards or Mr Berinson?
Mr Pearce: That is for the Royal Commission to determine.
Mr LEWIS: Mr lBerinson, by his own statement, said -

... a number of his comments are seriously different from my own clear recollection
of events as provided to the Commission.

That is what we are talking about. Even Mr Berinson has agreed that there is a great conflict
in the evidence that has been given, so who is telling the truth? Is it the No 1 favoured son of
the Government, Mr Edwards, whose legal fees die Government paid to assist him with his
court costs, or is it the Attorney General? It is one or the other; it cannot be both. There is
an incredible and untenable conflict in the public arena. I am not saying that either
Mr Berinson Or Mr Edwards is right; I am saying there is a cloud over the Attorney General
and on that basis, under the traditions and conventions of Westminster, he should properly
stand down. I will quote from the traniscripts of the Royal Commission, which show where
one of the great conflicts arises. Commissioner Kennedy asked this question of
Mr Edwards -

You put it on the basis of your relationship with Cabinet and the...
Mr Edwards replied -

My responsibility to Cabinet because we were responsible for orchestrating the whole
of government across the instrumentalities, and all the departments in effect had to
respond to us.

In other words, Mr Edwards had a very senior and high position in Government, and what he
said went. He exercised the wishes of the Attorney General, the Premier, and the Cabinet of
the day; they are the facts. This cannot be ignored, and the burden is on Mr Berinson to
prove that Mr Edwards is wrong.
It is for him to say, but he is not prepared to do so. He is prepared to tough it out, as the
Government has done time and again without honouring the Westminster conventions. We
are considering Mr Berinson's involvement in the loss of $300 million, which virtually sent
the State Government Insurance Commission into insolvency; we are talking about nefarious
Government business deals in which $50 million lots were covertly infused into Rothwefls
from the SGIC and the Government Employees Superannuation Board. Mr Berinson said
that he did not know anything about those deals, but Mr Edwards said that the Attorney did
know. Mr Berinson is the principal law officer of the State, who regulates the law on behalf
of the Government- H~e is the officer to whom the Royal Commission will ultimately report;
if he is implicated in conclusions drawn by the Royal Commission, will he stand in judgment
on matters which will directly apply to him? The Attorney General is in a position of
absolute conflict, and he cannot continue in that position. It is not a matter of what
Mr Berinson or the Government wants, it is a matter of propriety. He should understand that
he is responsible and he should take the next step in his own right.
We all know that Messrs Grill, Parker and Dowding - three other persons involved up to their
necks in this matter - have resigned. Mr Berinson has been just as involved; according to
Mr Edwards' evidence, Mr Berinson knew everything about everything that happened.
Mr Edwards said words to the effect, "We don't go without Joe." In other words,
Mr Berinson gave his approval to everything that took place in the dark days of late 1987 and
early 1988.
Mr Pearce: That is according to Mr Edwards, and denied by Mr Berinson. You cannot assert
that it is a fact. He has specifically denied that point.
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Mr Macinnon: He said, "I do not recall; I do not know."
Mr LEWIS: We are not arguing the rights and wrongs of the evidence; we are arguing the
propriety of Mr Berinson's maintaining the position of Attorney General. It is untenable that
he should choose to tough it out. Precedents have been set: When Mr Wran was the Premier
of New South Wales and was the subject of serious allegations, he stood aside until those
allegations were decided in court.
Mr Pearce: And disproved.*
Mr LEWIS: Yes, but he still stood down. When the allegations were disproved, he was
reinstated as Premier. We suggest that propriety should prevail and Mr lierinson should
stand down until the allegations are proved or disproved.
I quickly recap the allegations regarding Mr Berm son. He claimed to have no knowledge of
what went on in WA Inc, and therefore cannot be guilty of any misdemeanour. However, on
the basis of his own and Mr Edwards' evidence, Mr Berinson attended a meeting and
indicated that he would present the $300 million Bell shares deal to Cabinet; therefore he is
convicted by his own evidence. If Mr Berinson did not know, he must have been grossly
incompetent. Also, he introduced to and briefed Cabinet on the Bell Group share deal which
lost $300 million: therefore, he should rake responsibility for it. The Premier, the Leader of
the House and the Ministers for Health and Transport attended that Cabinet meeting and they
know that Mr Berinson introduced the deal. They should rake responsibility. Mr Berinson
also knew of the secret infusion of a number of $50 million amounts from SOIC and the
Government Employees Superannuation Board into Rothwells as part of the second rescue, a
matter of months after the first rescue. He knew about that, yet he denies it. The Attorney
General is responsible for corporate affairs in this State, yet he sat with Peter Mitchell of
Bond Corporation and Mr Kevin Edwards and discussed the valuations of certain deals.
Doubt exists about the date, so perhaps another meeting took place apart from the 24 April
meeting when which Mr Edwards visited Mr Berinson's home. Mr Berinson said that
Mr Edwards never came to his home. Maybe a meeting was held on Anzac Day. In
evidence Mr Berinson said that he met with Bond Corporation representatives on that day to
discuss valuations.
Mr Berinson gave evidence that he knew about the Bell deal. HeI said that Mr Bond put it to
Mr Dowding, and Mr Dowding put it to Mr Berinson. If that is not collusion, I do not know
what is. We are discussing the principal law officer of this State and he knew it was against
the corporate law of this State for him to be involved. I briefly quote from questioning by
Mr Templeman to Mr Edwards about meetings with Mr Berinson; he asked -

Down to that point, Mr Edwards, the government had funded Rothwells directly, as
we've seen, through the GESB and the SGIC $100 million.

Mr Edwards replied, "Yes." Mr Ternplemnan continued -

Was it proposed at the meeting that if Rothwells was to be funded further by the
government that there should be some change in the method of funding?

Mr Edwards answered -

I'm nor sure I can understand where you're coming from. I've already said, quite
clearly, that the meeting was called about providing some further liquidity and it was
Proposed that rather than provide it to Rothwells directly from the SGIC, which was
the proposed vehicle, that we would provide funds to Spedleys on the - - clearly
understanding that Spedleys. would separately, independently, provide funds to
Rothwclls.

In evidence Mr Edwards said that this occurred after a meeting with Mr Dowding, Mr Lloyd,
Mr Edwards and Mr Berinson. They were all at the meeting. These and other revelations
occurred in Mr Edwards' evidence. in late February or early March, Mr Dowding,
Mr Edwards, Mr Lloyd and Mr Berinson attended a meeting, which Mr Ber son denied he
knew anything about. f-ie denied that it ever existed. Someone is telling a lie.
Legal advice was provided and this should have been taken into account. Of course,
Mr Berinson did not do that; that advice indicated that although the SOIC was involved in
colluding with Bond against the provisions of the national Companies Code, because the
SGIC was a State agency those provisions did not apply. The SGIC was doing the wrong

5264 [ASSEMBLY]



[Thursday, 26 September 19911 26

thing morally, but it was not illegal. The Attorney General knew that but he took no notice
of that advice. In fact, when Cabinet colleagues asked whether they should put the deal to
one side until a proper legal opinion was provided, Mr Berinson said that that should not be
done.
Let us consider the conflicting evidence. I now quote a classic example in an exchange
between Mr Tempecman and Mr Berinson; Mr Templeman asked -

Between November 17th, or whenever it was that this particular matter was resolved,
and April of the next year, was Rothwells on the agenda at any Cabinet meeting or
referred to at any Cabinet meeting at which you were present?

Mr Berinson replied, "I don't believe so." Mr Templeman continued -

Was it a matter that was raised with you by the Premier or any other Minister?
Mr Berinson answered, "Not that I recall." Mr Templeman then asked -

Was it a matter raised or discussed between you and Mr Lloyd or Mr Kevin Edwards
during that period?

Mr Berinson replied -

Again I can only say I don't recall any such discussion.
Mr Templenian then asked -

Did you personally have any cause to consider Rothwells during the period prior to
1988?

Mr Berinson answered, "No." Who is telling the truth? Mr Edwards said that Messrs Lloyd,
Dowding and Berinson all met at the end of February to discuss liquidity problems and the
infusion of $100 million from the SOIC into Roxhwells. The meeting was to discuss the
laundering of money through Spedleys into Rothwells. Someone is telling a great lie and I
do not know who it is. Other conflicts also exist, but it is very difficult to detail them
because they are so numerous. However, the line might be drawn where Mr Edwards was
asked by Mr Templeton, and I quote -

Were you personally involved in any arrangements made to put money into
Rothwells indirecty?---Yes. I attended a meeting with Dowding and Berinson.
When was this? --- I just - - just prior to some by-elections, so it must have been

maybe March 88.
However, Mr Berinson has said that he never had any meeting and did not know about the
matter. Someone is telling an untruth.
Mr Pearce: Why are we having a Royal Commission?
Mr LEWIS: It is not a matter of our judging Mr Berinson or Mr Edwards; it is a matter of
our saying someone is telling an untruth. A great cloud is hanging over the Attorney General
on the weight of the evidence before the Royal Commission. It is not for us to judge the
situation, but it is certainly up to us to try to uphold the principles of the Westminster system
when an Attorney General is under a massive cloud and is not prepared to do anything about
it. The Attorney General will sit in his own judgment when he reads the Royal Commission
report addressed to him telling him he has perhaps done the wrong thing. It is a classic case
of difference. It is, therefore, only right and proper that Mr Berinson should step aside, as
any other person with honour or integrity would do.
It is unfortunate that I cannot detail the other evidence from Mr Edwards which conflicts
with Mr Berinson's statements. However, the facts are that very serious conflicts exist in the
evidence. The Attorney General was probably the third or fourth ranicing person in the
Government at the time it was intricately involved in the WA Inc dealings. However, he has
denied that he was involved or that he knew anything about them. Yet the Chief Executive
Officer of the then Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet said Mr Berinson knew about them,
was briefed on them and that he had attended meetings with Mr Edwards. That is very
serious.
The time has come when the Premier must face the facts. She repeatedly defended the
Government's not holding a Royal Commission into WA Inc; she would not heed the
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Opposition's or the public's demand. Must we have another march of 20 000 people before
the Government gets the message? Where is the Premier's propriety when she allows these
situations to continue? The matter has come to a head and, mark my words, this is not the
end of it. More revelations of conflicting evidence will occur and Mr Berinson will be
further embarrassed in the future. The Premier is simply delaying the inevitable for as long
as possible; that is, her having to take action and ask Mr Berinson to stand aside because the
public is not prepared to accept his tenure in office any more. The matter has gone far
enough and it is about rime the Premier took the appropriate action, If she is not prepared to
do that, this motion should properly be for-warded to the Governor.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [3.55 pm]: I suppose we again take some
comfort from the Opposition's predictability. I could now almost determine exactly what
issues it will raise in this place by that which seems to capture the attention of some sections
of the media. I was fascinated by the recent example where, until the media took up an issue
on a debate in this House a couple of weeks ago, the Opposition did not respond to it. This
motion represents a similar situation. The Opposition thinks it smells a political opportunity
and discomfort for the Government and consequently leaps in.
Mr Lewis: It has nothing to do with political opportunity.
Dr LAWRENCE: Members of the Opposition think they are all so totally principled and so
totally with honour, and that no-one else is in that category. Some of them claim to be
Christians, but they should read the bible occasionally and look at themselves in that light.
The Opposition's motivation is very transparent and has been for the last three years; in fact
it has been since I have been in this Parliament.
Mr Kierath interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: One of the clear reasons I gave -

The SPEAKER: Order! I will not tolerate that sort of interjection from anybody. It must
stop. I am sorry to interrupt people when they are on their feet when other members want to
be rude. I almost despair in this place. When members elected me to this position I believed
that over a short period I would be able to create a situation in which members of the public
held us in higher esteem than when I first took on the job. However, every single day one or
more members in this place warp that aim. If we all work towards it - I cannot believe
members would not want it to happen - even for one day, it might work.
Dr LAWRENCE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. It is convenient for the Opposition to seek to
make political capital from a conflict of evidence before the Royal Commission. On the
basis of what has already occurred before the commission, I can guarantee there will be
further conflicts of evidence, either because people have made mistakes - remember, some of
these events are getting rather old - or because some witnesses will deliberately misconstrue
what has occurred, or because of a misrepresentation.
Mr Court interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is possible.
Mr Court: You pay their legal fees.
Dr LAWRENCE: I am not talking about the people the member for Nedlands may say
undertake that behaviour, I arn tailking about human nature. Some people will forget things.
some people will incorrectly recall events, some may even deliberately distort events.
Instances have already occurred before the commission where witnesses - not members of
the Government - have contradicted one another.
Mir Macinnon interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Leader of the Opposition should go back over the evidence and see
for himself;, I will not name names in here. The Royal Commission will determine who is
telling the truth. However, if the Leader of the Opposition looks at the records he will see
that already people have been in conflict. When giving evidence about the same event
people's recollections have varied markedly. The reason we established the Royal
Commission was that in this Parliament members of the Opposition were giving one account
of certain events, members of the Government were giving another, and no capacity was
available to resolve the question. Rumours were rife in the Terrace feeding one or the other
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side's position. Damage was being done to the fabric of political life in the community, to
the reputations of members of Parliament, and to members of the business community, on the
basis of judgments like the one members opposite are seeking to make today.
The Parliament is not, and never has been, a court. That is a point I have tried to put across
on a number of occasions. Furthermore, the Royal Commission is not a court; no-one is on
trial and no-one is standing before that commission, accused. As I understand the situation,
the Royal Commission into the activities sun~ounding Mr Wran precisely concerned his
behaviour. That is somewhat different from the situation in which evidence is being given
by the Attorney General before a Royal Commission established to cover 13 ternms of
reference.
Mr Macainon interjected,
Dr LAWRENCE: As a whole, yes. However, die fact that conflict exists between the
evidence of the Attorney General and some other witnesses is not grounds to rush into
judgments. The Attorney General has made his position very clear in the media and to me.
He stands by the position he adopted before the commission - the part read out by the Leader
of the Opposition and parts read out by others. He is absolutely unequivocal in that
statement. However, he is ready to return to the commission, if necessary, to clarify any
matters that may need clarification. It behoves members of the Opposition to wait, as it does
all of us, to find out the commission's view on various sources and types of evidence.
From time to time the member for Applecross has pointed to the conventions of the
Westminster system. Firstly, we are not part of the Westminster system; our Parliament is
modelled on that system. Secondly, those people who commented on the Westminster
system must remember that simply having an accusation made against one is not rounds for
resignation; it is certainly not grounds for a motion of no confidence to succeed. Were that
the case, it would be possible - this is what some members opposite do from time to time -
for members of Parliament to accuse other members. Were that done, according to the
analysis of members opposite, that would be grounds for a member to be stood aside, for a
Minister to be stood down or for a motion to pass this Parliament. It was members opposite
who requested a Royal Commission in the First place and the Royal Commission was
established to get to the bottom of these matters, to reconcile differences of evidence and
interpretation and to put before the people of Western Australia a clear indication of die
facts. I know that it might be in their interests, during this post mortem, to get in ahead of
the coroner, so to speak, and, like vultures, scramble over the corpse and pick out the bits of
evidence to suit their purpose. However, that is not the way I intend to operate as I have said
clearly in this House and elsewhere before. Like members opposite and like the Leader of
the Opposition, I reserve the right from time to time to criticise the operations of the
commission and I do not demur from that. Neither does the Leader of the Opposition demur
from that because he has said so in the public arena on many occasions. However, I resent
the attempt by the Opposition to reach a conclusion on the basis of a partially concluded
inquiry. For instance, I was told today that other questions before the Royal Commission
have indicated some lesser certainty than members opposite would seek to have us conclude
on this matter of meetings which may or may not have taken place. I remind members
opposite of a recent incident involving the former Treasurer who, after a report from the
commission's witness one day, appeared to have been in serious trouble in relation to the
commission's findings. Further questioning and clarification indicated that any action taken
following that first day of evidence would have been not only premature, but also unjust.
The Opposition wants me and this House to take action which is premature and unjust;
premature because the inquiry has not concluded and unjust because it seeks to have this
Government reach a judgment about the Attorney General which is simply not supported by
the Attorney General's evidence and not concluded by the commission.
If members opposite are decent human beings - I often have doubts about that - they will do
what the rest of the community, the media and the commission have been asked to do; that is,
to hear all of the evidence, to allow the commissioners who hear that evidence to reconcile
conflicting matters and to seek to explain it, and to ensure that people are treated fairly and
justly. I know those two words do not have a lot of currency in the Opposition and I know
that members opposite do not care and never have cared if they smear the reputations of
people, particularly members of the Government. I know that does not concern them at all.
However, I beg them, in the interests of this community and of this Parliament, not to behave
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in an unjust and unfair manner and not to conclude as the member for Applecross would
have us do that the Attorney General has misled the commission. He is implying that the
Attorney General has deliberately perjured himself. That is a most extraordinary proposition.
Mr Lewis: Someone has.
Dr LAWRENCE: The member is not saying that someone has; he is saying that the Attorney
General has. Otherwise, why would he bring a motion like this before the House? That is
clearly what he is saying.
Mr Lewis: I did not say that at all.
Dr LAWRENCE: The member for Applecross clearly wants this House to conclude that. If
he were honest, be would say that that is what he is trying to get the House to conclude. It is
what he is trying to get this House to conclude on the basis of evidence which is yet to be
heard, when further witnesses are yet to be called, and where the commissioners are the
people who will make the judgments.
We heard a red herring a little while ago about the Attorney General being in a particularly
sensitive position as charges may be recommended by the commission. They may be,
although the Leader of the Opposition thinks he knows who, when and where and claims to
have cosy little chats with the staff of the commission. We will wait and see whether charges
are laid and against whom. It is worth members opposite acknowledging that the Attorney
General, were such recommendations to be made under current law, has made it very clear
that he would leave such decisions to the officers of the Crown and not to the Attorney
General. However, more importantly, by the time this matter is concluded we will have an
independent Director of Public Prosecutions and, therefore, the Attorney General will not be
involved in any case, even if the members' scenario had any substance.
The Attorney General is a man of integrity and honour and a man whose Word I believe. He
does not deserve the sort of mindless criticism that we have seen in this House or the picking
over of his bones by the hyenas on the Opposition benches. It may be that members opposite
sniff political capital out of this. It is discomforting for the Government to have
disagreements aired before the commission. However, I remind members opposite that a
number of terms of reference are yet to be brought before the commission and the
commission may find members opposite contradicting one another or that they are. in
disagreement about matters before the commission. The commission's job is to reconcile
those disagreements and to conclude whether charges should be laid.
I have noticed on a number of occasions a tendency by the media and by the Opposition
benches to suggest that people who say "As far as I recall" or "I don't recall" are somehow
dissembling. I suggest that people who say that they do not recall a specific event are in
many cases more likely to be telling the truth than someone who claims to remember an
event, chapter and verse. Very few people in this community have the necessary accuracy of
memory to recite in detail what occurred on a particular day at a particular time. Members
opposite may not know but my area of study and research when I was at university was on
memory. People who claim to remember precisely the smell and the touch of events that
occurred 10 years ago or even five years ago have, largely speaking, been working from very
detailed notes or they are making it up because most people do not have memories with that
level of accuracy. Therefore, if members opposite say from time to time 1I am not sure" or "I
don't recall" when asked to remember details about the pipeline, it may be that they are
telling the truth and not the people who discuss from A to Z precisely what happened. I warn
members opposite about interpreting evidence in that way.
In summary, firstly, members opposite, predictably and yet again, have tried to preempt the
findings of the Royal Commission to maximise political advantage. Secondly, they have
shown again that they are ignorant of the principles of fairness and justice which I hope that
all of us in this community seek to apply. They have also ignored the reasons for the
establishment of the Royal Commission; that is, to carefully examine the evidence and to
reach findings in relation to the terms of reference and, where appropriate, to recommend
changes to Government regulations, practices or policies. Thirdly, they seek to take to
themselves a role which is not theirs to take. They seek to reach conclusions on the basis of
partially heard evidence, yet want us to conclude that they are entirely dispassionate. While I
attribute that characteristic to the three Royal Commissioners, I would not, for one moment,
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ascribe it to members opposite. I doubt their capacity to stand by in an analytical way and
carefully dissect the argument and the evidence and reach a conclusion which is apolitical
and fair to all parties.
Mr Lewis: We are talking about the loss of $1 billion.
Dr LAWRENCE: We are not talking about the loss of $1 billion; we are talking about a
Royal Commission into the Government's relationship with business and other related
matters.
Mr Court: We have presented enough evidence in this Parliament over the last couple of
years to make all of you get out. Don't worry about the Royal Commission.
Dr LAWRENCE: Members opposite are not entitled to do that. They are not objective, they
are partisan; they are not fair, they are unjust; they are not honest, they are dishonest. On all
of those grounds, members opposite are not empowered, nor are they fit, to sit in judgment
on a man like Joe Berinson, the Attorney General of this State.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) 13. 10 pm]: Any impartial observers of the
political system in Western Australia would find it an affront that an attack on the honesty of
the Attorney General, who most people recognise as the most honest person in Western
Australian politics, and quite possibly the most honest man in Western Australia, should be
led by the member for Applecross who has so debased the standard of parliamentary debate
in this place -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! It is very important that when a matter of this significance is
debated in this House, the people putting the argument and the people rebutting it should be
able to be heard. We do ourselves no justice if we do not allow those things to occur, and I
address my remarks to all members in the Chamber.
Mr PEARCE: It is an affront that such an attack should be led by the member for
Applecross, who has been one of the leading figures in debasing the standard of debate and
who not only has difficulty telling the truth, but also has difficulty recognising it. Time after
time we have heard the most slippery use of facts in this place by the member for
Applecross. In al the years I have known the Attorney General, I have never known him to
be other than very exact and precise with the facts and the truth. That fact is recognised up
and down St George's Terrace in Western Australia and in both Houses of Parliament, and it
is widely recognised among the media and among the public- Because the Attorney General
not only is a person of such great integrity but also places such great store on his integrity, I
feel particularly sorry that he is faced with the kind of assault on his integrity that he
currently is. He does not deserve it.
To demonstrate the looseness with which the member for Applecross used a range of facts in
this place, I ask members whether they recall his saying a few moments ago that someone is
not willing the truth. He has moved a motion of no confidence calling on the Attorney
General to resign. He has already made up his mind about who is not telling the truth; he
suggests the Attorney General is not telling the truth. Today a no confidence motion has
been moved; and yesterday the line taken by the Opposition was that the Attorney General
should stand down, just as Premier Wran did when allegations were made against him. That
must be put in context. In the circumstances very specific allegations were made against
Premier Wran and, in the face of a large argument about the requirements under the
Westminster system, Premier Wran decided to stand aside until the matters were
investigated. The matters were investigated and subsequently went to trial. As a result,
Premier Wran was totally exonerated of the claims. However, it took between nine months
and a year for the matter to be resolved, in which time the Government of New South Wales
ground to a halt, largely because of his absence. Also, the fact that he stood aside led many
people to conclude that he was guilty on the basis that he would not have done so if he had
been innocent. When people quote British precedents in Australia they assume that the
Opposition in Australia deals with these matters in the same way that honourable British
Oppositions deal with them in Britain and that they do not seek the cheap political capital
that Australian Oppositions have engaged in in recent years. Premier Wran has since said
that, faced with the same circumstances and based on his experience, he would not stand
aside again under those circumstances and he would not advise anybody else to do so either.
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Political commentators in Australian politics have recently said chat, given the circumstances
in Australian politics, it is no longer expected - if it ever was - that people will stand aside
simply because some person accuses them of wrongdoing. With regard to the Royal
Commission, so many people are potentially under investigation and so many wild claims
have been made, chat if everybody in politics or business against whom allegations were
made stood down, no-one would be left to run the State or the business community in
Western Australia. That is a fact.
The next point I make, which I have made time and time again but it will lead to my
conclusion, is that the House has already called on people not to try to pre-empt the Royal
Commission, but to allow it to find out the truth of these matters. The member for
Applecross keeps saying that someone is not telling the truth. That may well be the case. I
said last week before the Royal Commission that many people are not telling the truth, but it
is for the Royal Commission to establish who is and who is not telling the truith. The time to
take action will be when the Royal Commission establishes those things. The member for
Applecross did not even allow the person making the allegations to finish making allegations
before he got to his feet seeking cheap political gain. I understand that Mr Edwards has
backtracked on some comments he appeared to have made in the Royal Commission
yesterday, and that is similar to the situation that occurred when allegations appeared to have
been made against Mr Keating one Thursday in the Royal Commission. For three or
four days up and down the nation the Press reverberated to claims that Mr Keating had lied
to the Federal Parliament and that he had, in fact, been telephoned by Mr Holmes a Court,
despite his denial of that fact. However, three or four days later, when the counsel assisting
the Royal Commission was not asking the questions, but when lawyers for other people
pinned down the witnesses a little, it was discovered that there was no truth in the claim.
None of the points allegedly made by Edwards, under the gentle questioning of the counsel
assisting the Royal Commission, has been put to the test by lawyers acting for other people.
We shall see what happens to the testimony of Mr Edwards when that takes place. We, as a
group, may be able to draw tentative conclusions when we have heard everything, but the
member for Applecross wants to leap to a conclusion halfway through the evidence for the
prosecution. Not only does he not want to hear the evidence for the defence, but also he does
not want to hear the other half of the evidence for the prosecution. What is the effect of this
constant coming to the Parliament with a half representation about what is happening in the
Royal Commission? Ultimately, it is undermining the Royal Commission by trying to -

Mr MacKinnon: You attacked it last week.
Mr PEARCE: Under what circumstances did that happen last week? That is exactly the
point I make. If members opposite want to raise these matters in the Parliament they must
expect -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I cannot bear what the Leader of the House is saying, and he is only
two metres away from me.
Mr Kierath: That is no loss.

Withdrawal of Remark
The SPEAKER: Order! That is precisely the sort of behaviour I will not tolerate. We are all
tarred with the same brush because of stupid and rude comments such as that. The member
for Riverton should withdraw that remark and apologise.
Mr KIERATH: I withdraw chat remark and I apologise.

Debate Resumed
Mr PEARCE: When the Opposition raises these points in the Parliament and week by week
seeks a discussion on what is happening in the Royal Commission, it must expect that the
actions of the Royal Commission, along with the actions and words of witnesses, will be put
under scrutiny. Under those circumstances the net effect may well be that the Royal
Commission will be underrned. The Government does not want that to happen, but if the
Opposition raises these matters, it can expect them to be debated. The Opposition cannot
raise questions involving the Royal Commission in Parliament and expect only the bits it
wants dealt with to be discussed. All the matters before the Royal Commission will be
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discussed, and that will include the actions of the people assisting the Royal Commission.
That is inevitable. When the Opposition refers to the question and answers, it is inevitable
that people will ask questions about the questions because the Royal Commission is not
above scru tiny or above accountability for the actions it takes. If we are to make judgments
about the credibility or otherwise of what is said part way through somebody's evidence
before the Royal Commission, we must look at the questions asked, the way in which they
are asked and the gaps in the questions, in the same way that we did when we discussed the
matter last week. We must also look at the way in which people at the Royal Commission
approach their jobs, and whether that is done in a biased or impartial way. That is an
inevitable outcome of the Opposition's raising these matters in the Parliament. The
Opposition should do what the Parliament asked it to do; that is, leave these matters to the
Royal Commission. The member for Applecross is an insatiably curious person - in more
ways than one - and he wants to know who is telling the truth. The Royal Commission will
find that out, and I am sure it will spell it out in a way that is understandable, even to the
member for Applecross.
The political purposes of the member for Applecross are not served by a just statement about
these things in a year's time. The member for Appleaross wants to score a sleazy political
point now, and he is prepared to undermine the Royal Commission and its activities to do
that. However, the Parliament cannot be an alternative Royal Commission. T'he Parliament
cannot on a daily basis make judgments about who is telling the truth or what are the facts
based on Press reports or parts of the transcript of the Royal Commission which happen to be
in the possession of the member for Applecross. The Parliament is not well placed to do
that, and should not do that. The fact that members opposite seek to have the Parliament
play an alternative and instantaneous playback role to the role of the Royal Commission will
inevitably undermine the work of the Royal Commissioners. The reason that members
opposite are trying deliberately to do that is that on the day the Royal Commission was
announced, the faces of members opposite were the glummest I had ever seen, as many of
my colleagues remarked at the time, because members opposite knew that the moment of
truth would emerge for them. They knew that the claims they had made in this place would
have to be made before impartial judges, and we would all see how they went.
The net effect of much of what has happened in the Royal Commission has not been to the
political advantage of members opposite, and members opposite have had to stop leaving it
to the Royal Commission. The tactic of members opposite until a few days ago was to leave
it to the Royal Commission. That tactic was based on their opinion polling, which indicated
that members of the Opposition looked negative, particularly the Leader of the Opposition,
and they should get off the WA Inc issue, leave it to the Royal Commissioners, and try to be
positive for a while. However, there were two flaws in that tactic. Pirst, the Royal
Commission did not do for the Opposition the political job that it wanted the Royal
Commission to do. Secondly, members opposite could not be positive. Therefore, members
opposite, being left with no approach to life at all, were forced back to square one to try to
extract from the Royal Commission the maximum political advantage. I will forecast for
members opposite what the next opinion polling will tell them and what their advisers will
tell them - if there are any advisers left by then and if they are not all advising the member
for Floreat: "Get off WA Inc and leave it to the Royal Commission. That is what people
want. Stop looking as negative as you currently look and start to look positive, and once you
start to look positive you may start to soar in the opinion polls.-"
Let there be no doubt about the fact that there is not one person on the Government side of
this House or of the other place who does not believe implicitly that the Attorney General has
told the complete and exact truth to the Royal Commission. That view is held firmly by
members on this side of the House; and most members opposite know also that the Attorney
General is an honest man. Members opposite must think also about what their mud slinging
efforts will do to the Royal Commission, because we will get to the point in this State, unless
members opposite are very careful, where there will be so much mud slinging about what is
happening in the Royal Commission that it will be impossible for the Royal Commission to
divorce itself from the arguments in this place. If that occurs, it will be the fault of members
opposite, and if they are honest - and [ doubt it - about wanting the Royal Commission to
operate in an unhindered way, it is their duty to stop trying to score political points in this
Parliament from evidence given to the Royal Commission and leave the matter to the Royal
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Commissioners, who are perfectly competent, impartial, and able to resolve these matters to
the satisfaction of the citizens of Western Australia.
Government members: Hear, hear!
Mr Bradshaw: Is your name Bob Grimm or Grim Bob, because you are certainly telling a
fairytale!
The SPEAKER: Order! It has been brought to my attention that I should give serious
consideration to naming the member for Wellington as the next Deputy Chairman of
Committees, and I am giving serious consideration to that.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [3.24 pm]: For the same reasons that I enunciated
when there was a similar motion before the House in relation to the former Minister for
Police and Emergency Services, I will not support this motion. I find it incredible that the
Parliament should devote its rime to matters that arise ot of evidence chat has been given to
the Royal Commission. I appreciate that if there were not a Royal Commission and
information came before the community similar to that which has come in recent days from
evidence to the Royal Commission, the Parliament would want to devote its attention to that
matter. However, the Royal Commission is in existence, and that authority should be left to
make a judgment on the truth or otherwise of the evidence that has come before it.
It is incredible that we should take seriously the proposition that evidence given by Kevin
Edwards should taike precedence over categorical denials given by Hon Joe Berinson. I have
known Hon Joe Berinson since the time I first stood for public office; indeed, he and I were
candidates in different sears and for different parties for the 1969 Federal election. Hon Joe
Berinson subsequently became a Federal member and a Federal Minister. In all the time that
I have known Hon Joe Berinson, I have regarded him as an honourable man. I do not
necessarily like Ron Joe Berinson because I find him rather a cold fish and difficult to get
close to but, notwithstanding that, I believe him to be an honourable person. By contrast, I
am being asked to accept the word of a man who has been roundly criticised in my presence
by the people who comprise the fronthench of the Liberal Party. One could not say anything
bad enough in shadow Cabinet about Kevin Edwards, such was the feeling about that man's
integrity and standing. I did not necessarily share that view, but some of the people who
certainly did share that view are now trying to convince this Parliament that on the basis of
partial evidence given by Kevin Edwards to the Royal Commission, we should require
Hon Joe Berinson to stand down. That is a nonsense, and I do not support it. It is totally
inappropriate for this Parliament to make judgments about members of Parliament. I had the
experience some years ago, when [ was a bit younger and more enthusiastic, of chairing a
Select Committee that was designed to investigate allegations made by Malcolm Bryce, who
was then a member of the Opposition, and I soon came to the conclusion that this Parliament
has neither the mechanisms or the resources, nor the right, to make judgments in respect of
the character of members of Parliament, because this Parliament is a political forum and we
will all think the worst of those people who sit opposite us.
It is sad that as a result of what has happened, the reputation of this institution has been
tarnished and the reputation of each member in this place has been reduced. We should not
in the interests of trying to demonstrate that this Parliament is a more responsible place than
people believe it is, indulge ourselves in this sort of debate, particularly when a Royal
Commission is running. I do not support the motion.
MR COURT (Nedlands) [3.28 pm]: "If Joe said no, we'd all go home"; that pretty well
sums up the situation. We have always known that none of the major financial deals in
which this Government has been involved went through without Hon Joe Berinson's final
approval That was how things worked and still work on the Government side. Members
opposite have tried extremely hard, and the Attorney General has tried extremely hard, to
cover up his involvement in these deals. One gets the distinct impression from the questions
that have been asked that the Attorney General had nothing to do with these deals. I am niot
worried only about the evidence before the Royal Commission. We are talking about
conflicting evidence and clear cut evidence that has been tabled in this House and in the
other place. If the Attorney General had said no, we would all have gone home. But he said
yes. Not only did he support that Bell deal, but he presented it to the Cabinet. When he
presented that deal to the Cabinet, it became public knowledge; there is no conflicting
evidence about that. He knew that $150 million came from the taxpayers, he knew that
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$150 million camne from the private sector, and that $70 million came from Laurie Connell.
He knew that secretly the sum of $100 million had gone in from the Government through the
Superannuation Board and the SGIC. The Attorney General knew that $470 million had
gone into Rothwells, and yet he put another deal to the Cabinet, which was finally approved,
which cost the taxpayers of this State another few hundred million dollars, and members
opposite insist that that man is honest!
Mr Pearce: He is honest.
Mr COURT: Hie put a deal together and put it to the Cabinet, and members opposite have
gone to great pains to try to cover up this procedure.
The Attorney General's biggest weakness was in his dealings with the National Companies
and Securities Commission, a body in which he was involved at the time. He told the NCSC
that there was no collusion between Bond and the SGIC, yet the NCSC has spelt out quite
categorically in its report that there was. Why did Mr Berinson meet the NCSC half a dozen
times - with Bosch, with Shaw, with Campbell - to persuade them not to prosecute in this
case? When the stage was reached where that unbelievable and unholy settlement was made
in this exercise, and the NCSC fined Alan Bond $1 million, the Government put its hands up
and said, "We do not want Bond to pay that $1 million." The Attorney General had made a
deal where he said that the taxpayers of this State would not accept that $1 million fine. He
was too cowardly to write that letter to the NCSC; he got Mr Parker to write it. I can only
hope that the Royal Commission gets Mr Bosch, Mr Shaw and Mr Campbell to give
evidence so that we will know the full story behind that deal.
The Attorney General is the senior law enforcing officer in this State. He is responsible for
administering the commercial law in this State, yet he is the person responsible for breaking
the commercial law in this State. How can members opposite get up in this Parliament and
say that he should not stand aside?
Mr Pearce: Because your clams are untrue.
Mr COURT: I hope that the whole story behind the NCSC comes out.
Why is it so important that the Attorney General should not stand aside? It is not just that the
Government has lost a few hundred million dollars; it is the fact that the senior law enforcing
officer in this State has been involved in this deal which has been covered up. We have had
the Burt Commission on Accountability, we have had Dowding, we have had Burke before
him, and now the Premier, all getting up and saying that we must raise the standards; we now
have to be accountable; we must make sure the taxpayers know everything that is going on.
What has happened? Members opposite want to blame everyone else.
The Royal Commission is gradually getting the full story about this exercise, but it is not
necessary to wait for the Royal Commission to finish for the Attorney General to stand aside.
Under the Westminster system, as a result of all the informnation which has become public, he
should stand aside. Why will he not? Why are members opposite always saying that this
man is the perfect model of an Attorney General? They are saying that because they are all
in this deal together. If the Attorney General goes, all the members opposite will go. That is
the situation. As a result, members opposite will do everything possible to make sure that the
Attorney General stays. As a consequence of the cover-up with the NCSC deal, the Attorney
General broke the law which he was administering, and that is enough for him to resign.
I am glad members have raised the point about who will lay the charges. It is about time an
independent prosecutor was appointed in relation to this Royal Commission so that the
Attorney General will not have to institute the prosecutions resulting from it. That would be
a totally unacceptable situation.
MIR TRENORDEN (Avon) 13.35 pm]: This argument has become very emotional. The
point is not whether Hon Joe Berinson has misled this House or the other place, or whether
the information given to the Royal Commission is right or wrong. The point is that an action
has been heard by the Royal Commission and it is now public knowledge. Yesterday, last
night and today, the media has mun an argument involving the Attorney General,
Mr Berinson. That information has been given to the public of Western Australia so that the
public can decide on its value. For Parliament to be able to proceed beyond today, either of
two actions can take place. The Attorney General may resign or stand down. If he stands
down and his innocence is proved he can return to his position and the reputation of the
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Parliament will be saved. If he does no: stand down, and if he is later found guilty, the
reputation of this Parliament will be damaged for all time. That is the difficulty.
All of us can take a political position and argue it up and down as much as we like, but this is
a matter of priority. This position has been recognised in a million Parliaments around the
world. Members may remember the Paddington Bear affair when the Federal Minister,
Mr Young, had to resign. There was the colour TV affair involving the Federal Minister,
Mr Brown. They were not serious crimes, but these Ministers had to resign.
Mr Pearce. They were admitted or proved; that is the huge difference.
Mr TRENORDEN: The point I make is that if Mr Berinson steps down and the allegation is
not proved, he will be in the clear. However, there is a substantial risk on the other side of
the ledger, and it is important to keep it in mind. Three Ministers have died politically this
year as a result of being guilty. In the time I have been in this Chamber two'Ministers of the
Crown have misled the House. Members on the Government's side have said, "So what?"
What will happen in the future? Does that give us a licence to do exactly the same thing
when we form the Government? Is that the way for this Parliament to operate? The
important thing is to tough it out. That is what members opposite must do. It is important
politically to hang in there and tough it out. That is what the Press has been reporting and
that is what the public of Western Australia has seen.
However, the bottom line is what it does to the Parliament. What does it do to the future of
Government in Western Australia? I put it to members that this question is not about
whether Mr Berinson is guilty or not guilty; it is about the propriety of Parliament. If we do
not cake cognisance of the fact that it is about the propriety of Parliament, this place will
become ungovernable. At the moment I feel some justification for a change of Government
because a Minister has been found out, but if members opposite stand up and say, "So what?"
why should that attitude prevail?
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)

Mr C.X. Barnett Mr Cirayden Mr Nicholls Dr Turnbull
Mi Bradshaw Mr House Mr Omodei Mr Watt
Mr Clarko Mr Kiciath Mr Shave Mr Wiese
Dr Constable Mr Lewis Mr Strickland Mr Blaikie (Teller)
Mr court Mr Macinnon Mr Trenorden
Mrs Edwardes Mr Minson Mr Fred Tubby

Noes (25)
Dr Alexander Mr Graham Mr Marlborough Mr Thompson
Mrs Beggs Mr Grill Mr McGinty Mr Tray
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Mr Wilson
Mr Catania Mr Gordon Hill Mr Read Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Mr Cunningham Mr Kobelke Mr Ripper
Dr Edwards Dr Lawrence Mr Taylor
Dr Gallop Mr Leahy Mr Thomas

pair
Mr Cowan Mr PJ. Smith
Mr Ainsworth Mr D.. Smith
Mr McNee Dr Watson
Mr Blofwiich Mr Donovan

Question thus negatived.
MOTION - ESTIMATES COMMITTEES

Appropriation (Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill - Withdrawal
Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
Motion, by leave, withdrawn.
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MOTION - ESTIMATES COMMITEES
Appropriation (Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill

MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [3.44 pm]: I move -

For the present session, so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary
to enable any member to speak on the third reading of the Appropriation
(Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill for 20 minutes and for the Committee of the
Whole procedure on the Bill to be replaced by a series of Estimates Committees, as
follows -

(1) There shall be two Estimates Committees to be known as Estimates
Committee A and B, which shall examine and report on proposed
expenditures, from the Consolidated Revenue Fund, for die Parliament and
each department or Government agency listed in the published Estimates.

(2) After the second reading of the Appropriation (Consolidated Revenue Fund)
Bill, the proposed expenditure for the departments and services contained in
the published Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure shall stand referred to
the Estimates Committees.

(3) (a) There shall be a management committee which shall comprise, in
addition to the Leader of the House, the Premier, the Leafier of the
Opposition and the Leader of the National Party or a member
nominated by them in writing to the Speaker.

(b) Before the Estimates Committees first meet, the Speaker shall present
to the House the report of the management committee, which report
shall prescribe -

(i) which Parts of the Estimates are to be considered by each
committee, and

(ii) the maximum period of time allotted for consideration of each
Part.

(c) On the presentation of the report of the management committee, the
Speaker shall forthwith put the question. "That the report be adopted"
and debate, for a maximum period of one hour, may ensue on that
question and any proposed amendments thereto.

(4) Reports of chairmen of the Estimates Committees shall only state which Parts
of the Estimates have been considered. The time for presentation of the
reports may be as determined by the House.

(5) Each Estimates Committee shall consist of the chairman, the Minister
responsible in the Assembly for the proposed expenditure under
consideration, or another Minister acting in that capacity, and seven other
members.

(6) When an Estimates Committee is considering the Vote for "Parliament", the
Speaker or the Deputy Speaker shall, for the purpose of this Sessional Order,
be deemed to be the Minister responsible for the proposed expenditure.

(7) At the commencement of each committee sitting, each Estimates Committee
initially shall include two members appointed by the Leader of the House,
thiree members appointed by the Leader of the Opposition, one member
appointed by the Leader of the National Party and an Independent member
nominated by the Speaker, and every appointment of a member of the
committee shall be forthwith notified in writing to the Speaker. A member
may be discharged from a committee by appointing another member in his
place and any such change shall not take effect until notified in writing to the
clerk to the Estimates Committee.

(8) (a) The chairman of an Estimates Committee shall be the Chairman of
Committees or a Deputy Chairman of Committees.

(b) Any member of the committee may take the Chair temporarily
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whenever requested so to do by the chairman of that committee
during a sitting of the committee.

(9) The quorum of an Estimates Committee shall be five, excluding the chairman
and, if at any time a quorum be not present, the chairman may suspend the
proceedings of the comm ittee until a quorum be present, or adjourn the
committee.

(10) Members of the House, not being members of the committee may participate,
at the discretion of the chairman, in the proceedings of the committee, but
shall not be counted for the purpose of a quorum,

(11) Advisers who are present at an Estimates Committee to assist Ministers may
not directly answer questions or otherwise address the committee except with
the approval of and in the presence of a Minister.

(12) Proceedings of a committee shall be recorded by the clerk to the committee,
and such records shall constitute the Minutes of Proceedings of the
committee, and shall be signed by the clerk to the committee.

(13) In an Estimates Committee -

(a) each Part of the Estimates shall be considered in turn according to the
report of (he management committee as adopted by the House;

(b) any question of procedure or point of order shall be determined by the
chairman of the committee, but a member of the committee may
require the chairman to refer any such decision to the Speaker for an
ultimate decision; and

(c) no vote shall be taken.
(14) The chairman of the committee or a member of the committee deputed by him

shall report which Parts of the Estimates have been considered.
(15) A report presented by a committee may be considered forthwith and the

question shall be proposed in respect of each committee's report "That the
expenditures proposed in the Estimates be agreed to." Debate on that motion
and any amendment thereto may not exceed one hour in total.

(16) Upon completion of consideration of the reports of the Estimates Committees,
the question shall be put forthwith "That the remainder of the Bill be agreed
to"; and if that motion is agreed to, the third reading may be moved forthwith.

This revised motion results from discussions that have taken place between the parties since
debate was adjourned earlier today. The main difference between the motions is the size of
the committees and the way in which they will operate. I thought the committees had
become too unwieldy in trying to get a proper representation for members opposite in
accordance with party strengths and to account for Independent members. To do that, and
still achieve a voting balance on the committees, it was necessary to expand the number of
Government members to a stage where the Government would have found huge difficulty in
staffing the committees with backbenchers in addition to Ministers because of the size of the
committees.
We have reshaped the committees so that they effectively reflect the proportion of backbench
members of Parliamnent; chat is, it makes the Government membership roughly in proportion
to the Government back bench as opposed to all of the Opposition members; the Ministers
deal with the Budget at the decision making stage and can be considered separately. They
are the people tested by the Parliament in consideration of the Budget. However, in order to
have a situation that reflects a backbench balance, automatically that gives the voting
majority to the Opposition. That is clearly not a position that could obtain if votes were to be
taken, so the procedure of the committees has been revised by not taking votes by testing the
Estimates; if anyone wants a vote they will do it in the full House. That seems to be a good
way of dealing with the Estimates. It gives the proper emphasis for members Of the
Opposition, private members and backbench members of the Government to test the
Estimates, but it does so in a format which will not unnecessarily load up those committees
with Ministers in order to maintain the voting balance between Government and Opposition.
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Mr Speaker, everyone has agreed to that. It is a fair way to deal with the matter and this is a
trial which is more likely to be successful than the less than sanguine hopes I had for the
proposal we had this morning.
The SPEAKER: [ advise members, who for some reason might not be aware, that I consider
the previous debate to have been and gone and this is an entirely new question; so if anyone
spoke on the previous debate that will not preclude their speaking in this debate.
MR CLARKO (Marmion) [3.51 pm]: The remarks which I made in this morning's debate
are relevant to this debate and I would still like my ideas to be considered of some value
here. I support what the Leader of the House has put in front of the House and I will make
one very brief comment, which came to me between this morning and now. Paragraph (10)
of the motion states -

Members of the House, not being members of the committee may participate, at the
discretion of the Chairman, in the proceedings of the committee, but shall not vote,
move any motion or be counted for the purpose of a quorum.

Both Estimates Committee will have nine members, and if one subtracts that from
57 members in this place, over 30 people will be available to come to a committee. It was
brought to my notice that on at least one occasion last year a chairman of the Estimates
Committee decided at his discretion - quite properly - that questions from committee
members would occupy the whole time because there were so many questions to be asked.
However, I hope the committee chairmen will give every consideration to accommodating
members, who I will call observers. Some members are deeply involved in particular matters
and are keen to ask a question and be accommodated without disrupting the ordinary
procedures. I hope the discretion of committee chairmen will be such that they will seek to
accommodate observers whenever they can.
MR MINSON (Greenough - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.53 pm]: I was involved
in the original discussions in which we thrashed out the original motion that was put this
morning. I was a little disappointed not to be able to attend the debate this morning, but I
bad to represent the Liberal Party at the investitures. It is the duty of every member of this
Parliament to scrutinise items of the Budget and to ask question where they feel fit. For that
reason a larger committee is more able to perform that function. I accept that the Estimates
Committees were becoming unwieldy and for that reason the Opposition was prepared to
accept changes in their composition, voting procedures and so on. Quite a few of the areas
incorporated in the Budget are very large, and when one takes into account that a spokesman
for a particular area on the Opposition side of the House has no resources available to him
other than those he can put together around him - and certainly no paid resources - it is
sometimes very difficult to research properly those items that are included in the Budget.
For that reason, as the official Opposition, we would like to have three members on that
committee so we can divide those very large items into separate areas. I do not want anyone
here to think that during the committee stage all three of those members will be asking
questions on all sections on the Budget. We plan to give our shadow Ministers the
opportunity to divide their big-ticket items in order to divide the labour. For that reason I for
one am pleased that the other members have agreed to allow us to have three members on
that committee. The final vote that is taken in this place is the one which counts, and frankly
it was unnecssary to have the voting in the way that we did in the last Estimates Committee.
We are not particularly upset that the committees will not vote. It is the duty of the
Parliament to scrutinise the Budget, and it is appropriate that the make up of the committees
reflects the political make up of the House. I am happy with the outcome of the proceedings
and I thank all members for their cooperaion.
MR HOUSE (Stirling) [3.56 pm]: Having for the past two years been part of the
committee that has tried to iron out the problems with the new system that has been evolving,
I am reasonably happy with the conclusion we camne to after today's meeting. Most of the
points that we have been at odds with have now been ironed out reasonably well. The
National Party is happy and prepared to give this system a trial. We want to keep trying to
iron out the bugs to ensure that it works. The procedure of examining the Estimates in this
sort of committee is far better than the old Committee of the Whole House and we support it.
The objections I would have had this morning, if the debate had not been adjourned, have
been largely overcome. However, I am not absolutely satisfied about two points. One
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concerns the Opposition's access to advisers during the Estimates Committee stages.
Opposition members should be as entitled as Ministers to have advisers sitting with them to
help them throughout the Estimates Committees. As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
has said, it is a very complicated document to understand in full, and [ do not think anybody
could claim to know absolutely or totally what is in the Estimates; they need help. We
should have access to that sont of help. The Leader of the House told the meeting this
morning that he wanted to consult further with the Speaker and the clerks. I accept that as
being the case; however, I would like him to indicate to the House, if no objections were
raised in those discussions, whether he would allow Opposition advisers to be present.
Mr Pearce: I have no personal objection to it, but there are potential implications which I
wish to discuss with the Speaker and the clerks. I cannot say it is okay by me without
hearing what those people have to say and then making a decision.
Mr HOUSE: I accept that explanation, but I am not convinced there would be any great
problem and I would Likewise have to be convinced by the Speaer and the clerks if there
were. It is an important part of the Estimates Committee that members of the Opposition
have the same son of access to advisers that Ministers do. The second point I wish to make
concerns the questioning of Ministers. We believe that Ministers should answer questions
which relate to overall departmental policy and that the chief executive officer, with the
Minister, should be responsible for answering specific questions on the financial aspects of
his or her department, the administrative arrangements and the performance procedures of
that department. Our view is that it would streamline the Estimates Committee debate and
allow people to get a more direct answer, save the time of the committee and hasten the
procedures. It would be equivalent to a better time management system. We are taking a
step in the right direction. We will probably find a few more bugs in the system that need to
be ironed out. I am prepared to support this motion.
MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) [4.00 pml: I reinforce what the members for Stirling and
Marmion have said regarding the need to have ministerial advisers answer members'
questions during the Committee stage. I also suggested that last year during the third reading
of the legislation- I said that it was abysmal for the Minister to refuse to allow those advisers
to answer questions directly. I understand that would not be permissible when referring to a
political or policy question; however, I see no reason why ministerial advisers could not
answer straightforward questions on the Budget. On all of the committees on which I sat I
found that not one Minister would allow his ministerial advisers to answer questions. Also,
on every committee on which I sat time ran out and not all questions could be answered. It
was a complete waste of time for Ministers to simply parrot the answers that were whispered
to them by their ministerial advisers. Therefore, from that angle I thought the committees
were quite inefficient and they wasted time. I hope that can be overcome and the
Government takes the Opposition's advice so that ministerial advisers can answer questions
directly; unless, of course, those questions are of a political or policy nature, which must be
answered by the Minister.
MR WATT (Albany) J4.03 pml: I am concerned about those items in the Budget for which
there is no allocation. In recent years a number of Government bodies including Homeswest,
Transperth and the Water Authority of Western Australia, have become business
undertakings. Those organisations raise their own revenue, organise their own expenses and
are expected to break even. However, because there is no actual Budget item for them in the
Consolidated Revenue Fund, there is no procedural opportunity to question those authorities
or the responsible Ministers about items of expenditure or revenue raising. That is a serious
flaw in our budgetary process and in the ability to question the Government about the
Budget. Is there a means by which members of this House could address those questions?
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [4.04 pm]: I appreciate the support of
members for this motion. I do not think the system is perfect and it could probably be
improved next year. In answer to the question by the member for Albany, there used to be a
system, which was removed in the days of Ray O'Connor, where a small amount of money -
say, $10 for the Main Roads Department - was allocated so that an item could be discussed.
That process will not work with Estimate Committees because members can only ask what
that $ 10 is for.
Mr Watt: I accept that and that is why we need to find a procedure.
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Mr PEARCE: It was discussed among the panics that a different procedure would be needed
thai would not rely on the form of the Sessional Orders or of the Standing Orders for the
Estimates Committees, but on the way in which the Budget is presented. I will discuss that
with the Treasurer so there is a capacity to discuss the Budget process with those authorities.
Mr Bradsbaw: What about the ministerial advisers?
Mr PEARCE: That matter was discussed by the groups. I have discussed with the Ministers
the way in which they will deal with that issue. We are not about time wasting. On the other
hand, the Government has taken a strong and principled stand regarding the generality of that
aspect, in that it is the Ministers who are responsible for their sections of the Budget and the
M inisters who are responsible to the Parliament. Members are questioning Ministers in
Estimates Committees. The Ministers will not have available the detail to answer every
question. When I was Minister for Education for five years - that was a huge budget - I
could not supply answers to every question in every instance and I relied on a range of
experts to provide that information. However, the Ministers are responsible for the Budget
and I would not like to set the precedent where members of Parliament can question
bureaucrats about the Budget, because they are not responsible for it. They may not know
the policy implications of certain items and, although it may be a time saving exercise if
ministerial advisers could answer questions, it is not within the capacity of the Westminster
system, about which we have spent this afternoon arguing. I am sure a happy compromise
can be met. I am sure that the Ministers will allow their advisers to answer questions that are
appropriate; however, we must support the Westminster system and preserve the practice that
it is the Ministers who are being questioned and nor the departmental officers.
Question put and passed.

MARGARINE REPEAL BILL
Committee

The Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander) in the Chair; Mr Bridge (Minister for
Agriculture) in charge of the Bill.
Clause I put and passed.
Clause 2: Commencement -

Mr BRIDGE: This clause provides that the principal Act be repealed on I July 1991. As the
Bill was not dealt with by the Parliament prior to that date it is necessary for the clause to be
negatived. and a new clause inserted. It is intended that the principal Act be repealed at the
earliest opportunity. Following consultation with the industry it was agreed that the
amending Act would commence on a date to be fixed by proclamation. I ask members to
vote against this clause in order that I can move to insert a new clause.
Mr HOUSE: This Bill has been before the Parliament for some rime and the National Party
has been waiting for it to be debated. I am interested in the proposed new clause to be
inserted by the Minister's amendment. He has not explained why it is necessary to delay the
commencement of this Bill until a date to be fixed by proclamation. Is there a need to
protect the industry, or some other reason that it should not be enacted immediately?
The CHAIRMAN: In doing so, perhaps the Minister would introduce his adviser to the
Committee.
Mr BRIDGE: The adviser assisting me with the passage of this Bill is Mr John Patterson
from the Department of Agriculture. 1 advise the deputy leader of the National Party that the
proposed amendment is a procedural one only which will enable consultation with the
industry prior to the date of proclamation-
Mr House: What sort of consultation? Who do you need to consult with and what about?
Mr BRIDGE: Representatives from the department will meet with the industry to obtain
concurrence from it as to the proclamation date.
Mr House: Why?
Mr BRIDGE: To give the industry time to obtain the relevant equipment and to undertake
the planning necessary so it has the ability to respond to the commencement date.
Clause put and negatived.
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New clause 2 -
Mr BRIDGE: I move -

Page 1, line 5 - Insert after clause 1 the following new clause to stand as clause 2.
2. This Act shall come into operation on such day as is fixed by

proclamation.
Mr OMODEL: Members on this side of the Chamber have no objection to changing the
commencement date to the day of proclamation and, therefore, support the new clause.
New clause put and passed.
Clauses 3 and 4 put and passed.
Title put and passed.
Bill reported, with an amendment.

ESTIMATES COMMITTEES - MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT
I Timetable Report Presentation

MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [4.20 pm]: I have for presentation to the
House the report of the management committee established under Sessional Order relating to
Estimates Committees, 1991. Attached to it is a report of the management committee which
prescribes which pants of the Estimates are to be considered by each committee and the
maximum time allotted for each part.
[See paper No 610.]

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - SPECIAL
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [4.21 pm]: I move -

That the House at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 22 October, at 2.00 pm.
This motion means that the House will not sit for the two weeks of the school holidays or the
following week while the Estimates Committees are sitting. The timetable for the Estimates
Committees has just been adopted and the dates for those sittings are shown.
Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 4.22 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

POLICE DEPARTMENT - STATED STRATEGY 1991-92
Equipment Purchase

1274. Mr BLAIICE to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:
(1) Would the Minister provide details of how the Police Department will achieve

its stated strategy for 1991-92 to "Increase usage of technology such as speed
detection devices, cameras and communications as a deterrent to traffic
offenders"?

(2) Further to (1), would the Minister provide details of extra equipment to be
purchased?

(3) How many additional policemen will be -

(a) employed;
(b) redeployed?

(4) What is the -

(a) cost;
(b) estimated revenue -

to be returned to the State as a result of the department's 1991-92 stated
strategy?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) The acquisition and use of the equipment referred to will enhance the traffic

operations and be a deterrent to the motoring public.
(2) It is intended to purchase -

Traffic violation photo recorders - red traffic control signal cameras.
Multanova 6F photographic radars.
Mobile radar speed detection units.
Stationary radar speed detection units.
Alcorech AR 1005 preliminary breath alcohol analysers with AR 1005
screening devices - passive preliminary breath alcohol analyser.
Drager Alcotest 7110 - breath analysing apparatus for evidentiary purposes.
Truckalyser - mobile vehicle inspection trailer.

(3) (a) The equipment will be used in normal traffic operations and will not
require additional police officers to operate it.

(b) Nil.
(4) (a) $1.4 million approximately.

(b) This is rnot calculable. While some of the equipment represents very
effective detection apparatus it is also a very effective preventative
tool and accordingly revenue will fluctuate.

The above expenditure includes "black spot" money $560 000 and $843 000
provided through capital works funding. Although the equipment purchased
is new, some will replace old equipment which has become or is becoming
unserviceable.

POLICE - WANNEROO POLICE STATION
Manpower Reduction

1298. Mr CLARKO to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:
(1) is there to be a reduction in police and other staff members now located at the

Wanneroo Police Station?
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(2) Is so, what is the extent of the changes and why are these changes to be made?
Mr GORDON HELL replied:

This matter is currently being addressed by a working party determining the
requirements for Joondalup police complex.

SUPERANNUATION - THREE PER CENT NON-CONTRIBUTORY BENEFIT
1329. Mr TUBBY to the Treasurer:

(1) Is the three per cent non-contributory superannuation payment made by
departments on behalf of their employees paid for those who did not convert
their superannuation to the lump sum scheme?

(2) If not, why not?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) No.
(2) The Government and the public sector unions agreed in 1987 that the three

per cent non-contributory superannuation benefit would be made available to
Government employees only through the Government employees
superannuation scheme.

POLICE DEPARTMENT - DRIVER LICENSING DIVISION
Reorganisation

1333. Mr HOUSE to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:
(1) Has there been any ieorganisation of the driver licensing division of the Police

Department?
(2) If so, what changes have been made in terms of -

(a) organisational structure;
(b) numbers of staff?

(3) Have any salary increases occurred at the executive level as a consequence of
the reorganisation?

(4) If yes, how many people have received a salary increase and in which
positions?

(5) What is the total value of the salary increases?
(6) If no reorganisation has taken place are any changes being proposed?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) (a) The reporting relationship of motor driver licence examiners altered

from 2 September 1991. They are now responsible to the branch
manager at their respective regional branch office.

(b) None.

No. The only increase in salary to an executive position has been a temporary
special allowance paid to the director of the police licensing and services
subdepartrnent as a consequence of the new end of line responsibilities
incurred by that position from the date the subdepartment was created;
namely, 1 July 1991.

(5) $3 525 per annum.
(6) The police licensing and services subdepartment will continue to review and

where warranted alter its organisational structure in keeping with sound
management practices aimed at providing the community with both an
effective and efficient vehicle and driver licensing service.
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1339.

TOTAL
(2) The proposed expenditure of the funds allocated for grants to

search and rescue groups in 199 1-92 are as follows -

(a) Base grant of $2 250 to each of the 30 groups expected
to meet the eligibility criteria

(b) Activity grants allocated to eligible groups in
accordance with the approved formula

(c) Provision for insurance of group members' boats
employed in sea search and rescue operations and/or
training exercises

(d) A base grant to the Volunteer Sea Search and Rescue
Association of WA of $5 000, plus provision for an
additiona] grant of 55 000 on a dollar for dollar basis

160000
volunteer sea

$67 500

105 000

10500

matching funds raised by the association 10 000
TOTAL 193 000

ANSPERTH - SOCIAL WELFARE CONCESSIONS - REIMBURSEMENT TO
TRANSPERTH 199 1-92 ESTIMATES

Subsidy Increase Reason - Accountability Controls
Mr BLAIKIE to the Premier:
(1) What are the details of the Social Welfare Concessions - Reimbursement to

Transpenkh 199 1-92 Estimates $58 700 000 as per State Budget papers and the
circumstances "that recognition be specifically made in Transperth's accounts
of the non-commercial or social welfare obligations that Transperth fulfils".

(2) What are the reasons for an increase of over $8 000 000 of subsidy over the
previous year?

(3) What controls does the Government have to ensure adequate accountability of
funding and what are the details of these controls?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1),(3)

The social welfare payment is aimed at recognising in Transperrh's statements
the non-commercial nature of the services provided on week nights, weekends
and public holidays to those members of the community who do not have
access to private transport- It is calculated on the basis of 25 per cent of the

EMERGENCY RESCUE SERVICES - EXPENDIURE
Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister representing the Minister for Emergency Services:
(1) What are the details of the $160 000 spent in 1990-91 on emergency rescue

services?
(2) What are the details of the proposed expenditure of $193 000 in the current

Budget?
Mr CORDON HILL replied:
(1) The $160 000 spent in 1990-91 on emergency rescue services was the

Government grant to volunteer sea search and rescue groups. The distribution
of the expenditure was as follows -

(a) Base grants of $2 250 to 28 eligible groups $63 000
(b) Activity grants allocated to eligible groups per

approved formula 79 300
(c) Insurance for group members' boats employed in

search and rescue operations and/or training exercises 8 360
(d) Grant to Volunteer Sea Search and Rescue Association

of WA 10000

TR_

1342.
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cost of Transperth's bus operations and 40 per cent of the cost of suburban rail
operations being identified as a social welfare payment. These proportions
reflect an examination of bus and rail operations undertaken in 1983. This is
in addition to the cancessional fare reimbursement for fare revenue forgone
from concessional fares.
Transperth is continually developing its service criteria, costing techniques
and methodology such that a more accurate recognition of Transperth's social
welfare function can be made. The controls on payments under this
arrangement are the usual budget related controls. No additional
arrangements apply for this item.

(2) The increase reflects the lift in forecast Transperth operating costs for
1991-92.

RED SHIELD APPEAL - GOVERNMENT GRANT REDUCTION
1349. Mr BLAIKIE to the Premier:

What were the reasons for the Government reducing the State's donation to
the Red Shield Appeal from $30 000 in 1990-91 to an estimated $15 000 in
1991-92?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The grant of $30 000 in 1990-91 was a carryover of a situation which
occurred in 1989-90 when there were two appeals conducted. The grant for
1991-92 has been adjusted to relate to one appeal and has regard to the
budgetary constraints facing the Governmnent.

SWAN BUILDING SOCIETY - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TEACHERS
FINANCIAL SOCIETY
Government Expenditure

1352. Mr BLAIKIE to the Premier:
(1) What are the reasons that have led to the expenditure in 1990-91 of -

(a), $183 393 to Swan Building Society;
(b) $108 232 to the Western Australian Teachers Financial Society;

(2) Would the Premier provide a breakdown of anticipated expenditure for
1991-92?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) (a) Legal fees of $173 393 pertaining to recovery action against former

officers, directors and auditors, and various debtors of the society.
Audit fees of $10 000 relating to the financial year ended 31 May
1990.

(b) Storage of society's records, $22 668, and legal fees pertaining to
recovery action against the former officers, directors and auditors of
the society, $85 564.

(2) Provision has been made for legal fees and associated costs relating to the
continuation of legal action to recover debts owing to Swan and action against
the former officers, directors and auditors of both societies.

POLICE - CANNINGTON POLICE STATION
Action Reports

1366. Mr KIERATH to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:
In regard to Cannington Police Station, during the years 1981 to 1991
inclusive, will the Minister advise -

(1) The number of action reports for each year?
(2) The number of arrests, summonses, and Children's Panel charges for each

year?
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(3) The number of offence reports submitted for each year?
(4) The number of warrants received for local execution for each year?
(5) The total approved strength for staffing of the station for each year?

[The answer was tabled. See paper No 609.1
RURAL AND INDUSTRIES BANK OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - DEPOSITS

Government Guarantee
1370. Mr CiJ. BARNETIT to the Treasurer:

(1) Does the Government provide a guarantee for deposits made with the R & I
Bank?

(2) Does the R & I Bank derive a commercial advantage through any such
guarantee?

(3) Does the Government support the use of such terms as "government
guaranteed" in advertising undertaken by the R & I Bank?

(4) Does the Government charge a fee or levy on the R & I Bank in return for the
provision of any such Government guarantee?

(5) If a fee or levy exists, is it implemented and if so, at what rate?
(6) If there is provision for a fee or levy and if it is not implemented, then why

not?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The bank believes that the guarantee affords it a higher credit rating which, in

turn, benefits the bank through cheaper access to funds in the wholesale
markets.

(3) The statement is true and is supported.
(4) No.
(5) Not applicable. See (4) above.
(6) Although no fee is levied the Government as sole shareholder is entitled to the

benefit of all profit earned by the bank, both through payments equal to
Commonwealth income tax and through endiclement to dividends and retained
earnings.

POLICE - WORKERS' COMPENSATION AND REHABILITATION ACT
Exemption

1371. Mr KIERATH to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:
(1) Why are the police exempt from the Workers' Compensation and

Rehabilitation Act?
(2) What provisions and conditions apply to a policeman who is injured at work?
(3) What is the total length of leave-time a policeman can take on full pay?
(4) Can that time be extended by the Minister, and if so, for how long?
(5) What period of time transpires before the Minister's approval must be sought?
(6) If a policeman was to have a serious accident, is he pensioned off as if be was

to retire?
(7) Can a seriously injured policeman be terminated from the Police force without

a full pension?
(8) Do all the provisions of the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Act

apply to the police?
(9) What action does the Minister intend to take in regard to workers

compensation conditions for policemen who are injured in the line of duty?
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Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) Section 5 of the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Act specifically

excludes police officers under the definition of worker, except where injury
causes death. However, police officers are adequately covered under police
regulations for work related injuries/illnesses and where deemed appropriate
may receive ex gratia payments.

(2) Police regulations provide for continuation of salary and payment of medical
expenses. Lump sum ex gratia payments are considered where appropriate.

(3) 168 days per annum, which can be extended if appropriate.
(4) Yes, the period can be extended by the commissioner. There is no specified

period of extension.
(5) Police regulations were amended in 1989 removing the requirements for

ministerial approval of an extension beyond 168 days.
(6) Yes, depending on the nature of the injury and the long term prognosis and

providing he or she is a member of a superannuation fund.
(7) Yes, if the member is not a contributor to a superannuation fund or, if the

member is a contributor and the fund management assesses the injury as not
justifying a full pension.

(8) No, police are excluded under the definition of worker in the Workers'
Compensation and Rehabilitation Act, except where the injury causes death.

(9) None, the present arrangements axe considered satisfactory by both the
Commissioner of Police and the WA Police Union.

CRIME - HOPETOUN STREET UNIT, SOUTH PERTH, 14 SEPTEMBER
Police Emergency Telephone Call

1376. Mr ORAYDEN to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:
When a gang of car thieves smashed outside lights and a security system
before using a pot plant to ram the door of a Hopetoun Street home unit in
South Perth on Saturday, 14 September -

(a) did police receive a telephone call for assistance;
(b) at what time was the call received by the police; and
(c) what period of time elapsed between the emergency telephone call and

the arrival of police at the unit involved?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(a) Yes.
(b) 2 336 hours 50 seconds - 11.36.50 pm.
(c) Six minutes, 30 seconds.

POLICE - EMERGENCY TELEPHONE CALLS
Special Police

1377. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:
(1) Does the Police Department have special police on duty who are available to

act immediately when the department receives emergency telephone calls
informing it of crimes that are being committed?

(2) If not, why not?
Mr CORDON HILL replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.
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SCHOOLS - CROSSINGS
Hepburn Avenue Warden Appointment

1379. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:
When will funding be made available to appoint a warden to the Hepburn
Avenue school crossing which was approved on 27 March 1991 by the School
Crossings' Road Safety Committee?

Mir GORDON HILL replied:
Funding is available and the wardens will be in place for the resumption of
school following the current holidays.

WOMEN - DIRECTORY OF SERVICES
Distribution

1385. Mrs EDWARDES to the Premier:
(1) Will the Premier advise on how the 'Directory of Services for Western

Australian Women" is distributed?
(2) Where is the directory of services sent?
(3) To whom is the "Directory of Services for Western Australian Women" sent?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) A mailing list has been compiled and is audited and updated annually. The

directory mailing list is based on and distributed to referral agencies which
constitute WIRE's information database and by definition most have a
specific service for women or interest in women's issues, eg -

State Library Services, including Infolink
Government departments -

Department for Community Services
Health Department
TAPE
Education
Department of Employment and Training

Government and non-Government special libraries and information services -

Disability Resource Centre
Office of Seniors' Interests - aged open line
Gloria Brennan Centre - Aboriginal women's information and referral
centre

Non-Government agencies - community based and freqluently Government
funded -

Sexual assault referral centre
Women's health care house
North Perth migrant centre
Ce ntrec are
Salvation Army

Community associations and organisations -

Country Women's Association
Western Institute of Self Help
Learning centre link

Tertiary institutions -

University of Western Australia
Murdoch University
Curtin University
Edith Cowan University
TAFE
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Individuals -

Electorate officers
Women with specific needs or on request by telephone or using
WIRE's services

OWL. WIRE and WAC distribute the directory where applicable in the course
of pmogram implementation and community consultation -

"Room at the Top" - women in decision making initiative
"Active Expressions" - women in sport and art conference
WIRE Outreach projects - shopping centres, etc

(2) A special effort is made to ensure country women have access to the
directory. Agencies, as mentioned in (1), with country branches, receive
copies. To keep postage and delivery costs to a minimum arrangements are
made wherever possible to collect copies of the directory from WIRE,
particularly those in the metropolitan area. Government internal delivery
services are utilised as much as possible.

(3) The directory is sent to agencies as mentioned in (1) and (2). Wherever
possible the directory is addressed to the persons responsible for
disseminating information in the organisation. The directory has become a
recognised and valued resource for women and is in constant demand. The
Government has undertaken to annually update the publication funds
permitting.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN SPORTS CENTRE TRUST ACT - IMPLEMENTATION
DATE
Review

1396. Mr WATT to the Minister representing the Minister for Sport and Recreation:
(1) On what date did the Western Australian Sports Centre Trust Act come into

operation?
(2) As a review of the effectiveness of die Act must be made after five years of its

operation, when will the review be cardied out, and by whom?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) 12 December 1986.
(2) In accordance with section 20 of the Western Australian Sports Centre Trust

Act the review of the Act will be carried out by the Minister as soon as
practicable after 12 December 1991.

WASTE DISPOSAL - LIQUID WASTE TRANSPORT INDUSTRY
New Conditions

1400. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is there opposition by operators in the liquid waste transport industry to the

new conditions that are to be attached to their licences, to start from
23 September 1991, relating to the requirement for permit numbers to be
issued for each job before it is carried out?

(2) What steps did the Health Department take to ensure that the organisation it
discussed the new conditions with was genuinely representative of the liquid
waste transport industry?

(3) Are the new conditions thoroughly practical and will they not both
inconvenience and incur additional cost on operators and their customers?

(4) Do the Health (Licensing of Liquid Waste) Regulations 1987 provide no
means of appeal against the department's imposition of new and onerous
conditions on operators' licences?

(5) If yes, when will such an appeal provision be provided for?
(6) Will the Minister delay the start of the new requirement relating to permit
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numbers and instruct his department to nmeet liquid waste transport industry
representatives to try and find a more practical and less burdensome way of
achieving the department's objective of minimising illegal dumping of
septage and industrial liquid waste?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Yes, opposition has been expressed by a number of operators.
(2) The Health Department consulted with the Road Transport Association which

is the only association known to represent this industry.
(3) The conditions were agreed with the RTA as being practical but they could

cause additional inconvenience and may incur some additional cost for
operators.

(4) Yes.
(5) The regulations are being revised as a priority, and this issue will be

considered. The content of the proposed new regulations will be discussed
with the RTA.

(6) No, but another meeting with a delegation from the waste transport industry
has been scheduled for Thursday, 26 September with officers of the Health
Department.

TOWED AGRICULTURAL IMPLEMENTS REGULATIONS - AMENDMENTS
Police Booklet

1405. Mr HOUSE to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:
(1) Given that the amendments to the Towed Agricultural Implements

Regulations 1991 have been made, will the Police Department produce a
booklet explaining and outlining the new regulations in a simplified format as
it has done on previous occasions?

(2) If so, when will the booklet be available to the users of towed agricultural
implements?

(3) If not, why not?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) Yes. The Minister will be looking at a joint Government/industry pamphlet

which clearly outlines the regulations.
(2)-(3)

Not applicable.
GLUE SNIFFING - JUVENILES

Police Procedures
1411. Mr COWAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:

What procedures are followed by police officers who come across a juvenile
sniffing glue, petrol or abusing some other solvent in a public place?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
Any police officer has authority under section 1382 of the Child Welfare Act
to apprehend a juvenile who is, in the opinion of the officer, in physical or
moral danger or is misbehaving. The apprehending officer shall make
inquiries to establish whether an application should be made to a Children's
Court to have the juvenile declared to be in need of care and protection.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT - "GAYS OVER 40" SELF-DEFENCE CLASSES
Answer Delay

1412. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Health:
Further to my question on notice 10641 asked on 20 August 1991 -

(1) Why is there a delay in the Minister responding to my question about
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Health Department involvement in organising, funding or providing
facilities for self-defence classes for "gays over 40"?

(2) When can I expect an answer to my question?
Mr WILSON replied:

The answer to question 1041 was provided on Wednesday, 25 September
1991.

HOSPITALS - PAYROLL TAX
St John of God Hospitals, Church Hospitals

1415. Mr LEWIS to the Treasurer:
Are the St John of God Hospitals and other church hospitals subject to the
payment of payroll tax?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
No.

POLICE - 1URIEN POLICE STATION
Manpower

1422. Mr McNEE to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:
(1) What has been the staffing level at Jurien Police Station for the years -

(a) 1988;
(b) 1989;
(c) 1990;
(d) 1991?

(2) Is it intended to increase the staffing levels at Jurien Police Station?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) (a)-(d)

Four.
(2) Not at this stage.

WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - VASSE WONNERUP
ESTUARY, BUSSELTON

Floodgates - Replacemzent Assessment
1427. Mr BLAIXIIE to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Is the Water Authority due to carry out an assessment with a view to the
replacement of the floodgates on the Vasse Wonnerup estuary at Busselcon?

(2) If so. what assessment will be made, and what is its extent?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The assessment will be made as to the expected further life of the existing

structures, their current effectiveness for the purpose for which they were
constructed, and the hydraulic, environmental and safety considerations to be
taken into account when designing and constructing their replacement. The
extent of the assessment will include review of previous designs,
consideration of the impact of known and potential developments in the area
of the floodgates, consultations with operations staff and with other
Government and relevant community groups regarding future operational
requirements.

LAKES - WATER LEVELS
Lake Mariginiup, Lake Joondalup, Lake Goollelal

143 1. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Water Resources:
What ame the current water levels of Lake Mariginiup. Lake Joondalup and
Lake Goollelal; and at the same period of time in -
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(a) 1986;
(b) 1987;
(c) 1988;
(d) 1989; and
(e) 1990?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
Lake Lake Lake

August Mariginiup Joondalup Goollelal
1986 42.247 17.320 27.399
1987 42.360 17.410 27.404
1988 42.135 17.180 27.275
1989 42.040 17.130 27.150
1990 41.970 17.030 27.270
1991 42.180 17.260 27.530
Lake levels in Australia height datum - metres.
GNANGARA MOUND - GROUND WATER PROGRAM
Wanneroo Lakes' Minimum Levels - Ministerial Conditions

1432. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Water Resources:
Will the Minister table the ministerial conditions setting the minimum levels
for the Wanneroo Lakes approved by the Water Authority's ground water
abstraction and management program for the Onangara mound?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
It is in fact the Minister for the Environment who sets the minimum water
levels. The information sought by the member is quite detailed and, as such, I
have arranged for the Water Authority's manager groundwater and
environment to forward computer printouts and explanatory notes directly to
the member's electorate office.

SCHOOLS - LIBRARIES
Central Cataloguing Service Review

1433. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
(1) Further to question on notice 2041 of 1990. has the Minister completed the

further review of the Ministry of Education's central cataloguing service to
school libraries?

(2) If so. is there likely to be any reduction in this service or axe any changes
proposed?

Dr GALLOP replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

EDUCATION MINISTRY - MINOR WORKS EXPENDITURE
Joondalup and Balga District Offices

1437. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
What was the minor works expenditure by the Joondalup and Balga districts
for the year ending 30 June 199 1?

Dr GALLOP replied:
Joondalup District Balga District

Total paid 1990-91 $190 779.43 $170 242.47
Note: This figure includes payments for the 1990-91 program plus carryover
payment for the 1989-90 program.
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HURSE, MS SYLVIA - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN MEAT MARKETING
CORPORATION APPOINTMENT

1440. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) What are the qualifications and background of Ms Sylvia Hurse of Kununurra,

who has been appointed by the Minister to the Western Australian Meat
Marketing Corporation?

(2) On what basis was Ms Hurse selected for the position of member of the Meat
Marketing Corporation?

(3) Who recommended Ms flume for the appointment?
(4) Was Ms Hurse chosen from a panel of people?
(5) If so, who were the other people and what were their qualifications and

background?
(6) What duties and tasks will Ms Nurse have to undertake to fulfil her

obligations as a member of the corporation?
(7) How often will the board meet up to the expiry date of 30 June 1994?
(8) What is the minimum number of board meetings a member of the corporation

has to attend within their term?
(9) Do the members of the corporation get a travel or other allowance to assist in

the fulfilment of their responsibilities to attend board meetings?
(10) If so. how much is each member endited to per year?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Ms Hurse is a small business owner with tertiary qualifications. She has had

experience and training in marketing and consumer issues and has been
involved in local government and a wide range of community and regional
advisory groups.

(2)-(3)
The Act requires the Minister to nominate, as a consumer representative, a
person who? in the opinion of the Minister, has appropri ate experience and
expertise. I consider Ms Hurse has such experience and expertise and
nominated her for appointment.

(4) Yes.
(5) The panel comprised representatives of consumer organisations and members

of the public. I do not believe it is appropriate to list the names and
qualifications of the panel.

(6)-(8)
The Act requires a meeting of the corporation to be held 10 times each year.
A member may be removed from office if, without approval of the Minister,
he or she is absent from three consecutive meetings of the corporation.

(9)-( 10)
Each member receives $3 750 per annum in sitting fees plus reimbursement
for mileage or air fares.

WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - SEWERAGE SERVICES
WORKS

Bassendean 4B and 13A
1463. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Have the sewerage reticulation works for the areas tided Bassendean 4B and
Bassendean 13A been given a commitment in this year's Budget?

(2) if so, what is the nature of that commitment?
(3) When will works begin to provide sewerage services to those areas?
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Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) An amount of $205 000 has been allocated in the 1992-93 Capital Works

Program to service some 40 lots in this area. The remaining works in the area
are not listed on the current five year plan 1991-96.

STAMP ACT - GOVERNMENT REVIEW
1480. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:

(1) When is it expected that the review of the Stamp Act being conducted by the
Government will be completed?

(2) Who is conducting the review?
(3) Will the review document, when completed, be made public?
(4) When will legislation resulting from the review be introduced into the

Parliament?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) A draft report was completed and circulated for public comment in July 1991.

Finalisation of the report is expected early in 1992, subject to when public
comments are received.

(2) The Treasury, State Taxation and Crown Law Departments.
(3) Yes.
(4) The timing of any required legislative amendments will be subject to

completion of the report and consideration of the recommendatins by
Government.

FOXES - BAITING TRIALS
Progress

1485. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister for Agriculture:
Wir t progress has been made with the fox baiting trials which were
commenced in May 1990 by the Agriculture Protection Board and the
Department of Conservation and Land Management?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
Different bait types, bath buried and unburied have been trialled. These
included dried meat, chicken heads, fried liver and crackle baits. Foxes
generally showed no preference for bait type and further work is necessary.
Live trapping of foxes was undertaken and 40 foxes fitted with radio collars.
Radio tracking helped determine the social organisation and population
density. This information will help assess the effectiveness of the baiting
program which has just been completed. Laboratory analyses will be
undertaken in early 1992 at the completion of field work.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

HOSPITALS - ROYAL PERTH HOSPITAL
Theatre Closures

405. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is the Minister aware that as from 30 September seven of the 14 theatres in

the main theatre suite at Royal Perth Hospital will be closed for two weeks?
(2) Is it correct that the remaining seven theatres will be closed for elective

surgery and open only for emergency surgery for the two weeks from
30 September?
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(3) Has ibis "go slow" period been necessitated by budget cuts in the allocation of
funds to Royal Perth Hospital?

Mr WILSON replied:
(l)-(3)

1 do not know what the member for Wellington means when he refers to "go
slow"; perhaps he would have a better idea than I would. As I said yesterday,
it is easy for him as a member of the Opposition to come up with all sorts of
objections to the way in which the public hospitals in Western Australia have
been asked to try to cope with the endless demands being placed on them as a
result of the expectations created in the community.

Mr MacKinnon: By you.
Mr WILSON: No. by a policy which is completely outside the command of this

Government.
Mr Macinnon: Supported by you consistently until last week.
Mr WILSON: No, the Leader of the Opposition is indicating his ignorance again.
Mr Macinnon: No, I am not.
Mr WILSON: The Leader of the Opposition is a very ignorant man.
Mr Kierath: That is very kind of you!
Mr WILSON: I have a factual basis for saying that in this instance.
Mr Kierath: You only recently changed your mind.
Mr WIELSON: No, I did not. We face this opposition only from this Opposition

because even the New South Wales Government - the only Liberal
Government in Australia - is currently having to take very stringent measures
to control this demand. Headlines in New South Wales newspapers are
saying, "More hospitals face the axe" and, "Hospitals to close under NSW
revamp". Every public hospital system in -Australia is facing the same
pressures that our public hospital system is facing.

Mr Kierath: Whose policy is that?
Mr WILSON: This Opposition and this Leader of the Opposition cannot sit back as

armchair lobbyists and fail to come to grips with the real issues that we must
face at the present time. Instead of these one-off questions about measures

which are not yet in place but which have to be considered we would like
from the Opposition the sort of bipartisan policy to which the Leader of the
Opposition referred recently on a tough single-minded approach -

Mr Macinnon: Huh!
Mr WILSON: Those are the words the Leader of the Opposition used the other day

when it suited him for his own party political purposes. He referred to the
need for a bipartisan approach. I am suggesting that we need a strong single-
minded approach to recover the $99 million of funding from the
Commonwealth which is due to the State for funding health services. I would
not mind some support from the Leader of the Opposition and from the
member who asked the question for a strong single-minded approach on
behalf of Western Australians to recover from the Federal Government chat
funding for public hospitals in Western Australia.

Mr Macinnon: I will assist you when you admit to me your complicity in losing
$1 000 million.

Mr WILSON: Is the Leader of the Opposition suggesting that is not our due?
HOMIESWEST - BAYSWATER CITY COUNCIL

Aged Persons Units, Bedford - Construction Commnencement Date
406. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for Housing:

When will construction commence on the proposed Homeswest-City of
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Bayswater joint venture to build aged persons' units in Dennison Street,
Bedford?

Mr McGINTY replied:
Discussions which have been taking place since 1988 between the City of
Bayswater and Homeswest stalled on the basis upon which a joint venture to
build 16 aged persons' units could proceed. The units are to be constructed on
the reserve on the corner of Salisbury Street and Dennison Street in Bedford.
Agreement was reached recently which will enable 16 units to proceed to
construction under this year's Homeswesx construction program. The units
will be constructed on a 50-50 shared cost basis between the City of
Bayswater and Homeswesr, and the land will remain in Homeswest's name
with the City of Bayswater having right of access for the life of the buildings.
It is an important development because it will offer a choice of
accommodation to aged people of the area. Under Homeswest's eligibility
rules, people who own their own homes, even though they are old and frail
and want to leave their homes and move into units, are not eligible because
they own assets. Under this arrangement, while the usual Homeswest
eligibility rules will apply to the Homneswest half of the units, the other half of
the joint venture will be on eligibility prescribed by the City of Bayswater. In
that way, the council will facilitate the entry into aged persons'
accommodation for people who now find it too difficult to look after their
three or four bedroomed homes on a quarter acre block of land. They will
now fit within the council's eligibility rules, I am pleased to announce that
will be done in this year's Budget.

AVON RIVER - MINISTERIAL RESPONSIBILIT
407. Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister for Services:

(1) Is the Minister responsible for matters relating to the Avon Rivet?
(2) If he is not, will he advise which Minister is?
Mr McGINTY replied:
(1 )-(2)

1 have spent some time trying to ascertain whether I am the Minister
responsible for the Avon River.

Several members interjec ted.
The SPEAKER: Order! Let us get to the bottom of this.
Mr McGINTY: While under section 93 of the Public Works Act there is authority to

widen, deepen and straighten rivers, the Minister responsible for the Public
Works Act does not have the power to deal with flood management or
otherwise control the waters in the river. I advise the member that the powers
contained in the Public Works Act are not sufficiently extensive to enable the
Minister responsible for the administration of that Act to become involved.
The situation has arisen in this way: Prior to the formation of the Water
Authority of Western Australia matters dealing with water were dealt with
under the Public Works Act. The maintenance of rivers was handled under
that Act, but with a division of responsibility between the previous water
authority and the Public Works Act. With the formation of the Water
Authority of Western Australia, it appears there is no provision for
maintenance of the river of the sort indicated to be done by either of those
authorities as a legal requirement as such. The solution to the member's
problem lies with the provisions contained in the Waterways Conservation
Act. As the member would be aware, proposals are currently afoot to develop
a management plan for the Avon River under the provisions of the waterways
Act. I understand a discussion paper about that has been released recently.
When that management body is formed responsibility for maintenance
associated with that river will either be given to that body or appropriate
responsibility will be determined by the management body under the
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Waterways Conservation Act. In the mean time, the Water Authority has
confirmed to me that it will assume responsibility for essential maintenance
on the river pending the formation of that body. I am not sure how long that
will take. Anything that the Waxer Authority assesses as being of an essential
nature it will, on a de facto basis, assume responsibility for.

CONSUMPTION TAX - AUSTRALIAN FOOTBALL LEAGUE GRAND FINAL
Attendance Costs

408. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:
Given the enormous interest that exists in Western Australia in the AFL
Grand Final to be played in Melbourne this Saturday and the large number of
Western Australians who would like to attend such a game, including myself,
will the Minister inform the House what would be the impact of the proposed
Liberal con sumption tax on the cost of attending such a final?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
Unfortunately, the debate so far on the consumption tax has been something
of an academic exercise because Dr Hewson has been remarkably reluctant to
release details of the proposed tax. It is very important for the public of
Western Australia to have an appreciation of exactly how the proposed tax
will impact on their lives. If we take, for example, a person who flies to
Melbourne for the grand final -

Mr House: Does this come under your portfolio?
Mrs HENDERSON: Yes, it certainly does. It affects every consumer in Western

Australia.
A return flight to Melbourne would cost $760 and a taxi fare from the airport
to the hotel and return would cost $50. Two nights' accommodation at the
mid-star Radisson President Hotel in Queen Street, Melbourne would cost
$150. The total cost would be $960.

Mr Wiese: Has this all been done on ministerial expenses?
Mrs HENDERSON: Members opposite may laugh, but I am taking about ordinary

Western Australians who might want to fly to Melbourne to barrack for the
Western Australian team. Under normal circumstances the trip would cost
$960 and if one added to that a consumption tax those people would be faced
with a total cost of $1 104.
If a person took a package deal to Melbourne to attend the grand final it
would cost $1 360 and would include the flight, hotel transfers,
accommodation and tickets. The Federal Opposition's consumption tax
would increase that figure by $204 which comes to a total of $1 564. On top
of that, at the football ground those people who wanted to buy a humble meat
pie would be faced with an increase in cost from $1.85 to $2.13, the price of a
bucket of chips would increase from $2.55 to $2.93, and a hot dog from $2.50
to $2.88.

Mr Kierath: This is really serious stuff.
Government members: Yes it is.
The SPEAKER: Order! From time to time in this place the speeches made and

answers provided conflict with the views of some members. On occasions,
they conflict with the views of many members. However, whichever is the
case, I am not relieved of my responsibility to ensure that the member on his
or her feet has the opportunity to provide chat information.

Mrs HENDERSON: The Opposition may not think it is an important matter for basic
items such as pies, chips and hoc dogs to increase in price by 15 per cent.
However, that is a very substantial increase for the people who live in my
electorate, and the Opposition should recognise that in places where a
consumption tax has been introduced throughout the world, firstly, it has not
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raised die anticipated revenue; secondly, it has not resulted in the decrease in
income tax level projected; and, thirdly, in every case the rate of consumption
tax has been increased subsequently.

Mr Court: Why did the Prime Minister want it then?
Mrs HENDERSON: The Prime Minister has not been interested in such a tax for the

past six years. The member for Nedlands is very much out of date in making
that comment, and he knows it. Itris time the Opposition stated its position on
the 15 per cent consumption tax.

HOSPITALS - SIR CHARLES GAIRDNER HOSPITAL
D1 Block Closure Proposal

409. Mr C.J. BARNETT to the Minister for Health:
(1) Does the Government intend to close D Block at Sir Charles Gairduer

Hospital for a period of six months, with an effective loss of 46 beds, as part
of a cost cutting exercise?

(2) Does this six month closure also depend upon an additional reduction of
30 beds from the extended care department?

Mr WILSON replied:

I notice that even the journalists were able to report in this morning's Press
that this apparently leaked report refers only to proposals which are yet to be
considered by hospital management and the hospital board prior to their being
considered by the Commissioner for Health, Therefore, the member
demonstrates a very unintelligent apprehension of what is happening in the
hospital system at the moment by continuing to ask questions about what the
Government proposes. I can well understand the indignantly righteous
attitude being adopted by the member; if I were in his shoes, I would probably
do the same thing for the purpose of seeking some political capital. However,
it is very short term and short sighted political capital. I simply reiterate my
invitation to him and other members opposite to join with this Government in
seeking to obtain the rightful position for Western Australian people in which
they have their fair share of Federal revenue, so that the Government can
properly provide the services in our public hospitals to which the people of
Western Australia are entitled.

ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACI1VITIES OF GOVERNMENT
AND OTHER MATTERS - COSTS

Legal Representation Costs
410. Mr CATANIA to the Premier

In view of the Premier's commitment to keep the House informed of the costs
associated with the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of
Government and Other Matters Western Australia, is the Premier able to
advise the costs in the last financial year of the Royal Commission and act of
grace payments to witnesses who have sought Government assistance for
legal representation?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The question deserves to go on the Notice Paper and I undertake today to
outline those costs. As I have indicated in the past, it is important that the
Parliament is kept apprised on a regular basis. For the last financial year
1990-91 salaries, wages and allowances of commission staff totalled
$ 1.216 million; other staffing costs $58 0300; services and contracts
$ 1.95 million; the purchase of assets $739 000; the maintenance of assets
$91 000; ex gratia payments to witnesses $479 000; consumable supplies
$159 000; and communications $41 000.
In addition, $1.681 million was spent on the installation of partitioning,
furniture, electrical and telephone systems and $834 000 was allocated to
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purchase computer technology and for consultancy fees. Members would be
aware that the establishment cost of the commission's facilities was a one-off
cost as evidenced by the proposed expenditure in 1991-92 of $150 000 by
comparison. It is intended that the commission's impressive facilities will be
taken over by the Crown Law Department on completion of the Royal
Commission for use as court and hearing rooms providing much needed
public facilities. However, the day to day running costs of the Royal
Commission in the 1991-92 year will increase, essentially because it is now
fully operational and will be required to hold more sittings than it did during
the same period last financial year.
The anticipated cost of salaries and wages of commission staff for the coming
year is $2.22 million; other staffing costs $170 000; services and contracts
$3.56 million; estimated act of grace payments including legal expenses of
witnesses $1.36! million: computer technology $600 000; purchase of assets
$400 000; maintenance of assets $ 180 000; consumable supplies $240 000;
and communications $70 000. 1 am mindful of the importance to this House
of the costs of the Royal Commission and that they should be kept under
constant scrutiny. One of the reasons that I want to keep the House apprised
of these expenses is because it is important that we do not allow costs to blow
out beyond what is reasonable.

Mr Macinnon interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: As a consequence. I intend to provide the Parliament with details

of expenditure -

Mr Macinnon: What about the -

The SPEAKER: Order! It is painful to hear incessant interjections, which must stop.
The Leader of the Opposition is a master of such practice and should behave.

Dr LAWRENCE: As a consequence, and partly in response to the Leader of the
Opposition, I intend to provide the Parliament on a quarterly basis with details
of expenditure by the Royal Commission and ex gratia payments for legal
representation so that the Parliament is kept informed.

HOSPITALS - SIR CHARLES GAIRtDNER HOSPITAL
Outpatient Clinics Closure

411. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is it proposed to close a range of allied health outpatient clinics at Sir Charles

Gairdner Hospital including the diet therapy, speech therapy, physiotherapy.
podiatry, pharmacy and occupational therapy clinics?

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The same thing applies to members asking questions as to

those providing answers. They should be shown the same courtesy. If
members wish to be heard in silence when they stand they ought to exhibit the
same courtesy to other members.

Mr KIERATH: I continue -

(2) Is the Government giving consideration to the privatisation of outpatient
clinics on a fee for service private basis?

(3) How does the inister reconcile the proposed policy of privatisation with the
Australian Labor Party's philosophy of a public hospital service?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1 )-(3)
The member's last question was an interesting one to which I am happy to
respond at any time. However, in answer to the question generally, I refer
him to my response to the member for Cotcesloe.
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SCHOOLS - ROOF SEALING PROGRAM
412. Mr CUNNINGHAM to the Minister for Construction:

Will the Minister outline the Government's planned roof sealing program for
Western Australian schools?

Mr McGINTY replied:
A total of 60 school roofs will be sealed to extend their life as part of a
campaign to step up maintenance in Government schools in this State. This
year $1 million will be spent treating those roofs with a penetrating sealant.
That will be spent in addition to the $75 million allocated for school
maintenance announced by the Premier in this year's State Budget to be spent
over the next two years. That programn was agreed to by a committee, which
included parent and teacher representatives. It is necessary that roofs be
treated in this way in order to slow down the effects of weathering and to
prolong their life. 'That will save the Government millions of dollars in the
long run, which can be diverted into other important areas in the education
system. An extensive survey has been carried out to identify the schools
which have deteriorating roofs, and further testing of each roof will take place
to determine whether the sealant can be applied successfully. Thos roofs
which are too brittle to be sealed will be removed as part of the normal roof
replacement program. Officers of the Building Management Authority and
the Ministry of Education will meet school and parent representatives on site
before any work is commenced. I am particularly pleased to state that,
weather permitting, nine metropolitan schools will have their roofs sealed
during the October school holidays, which commence tomorrow. The
remainder of the schools will be treated during the summer and autumn
holiday periods.

TRANSPORT DEPARTMENT - REVIEW
Approved Road 80-Kilometre Delivery Zone

413. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Transport:
Further to my question without notice 172 of this year, when the Minister
indicated that the matter of extending the current approved road 80-kilometre
delivery zone would be addressed by a Department of Transport review -

(1) Is the review to which the Minister referred in that answer the land
freight transport working party?

(2) If yes, has the Minister received the final report, and will she make
that report available to members?

(3) If no, when will the final report be completed?
Mrs BEGGS replied:

1 thank the member for some notice of the question. That is not the review to
which I referred. The review to which I referred was a Department of
Transport internal review; therefore, the last two questions are not applicable.
The Department of Transport recently made a submission to me about the
whole question of the transport of fuel, and I will shortly take a minute to
Cabinet about that matter.

Mr House: So it is not far away from a decision?
Mrs BEGGS: That is correct.

AGED - VICTIMS OF CRIME
Minister for Seniors' Statement

414. Mr NICHOLLS to the Premier:
(1) Does the Premier support the premise that senior citizens in Western Australia
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are the group least liely to feel the impact of criminal activity; as was
suggested yesterday by the Minister for Seniors at the Annual General
Meeting of the Australian Pensioners' League?

(2) If yes, is the Premier aware of the real concerns held by many seniors about
their personal safety or the security of their property?

(3) If no, will the Premier take action to clarify the Government's view about this
issue?

(4) What action, if any, is the Government taking to address such concerns, which
are being expressed by the community as a whole and specifically by seniors?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(l)-(4)

It is a bit difficult to see, according to a strict interpretation of Standing
Orders, how this is my responsibility.

Mr Clarko: You are responsible for everything!
Dr LAWRENCE: On that basis, I should answer all the questions.
Dr Gallop: You would not want to be responsible for him!
Dr LAWRENCE: I take the point made by the Minister for Fuel and Energy; I

certainly would not want to take responsibility for members opposite.
I am happy to comment. I understand, although I was not present at the
meeting, that what was said is statistically accurate; that is, despite the very
real concern that I know exists among elderly people in our community, they
are not the most likely to be the victims of crimes, particularly crimes against
the person. I amn as conscious as the member is, and as I am sure the Minister
for Seniors is, that grave anxiety exists in the minds of the elderly members of
our community, precisely because of their frailty.

Mr Clarko: There was uproar when the Minister for Seniors made that statement.
Dr LAWRENCE: I do not think there was uproar. There was subsequently some

discussion, and there may have been a misunderstanding, but statistically the
observation is correct, and would be borne out - as it was in a newspaper
report this morning - by an analysis of the figures.
The important message to get across to the senior members of our community
is that there are techniques which they can adopt in relation to the protection
of their homes and property, and information is available through the Office
of Seniors and the Police Department to assist them in providing that
protection. This is a critical issue as far as the Government is concerned. It is
not just about reality but is about perception. We must educate people about
what they should do to protect themselves and to feel protected. Obviously
the latter aspect is what we have attempted to address and are addressing.

Mr Clarko: Tell them to stop worrying - that is what you are saying.
Dr LAWRENCE: flat is not what I am saying. 1, like many members here, have

elderly parents and [ understand what their concerns are, but it is important
that we be realistic with them, too. We do not want to fan the flames of
unrealistic expectations; on the other hand, we want to provide proper support
and security for them. That is what the Government's policies are designed to
do, and I am sure that is what elderly people understand.
This State has one of the best records in dealing with senior citizens of any in
this country, and that includes concessions, involvement of senior members of
the community in policy and decision making, and a recognition of their
special needs. While a single reaction to a statement of fact by a Minister
might give the member some comfort, he needs to look at our overall policy
in relation to seniors and recognise its high quality and calibre.
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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON ELECTORAL MATTERS OF THE
COMMONWEALTH PARLIAMENT - RESOURCE SHARING IN TH-lE CONDUCT OF

ELECTIONS
Minister's Support

415. Mr CLARKO to the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:
(1) The Joint Standing Committee on Electoral Mactens of the Commonwealth

Parliament is currently inquiring into what has been called "Resource Sharing
in the Conduct of Elections"' and is seeking national public comment. Will
the Minister advise the House whether he supports the proposition, which is
being considered, that a single electoral body conduct a Federal and State
elections throughout Australia?

(2) If no, will he undertake to make these views known to the Federal
parliamentary committee?

Dr GALLOP replied:
(1)-(2)

1 am aware that the Federal parliamentary committee has put this matter on its
agenda and has called for submissions on the nature of our electoral system
throughout the country. I have asked the Western Australian Electoral
Commission to prepare a submission on the topic of the electoral system and
how it is best managed between the State and Federal Governments so that I
can put the submission to that committee. The overall framework within
which I will be developing the case is one which will focus on what is the best
system, in terms of costs and of the electoral system. It is my judgment,
certainly on the basis of the evidence that 1 have received so far, that the State
Governments, acting on the basis of powers given by State Parliaments, are in
the best position to do this job; indeed, the sort of system that allows the State
Electoral Commissions to do the job on behalf of the Commonwealth would
be a much better way to go. I think the member for Marmion would probably
agree with that proposition. Let us hope that the Parliamentary Liberal Party,
like this Governmnent, will make a strong submission to that inquiry.
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