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The Hon. 0. C. MacKinnon: You are
thrashing an argument which has already
been won. It is part of the Liberal Party
policy to have equal pay for the sexes.

The Hon. L. D. ELLIOTT: In the deter-
mination of the 1949 basic wage case, for
the first time the court Increased the
female rate from 54 Per cent. to 15 per
cent. of the male rate. That Was the first
major departure from the concept of the
family wage.

The year 1967 saw the disappearance of
the basic wage, and the introduction of
the total wage. The female workers moved
a little closer still to the rates payable to
males when the court awarded the same
cost-of-living increases to both sexes. In
the 1968 national wage case the Common-
wealth commission again awarded the
same cost-of-living increases to males and
females.

There was an important equal pay de-
cision made in 1969 when the Common-
wealth commission had this to say in its
decision-

there is still a relic of the concept of
the family wage in most of the pres-
ent total wages. It is an amount
which has been arrived at for varying
reasons and in varying ways, but we
consider it no longer has the signifi-
cance, conceptual or economic, which
it once had and is no real bar to a
consideration of equal pay for equal
work.

The Commonwealth commission included
in its decision on that occasion the res-
triction which is in section 144(2) of our
own Act, and which the Bill seeks to delete.
In other words, the commission said, "You
can have equal pay for equal work, but
you have to prove it is of the same range
and volume as that performed by the
males."

However, in 1972 the Commonwealth
commission in a unanimous decision said
that in the light of changed circumstances
the principle haid down in 1969 which pro-
vided for equal pay for equal work was too
narrow, and the time had come to enlarge
the concept to equal pay for work of equal
value. This meant the fixation of award
wage rates by a consideration of the work
performed, irrespective of the sex of the
worker.

in view of that momentous decision and
of recent legislation on equal pay in New
Zealand and Great Britain, I fail to see
how anyone can justify the retention of
the restrictive provision In section 144 (2)
of our Act.

I challenge the Opposition to demon-
strate that they are genuinely Interested in
industrial harmony and Justice for women,
by supporting the Bill.

Debate adjourned, on motion by The
Hon. J. Heitman.

Romse adjourned at 11.54 p.mn.

I~rgitu Aaeembiy
Tuesday, the 20th November, 1973

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

BILLS (8): ASSENT
Message from the Lieutenant-Governor

received and read notifying as.ernt to the
following Bills--

1. Church of England (Diocesan
Trustees) Act Amendment Bill.

2. Legal Practitioners Act Amendment
Bil.

3. Aerial Spraying Control Act Amend-
ment Bill.

4. University of Western Australia Act
Amendment Bill.

5. Education Act Amendment Bill (No.
4).

6. Censorship of Films Act Amendment
Bill.

7. Co-operative and Provident Societies
Act Amendment Bill.

8. Mine Workers' Relief Act Amend-
ment Bill.

SUPERANNUATION AND FAMILY
BENEFITS ACT AMENDMENT BIELL

(No. 2)
Introduction and First Reading

Bill Introduced, on motion by Mr. J. T.
Tonkin (Treasurer), and read a first time.

METRIC CONVERSION ACT
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr. J. T.
Tonkin (Premier), and read a first time.

Second Reading
MR. S. T. TONKIN (Melville-Premier)

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

time.
The object of this Bill Is to metricate a
further number of Acts in addition to
those already dealt with in the principal
Act.

The Bill comprises a further schedule of
amendments, and the consequent changes
to the principal Act. The schedules to the
principal Act Include amendments to some
63 Acts. The schedule to the Bill Includes
proposed amendments to 13 Acts.

As I explained when I introduced the
first Metric Conversion Act Amendment
Bill In the first part of the session earlier
thIs year, it Is considered that, rather than
use the power of Proclamation provided
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for in section 5 of the principal Act, am-
endments necessitated by metric conver-
sion should be presented in the form of
schedules.

The proclamation process authorised by
section 5 makes no provision for the san-
endmnents to be published in any form
other than in the Government Gazette;
whereas amendments approved by the
normal Processes of Parliament could be
more easily traced in the future.

If the Proposed schedule Is aproved,
only a small number of Acts would still
require amendment due to metric con-
version. I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Sir
Charles Court (Leader of the Opposition).

BILLJS (3): INTRODUCTION AND
FIRST READING

1. Tourist Bill.
Bil Introduced, on motion by Mr'T. D. Evans (Attorney-General),

and read a first time,

2. Special Holidays Bill.
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr.

Harmnan (Minister for Labour), and
read a first time.

3. Pyramid Sales Schemes Bill.
Bil introduced, on motion by Mr.

Harman (Minister for Consumer
Protection), and read a first time.

QUESTIONS (20): ON NOTICE
1. SUPERIOR COURTS

Establishment by Commonwealth
Mr. MENSAROS, to the Attorney-
General:
(1) Has the Federal Attorney-General

given him any information about
proposed establishment of Federal
courts to be called Superior
Courts, or has he discussed this
matter with the Federal Attorney-
General and/or the Chief Justice
of Western Australia?

(2) If so. what Information does he
have?

(3) If not, will he make inquiries?
(4) Is he aware of the serious impact

which such proposal would have
on the status and jurisdiction of
the State Supreme Court?

Mr. T. D). EVANS replied:
(1) No specific information has been

received from the Australian At-
torney-General In respect of the
establishment of superior courts.
No discussion has been held with
the Australian Attorney-General
or the Chief Justice of Western
Australia.

(2) Answered by (1).
(3) I expect this matter to be dis-

cussed at the next meeting of
Attorneys-General.

2.

(4) As specific details are not known
it is difficult to evaluate the im-
pact on the statue and Jurisdic-
tion of the State Supreme Court.

NATURAL GAS
Metropolitan Supply: Toxicity

Mr. AMNSAROS, to the Minister for
Electricity:

Can he give Information whether
or not natural gas as supplied by
the State Electricity Commission
in the metropolitan area has toxic
effect, if leaking without being
ignited?

Mr. MAY replied:
The gas has no toxic effect.

3. PARENTS AND CITIZENS'
ASSOCIATION

Common Representation
Mr. MENSAROS. to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Education:

Does he have any information
whether the Federated Parents
and Citizens' Association in West-
ern Australia has changed its rules
or practice and has established (or
going to establish) common repre-
sentation or amalgamation of local
parents and citizens' associations
within State electoral boundaries?

Mr. T. D. EVANS replied:
The constitution was amended at
the annual conference, August
1973, to allow for representation
at State level on the basis of dis-
tricts similar to Legislative As-
sembly electorates.
The Federation is autonomous in
the determination of its constitu-
tion.

4. SWANBOURNE HIGH SCHOOL
Enclosed Corridors

Mr. MENSAHOS, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Education:

Has any progress been made to-
wards establishing enclosures on
the open corridors of the Swan-
bourne high school where students
in wintertime have to have their
lunches and recreation time in
rainy and extremely windy condi-
tions?

Mr. T. I). EVANS replied:
A cost estimate has been prepared
and is at present receiving consi-
deration.

5. HOUSING
Scatter Homes

Dr. DADOUR, to the Minister repre-
senting the Minister for Community
Welfare:
(1) What is a scatter home?
(2) What are the regulations for scat-

ter homes?
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Mr.
(1)

T. D. EVANS replied:
A scatter home is a "family home'
under the control of a charitable
organisation approved by the Di-
rector for Community Welfare as
being suitable to accommodate
cottage parents and from four to
twelve children. It shall be geo-
graphically separated from the
mother institution and shall be
part of a normal suburban situa-
tion.

(2) (a) That the premises be approv-
ed by the Director for Com-
munity Welfare.

(b) That the cottage parents be
approved by the Director for
Community Welfare.

(c) That the rate of subsidy will
be (frcm the 14th November.
1973)-
$14.00 p.w. for pre and prim-

ary school children.
$16.00 p.w. for high school and

working age children.
(di) All reasonable clothing and

educational costs to be paid by
the department.

(e) Medical, dental, optical costs
to be paid by the department.

(f) The governing body of the or-
ganisation to agree with de-
partment re numbers, age, sex
etc. of children to be placed.

6. MERREDIN RESEARCH STATION
Pig Unit

Mr. BROWN, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) What amount of funds has been

initially set aside for the estab-
lishment of a pig research unit
at the agriculture research station
at Merredin?

(2) When is the pig research unit
expected to be in operation?

(3) What specific areas of research
will the unit be associated with
initially?

Mr. H. Di. EVANS replied:
(1) and (2) It is anticipated that it

will be possible to commence
building construction during the
present financial year and $13,000
has been allocated from 1972-73
departmental estimates for capital
works.

(3) Detailed discussions on this aspect
are being initiated with industry.

7. 'WHEAT
Rust

Mr. BROWN, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) In view of the prolonged season

have there been any instances of
rust or sePtorla in the wheat
growing areas?

8.

t2) If so, Where has this outbreak oc-
curred and what is the expected
acreage affected?

(3) Is it expected that any cereal crops
will be stain affected?

(4) If so, what areas are affected and
to what extent?

Mr. H. D.u EVANS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) I am advised that one outbreak of

rust on wheat at Calingiri has
been reported by an officer from
Co-operative Bulk Handling. No
other cases have been reported by
officers of the Department of Agri-
culture.
The crop at Calingiri is so forward
that no damage of consequence is
anticipated.
Septoria tritici (leaf blotch) and
seviorza nodorumn 'glurne blotch)
are estimated to be present on
about six million acres of wheat
this year, with septoria nodorum
Predominating. The severity of the
attack is greater than normal. Up
to one million acres are moder-
ately to severely affected and the
remainder lightly affected.
Severe occurrences are concen-
trated in high rainfall areas but
are also scattered in many dis-
tricts.
Late development of these dis-
eases is not expected to reduce sig-
nificantly previous crop estimates.

(3) Yes.

(4) Severe staining of barley and oat
crops may be generally expected
in all areas of greater than 18
inches of average annual rainfall,
with variable occurrence through-
out the remainder of the State.

PRISONS

Metropolitan Area: Sites

Mr. RUSHTON. to the Minister rep-
resenting the Chief Secretary:

(1) Is the Government at present
seeking further sites in the metro-
politan region for Prisons or prison
rehabilitation centres?

(2) Are sites being sought in the Shire
of Armadale-Kelmscott for this
purpose?

(3) If sites have been selected. will he
advise me the locations?

Mr. HARMAN replied:

(1) and (2) No.

(3) See (1) and (2).
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9. MENTAL HOMES, HOSPITALS.
AND ALCOHOLIC REHABILITATION

CENTRES
Metropolitan Area: Sites

Mr. RUSRTON, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Is the Government at present

seeking further sites in the metro-
politan region for mental homes or
hospitals or alcoholic rehabilita-
tion centres?

(2) Are sites being sought for these
purposes in the Shire of Armadale-
Kelmscott?

(3) If sites have been selected will he
advise me the locations?

Mr, DAVIES replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Not at present.
(3) A future day activity centre wml

be located adjacent to the Dor-
set Hostel1 Church Avenue, Arma-
dale.
Part of the new Armadale Hospi-
tal site will be made available for
a future mental health services
outpatient clinic.

10. PR.E-SCHOOL EDUCATION
CENTRES

Government Policy and Assistance
Mr. W. A. MANNING, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Educa-
tion:

As in reply to question 10 on 2nd
October by the Member for Dale
be advised that details of assist-
ance for pre-school education
would be announced in the pres-
entation of the Budget-
(a) will he now advise where the

details are to be found in
either the Premier's speech or
in the Estimates:

(b) if no other detail than the
total of $1,600,000 has been
submitted will he now give full
details?

Mr. T. D. EVANS replied:
(a) and (b) The details of Gov-

ernment assistance to pre-
school education as listed in
the Budget, arc:

Administrative
costs of board and
net operating of
Pre-school centres
Building grants
for new pre-school
centres
Assistance to needy
Pre-school centres
in poorer areas
experiencing finan-
cial difficulties..

$

1,508,000

80,000

12,000

1,600,000

11. TRANSPORT BOARD FEES
Distri button to Local Authorities

Mr. W. G. YOUNG, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Trans-
port:

Further to my question 40 part
(2), of Wednesday, 22nd August,
relating to the money distributed
by the transport commission for
the year 1972-73 and to which the
Minister replied that this amount
was $95,199, how does he relate
this figure to a figure supplied to
the Member for Avon in question
1, Wednesday, 31st October, that
money available for distribution
at 30th June, 1973 was $80,555?

Mr. MAY replied:
The figure of $95,199 was the sur-
plus for distribution at 30th June,
1973. Of this total, $14,644 re-
lated to aircraft licenses and can
be expended only on aircraft land-
ing grounds. The balance of
$80,555-representing moneys de-
rived from road transport licenses
-has been distributed for expen-
diture on roads as stated in reply
to question 1 of 31st October,
1973.

12. FREMANTLE HOSPITAL
Cost Per Bed

Dr. DADOUR, to the Minister for
Health:

What was the cost per occupied
bed at Fremantle Hospital and Its
annexes for the year 1972-73?

Mr. DAVIES replied:
$52.79.

13. COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTRES
Busselton and Mandurah

Mr. BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Have site areas been finalised re-

garding projected community
health centres. at Busseltan and
Mandurab and if so would he give
details?

(2) When is it expected that tenders
will be called for commencement
of the-
(a) Busselton,
(b) Mandurab project?

(3) Have negotiations regarding ten-
ancy in each area been completed
and would he also advise proposed
schedule of services to be con-
ducted at each centre?

(4) If negotiations regarding tenancy
have not been completed would he
give the reasons for the delay?

-Mr. DAVIES replied:
(1) The Busseltori site has been final-

Ised but not Mandurah. The Bus-
selton health centre Is to be built
on the new hospital site.
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(2) (a) 1st December. 1973. (6) If the answer to (1) Is "Yes" does
(b) 1st December, 1973, or as soon

as the site is finalised.
(3) (a) Tenancy negotiations have

not been completed.
(b~) Facilities to be provided at

both centres for-
General medical practi-

tioner services.
Dental services.
Child health services.
Physiotherapy services.
Domiciliary care.
Community nursing ser-

vices.
Social workers.
Consultant specialists.
Mental health.
Health education and

family planning.
At Mandurab, in addition to
the above, X-ray services will
be provided.

(4) Proposed conditions of tenancy
are in course of preparation.

14. FRIENDLY SOCIETIES
PHARMACIES

Governing Legislation
Dr. DAlOtJR. to the Minister for
Health:

Under what Act or Acts and regu-
lations are the friendly society
pharmacies operating?

Mr. DAVIES replied:
The Pharmacy Act, 1964, section
23 (2).

15. MEAT
Home Consumption: Inspections

Mr. NALDER, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) floes an agreement exist between

the Commonwealth Government,
the Western Australian Govern-
ment and certain local authori-
ties in Western Australia for in-
spection of meat for home con-
sumption to be carried out by of -
ficers of the Department of Prim-
ary Industry?

(2) if so, in which local authority
area does the agreement operate?

(3) What amounts, if any, were paid
to the Commonwealth by the
Western Australian Government
for meat inspection fees for the
years 1968-69 to 1972-73 inclu-
sive?

(4) On what numbers of cattle, calves,
sheep, lambs and pigs slaughtered
in this State were meat inspection
fees paid to the Commonwealth?

(5) In which local authority area and
Government operated abattoirs
were they slaughtered?

the same situation apply to all
other States of the Common-
wealth?

Mr. DAVIES replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Harvey, Albany, Waroona.
(3) None.
(4) Calendar years 1969-72-

Cattle-130,741.
Calves-1O,699.
Sheep and lambs-498,788.
Pigs-29,126.

Note-Figures are for years 1969-
72. No figures available for 1973.

(5) Harvey, Albany, Waroona. No
Government Abattoirs.

(6) Not known.

16. RAILWAYS
Bunbury-Boyanup Line, and Waterloo

Marshalling Yards
Mr. SIBSON, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Railways:
(1) On what date was the plan No.

66142 that accompanies the Bill
relating to the Bunbury to Boy-
anup railway approved by the
Railways Department?

(2) Has agreement been reached with
Main Roads Department on this
proposal?

(3) Are the 42 hectares of land at
Waterloo considered adequate to
establish the proposed new line,
plus suitable marshalling yards
and servicing facilities to cater for
the future south-west needs?

(4) What alternatives to the present
proposal have been examined by
the Railways Department to pro-
vide rail access to the Bunbury in-
ner harbour facilities?

(5) What studies have been carried
out to enable woodchlp trains to
be turned around at the inner
harbour area (Bunbury) to elimin-
ate the need to use the Bunbury
station line?

(6) What are the estimated costs of
land acquisition and provision of
services, marshalling yards and
servicing facilities at Waterloo?

Mr. MAY replied:
(1) Plan No. 66142 is based on pro-

posed railway alignments which
have resulted from consultations
with local authorities over the pre-
ceding two years. It was comn-
pleted on 31st July, 1973, and up-
dates earlier Plans to include a
description of the section of the
Bunbury-Boyanup railway for
which approval to closure Is
sought.

(2) and (3) Yes.
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(4) The present proposal to provide
rail access to the Eunbury inner
harbour facilities is via the north
shore and the alternative exam-
ined is the rail route from the
Picton area.

(5) Present planning is for the even-
tual routing of wood chip trains
to and from the inner harbour
via the proposed new railway area
at Picton, but this will depend on
other developments.

(6) The extent of yards and servicing
facilities to be provided at the new
site at Picton is dependent onl the
progressive build up of bulk
traffics. Initially, expenditure of
the order of $600,000 will be In-
volved.

17. This question was postponed until
Thursday, the 22nd November.

18. KWINANA-BALOA POWER LIhTE
Towers: Armadale-Kelmscott

Mr. RUSHTON, to the Minister for
Electricity:
(1) When are the 330kV powerline

towers to be erected through the
Shire of Armadale-Kelmscott?

(2) To enable me to help the many
electors who wish to know the
exact route of the powerline, will
he please let me have a copy of
a plan of adequate scale show-
ing the route through the Shire of
Armnadale-Kelnscott?

Mr. MAY replied:
(1) it is planned to erect towers in

that area during 1974, depending
upon the relative availability of
materials.

(2) 'Plans of the route are available
for inspection at the head office
of the State Electricity Commis-
sion.

19. COMM4UNITY RECREATION
COlJNCn
Finance

Mr. NALSDER, to the Minister for Re-
creation:
(1) What financial assistance has been

made available by the Commun-
ity Recreation Council since It was
established to-
(a) local authorities;
(b) sporting bodies;
(c) any other sporting or recrea-

tion organisation?
(2) If finance was made available to

any of the above how many In
each category received assistance?

(3) How many organisations as
above applied for assistance and
'were refused?

(4) Who were they and what were the
reasons for refusal?

(5) What amount of finance was in-
volved?

Mr. T. D. EVANS replied:
(1) to (5) Since the Community Rec-

reation Council came into being
early this year the only finance
distributed by it has been a spec-
ial allocation of $25.000 from un-
claimed T.A.B. moneys. This
money was divided as a special
grant amongst State sporting as-
sociations plus a grant to the
City of Perth Girls Choir. All
sporting bodies seeking assistance
were given a grant.
The council has circularised all
local authorities. State youth orga-
nizations and State sporting
organisations requesting applica-
tions for financial assistance. The
council's officers are currently
investigating the applications re-
ceived, and it is anticipated that
the allocations, as determined by
the council, will be announced by
mid December,
I seek your permission, Mr.
Speaker, to table the list of the
organisations which shared in I he
$25,000,

The list was tabled (see paper No. 488).

20. TRANSPORT WORKERS' UNION
State Secretary: Television Interview

Mr. O'CONNOR, to the Premier:
In view of the disturbing inter-
view on Channel 2 on Tuesday,
13th November, 1973 and details
of which were repeated on radio
when the secretary of the r.u.,
Mr. Cowles, stated that If an in-
coming Government next year
tried to make his union abide by
the law there would be bloodshed
in the streets, will he advise the
general Government policy on this
rebellious and Inflammatory state-
ment in view of widespread public
concern?

Speaker's RuZing
The SPEAKER:

Because of sudden illness I was
not available to give a ruling on
this question and the Deputy
Speaker agreed that it should re-
main on the Notice Paper to en-
able a ruling to be given today.
I now rule--
This question Is based upon sup-
position and is therefore hypo-
thetical and also expresses an
opinion. On both counts it is
inadmissible.
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Dissent from Speaker's Ruling
Mr. O'CONNOR: Mr. Speaker, I wish to

disagree with Your ruling, and in doing
so--

Mr. A. R, Tonkin: You can't; you have
to move to disagree.

Mr. O'CONNOR: That is so. I move-
That the Speaker's ruling be dis-

agreed with.
I believe that if this question Is ruled out
of order, then the same may apply to
almost every question asked in the House.
I do not want to go into this matter at
great length; I will be fairly brief In my
comments. In my question I asked the
Premier to advise me of the general Gov-
ernment policy in regard to this matter.
That is the crux of my question. I took
the warding for my question from Stand-
ing Order 106 so that the question would
conform to the rules of the House. Stand-
ing Order 106 states-

Questions of which notice has been
given may be Put to Ministers of the
Crown relating to public affairs, for
which they are administratively re-
sponsible; and to other Members,
relating to any Bill, Motion, or other
public matter connected with the busi-
ness of the House on which such
members may be concerned.

The next words are very Important, and
I believe they are the crux of the issue.
It goes on to say-

Notwithstanding the foregoing
questions may be put to the Leader
of the Government on matters per-
taining to general government policy.

If you look at my question, Mr. Speaker.
you will see that I have taken words out
of that Standing Order in order that the
question would conform to the rules of
the House. My question is as follows-

in view of the disturbing interview
on Channel 2 on Tuesday, 13th No-
vember, 1973, and details of which
were repeated on radio when the sec-
retary of the T.W.U., Mr. Cowles,
stated that if an incoming Govern-
ment next year tried to make his
union abide by the law there would
be bloodshed in the streets, will he
advise the general Government policy
on this rebellious and inflammatory
statement in view of widespread public
concern?

I am merely asking the Premier to state
the general Government policy, and I be-
lieve It is clearly set out In Standing
Orders that I may do that. If we cannot
ask such questions I do not know why
the Standing Orders are worded in the
way they are.

I believe this matter is important to
both members of the Government and
members of the Opposition In order that
we may find out exactly where we stand.

When People claim that if the Govern-
ment makes them abide by the law there
will be bloodshed in the streets, I think
that is virtually treason. So surely this
is of importance to both the Government
and the Opposition. Quite frankly, I
would not have a bar of this, and nor
do I think would the Premier. If the
Premier is protected from answering ques-
tions like this we will not know where we
stand. I know the Premier is very cap-
able of handling any issue and I do not
think he would want to be protected In
any way. Surely your ruling, Mr. Speaker,
will prevent the public and members of
Parliament from obtaining information
upon questions of vital public Importance.
I believe the question I have asked Is of
vital public importance.

I refer again to Standing Order 106
which states-

Notwithstanding the foregoing
questions may be put to the Leader
of the Government on matters per-
taining to general government policy.

I say again that the question I asked
appertains to general Government policy
and on that basis I believe it Is in order.

Mr. THOMPSON: I formally second the
motion.

The SPEAKER: The member for Mt.
Lawley has moved that the Speaker's rul-
ing be disagreed with. For the information
of the House, my ruling Is based upon
May's Parliamentary Practice and the
procedure on questions printed in pam-
phlet farm and authorised by Speaker
Guthrie. The question on the notice paper
is based upon, "If the incoming Govern-
ment next year takes certain action, other
action may take place." The expression
"rebellious and Inflammatory" is the mem-
ber's opinion.

Further, the question refers to matters
under the control of a trade union. As
I see it, if my ruling is disagreed with all
questions of a hypothetical nature, ques-
tions expressing an opinion, and questions
dealing with matters under the control of
aL trade union, stock exchange, bank, or
employers' organisation will be open for
questioning. I suggest members read page
323 paragraph (1), page 326 paragraph
(4), and page 329 paragraph (12) of May's
Parliamentary Practice, 18th edition.

Mr. R. L. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, in your
reply to the member for Mt. Lawley one
of the first things you said was that certain
words are contained in the question on
notice asked by the honourable mepmber
which are his own Interpretation of the
effect of the statement. I put It to you,
Sir, that that really has no bearing on the,
matter at all. The words "rebellious aind
Inflammatory" used by the member for
Mt. Lawley have been used in "Dorothy
Dix"-type questions asked by members on
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the other side of the House and by Oppo-
sition members from time to time. I do
not think any member of this Chamber
would deny that. I am not suggesting
that you are saying that those words in
themselves make the question unpalatable
or inadmissible. I do not think any
member on either side of the House will
agree that those words have anything to
do with the question.

The next aspect I wish to bring forward
is this: There will be an incoming Govern-
ment next year. There is no suggestion in
the question which Government that will
be-whether it is the present Government,
or, what is almost certain, one formed by
members on this side of the House.

Mr. Melver: Wishful thinking.
Mr. R. L. YOUNG: The question con-

tains these words-
...that if an Incoming Government

next year tried to make his union
abide by the law there would be
bloodshed in the streets...

Any incoming Government will have the
right to administer the law that has been
made by this Parliament, in whichever way
that Government sees fit within the inter-
pretation of that law by the courts.
Whether the Government next year will be
one formed by members on this side of
the House, or one formed by members on
the opposite side of the House, is not the
point. The point Is whether the Govern-
ment will state its general policy on the
statement made by Mr. Cowles. It is as
simple as that.

if the Government of the day is not
prepared to state the general Government
policy on a statement of a member of the
community which suggests that there
might be bloodshed In the streets if an in-
coming Government-whether it be the
present or some other Government-takes
action within the law, it does not deserve
to be in Government.

We are not debating that, although I
have a sneaking suspicion there is some-
thing in the point. I have to support the
member for Mt: Lawley, as is obvious from
what I have said up to now, because the
question has been rightly put, and is InI
the opinion of members on this side of
the House clearly within the Standing
Orders, It 'would appear to me that your
ruling, Mr. Speaker, is incorrect, notwith-
standing the quotations you made from
May's Parliamen tarV Practice.

Obviously I have not had a chance to
read the references, nor do I think has
any other member of the Chamber. I do
not know whether you, Sir, would go into
the details later and outline verbatim
what those references mean. Obviously If
members on this side of the House want
to ask questions in the future In regard to
the general Government policy, and If your
ruling is to prevail at this juncture, then

we will be completely estopped from ask-
Ing them. If the Government does not
want to answer a question it can refuse to
do so by claiming it is one relating to
general Government policy. There is no
Question of specific information being re-
quired. If the Minister is asked a question
as to how many millions of dollars would
be spent on a project he must answer it
and give the figure, but there are many
occasions 'when members seek other than
specific details and specific facts.

If the Standing Orders of this House are
written In such a way that they give memn-
bers the right to ask questions in respect
of specific or general Government policy on
a particular matter, then obviously those
Standing Orders have been framed for a
particular purpose. The purpose is that
we do not have to stick to speci1fic details,
and so we are given a right to ask ques-
tions on matters of general Government
policy.

The question before us asks what Is the
Government's general policy relating to a
statement that has been made by a person.
That statement is a fact, and the state-
ment has been put to the people of West-
ern Australia that if an incoming Govern-
ment next year-whether it be a Labor
Government, or a Liberal- Country Party
Government-decides to take certain action
within the law there will be bloodshed in
the streets. If you, Sir, are not prepared
to allow that question to be answered that
Is a shameful thing.

The SPEAKER:, Is the honourable mem-
ber reflecting on the Speaker?

Mr. R. L. YOUNG: I suppose one could
say that I am reflecting on the Speaker
in dissenting from his ruling, otherwise 1
would not be on moy feet. I disagree with
that ruling, and disagree with It vehement-
ly, because it prevents members on this
side of the House from asking questions
relating to the general Government policy,
The day when members are so prevented
from asking questions, by the hands of
the Premier, the Government, or the
Speaker, will be a very sad day, indeed. I
support the motion.

Mr. J. T. TON=I: You, Mr. Speaker.
have set out your reasons so adequately
that there Is really no need for anybody
to say anything else. However, I would
Point out two or three things which need
to be said. Firstly, this question asks me
to give the general Government policy on
aL statement. Is it, to be argued that the
Government can be asked to state its policy
on every statement that is made by any-
bedy anywhere? I have before me a
statement which appears In this evening's
issue of the Daily News.

Mr. O'Connor: Are you afraid to give
the answer to this question? Is that the
trouble?

Mr. J, T. TQNEfl4: I am telling the
honourable member that If a person be-
longs to a team-whether It be a football
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team, a cricket team, or a parliamentary
team-he has to play the game according
to the rules.

Mr. O'Connor: We used to play them
according to the Standing Orders.

Mr, J. T. TONKIN* He has to play the
game according to the rules. The ruling in
this case, as the Speaker has adequately
indicated, Is that hypothetical questions do
not find their place on the notice paper.
The honourable member Is fortunate that
the question is on the notice paper at all,
because it Is purely hypothetical. It is
as well to get this recorded in Hanisard:
let us deal with the question as to whether
the Opposition believes It is the obligation
of the Premier of the day to state the
Government's policy with regard to any
statement made by anybody anywhere.

Mr. Thompson: Yes, where it is of such
significance as this.

Mr. O'Connor: Do you think we should
wait until blood is splilt before we act?

Mr. J. T. TONKIN: The question Is-
... will he advise the general Gov-

ernment policy on this rebellious and
inflammatory statement?

So, I am asked to advise the Government's
Policy on a statement. If It were a state-
rment of an actual act it could be a differ-
ent matter, but this is purely a suppositious
and hypothetical statement. Just listen
to it!

Mr. O'Connor: This is very near to
treason.

Mr. O'Neil: The statement might be
hypothetical, but the question is not.

Mr. J. T. TONKIN: The statement
amounts to a threat to take action If a
certain event occurs.

Mr. O'Connor: Do you not think people
should abide by the law?

Mr. ft. L. Young: There will be a change
of Government, so there will be a new
Government.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr. J. T. TONKIN: The threat which Is

contained in this statement is a threat
to take certain action If a certain event
takes place. Nothing could be more specu-
lative or more hypothetical.

Mr. O'Connor: If someone threatens to
kill you, that does not matter, and you
forget about It all?

Mr. J. T. TONKINI: Somebody has
threatened to kll me. and more than
once.

Sir Charles Court: We all go through
that.

Mr. J. T. TONKIN: That is my answer
to the point raised by the member for
Mt. Lawley.

Mr. O'Connor: You wait for someone
to be killed before you take action?

The SPEARER: Order!I

Mr. J. T. TONKIN: I suggest that we
face up to the logic of the situation. The
question asked by the member for Mt.
Lawley places an obligation on the Premier
of the day to state the Government's
policy with regard to any statement made
anywhere. Am I expected to state the
Government's policy on a statement made
by the Leader of the Liberal Party in the
Federal Parliament today?

Mr. Thompson: If It suited you you.
would,

Mr. J. T. TONKIN: Of course not. I
am not expected to state the Government's
policy on such a. statement.

Mr. O'Connor: We are talking about
bloodshed on the street if the Government
sticks to a course of action.

Mr. J. T. TONKIN: There would be
no end to it if Ministers were required
to express the Government's policy on any
statement which anybody cared to utter.
Let mne refer to this statement which
appears In this evening's Issue of the
Daily News-

Porno cases against shops political:.
Claim

Prosecution of newsagents for dis-
playing obscene books was only gain-
ing political mileage for the Govern-
ment's crack-down on pornography, a
newsagent said today.

I might as well be asked to state the
Government's Policy on that statement.
What a lot of nonsense that would be! It
Is time we got back to some sanity.

Mr. R. L. Young: I agree.
Mr. 3. T, TONKIN': And it Is time we

played the game according to the rules.
Anybody who does not concede that the
question under consideration is a com-
pletely hypothetical one Is not fit to be
in Parliament.

Mr. O'NEaL: I shall not discuss the
subject matter of the question, but only
whether or not you, Mr. Speaker, are
right In declaring this question is inadmis-
sible. The Premier gave me the lead-in
when he said in his remarks that the
question was lucky to find Its place on
the notice paper, or some words to that
effect.

Mr, J. T1. Tonkin: of course, it was.
Mr. O'NEIL: I believe in that respect

the Premier is right. The very fact that
the question 14 on the notice paper means
the Speaker must have deemed It to be
admissible.

Mr. 3. T. Tonkin: No. it got In under
his guard.

Mr. O'NJEIL: I repeat: the fact that It
Is on the notice paper indicates the Speaker
must have deemed It to be admissible.

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: This Is not the first
question, nor will It be the last, which
is on the notice paper when It should
not be there.

5172



[Tuesday, 20 November, 19731

Mr. O'NEIL: The Speaker haa deemed
the question to be admissible, but the
Premier is not Inclined to agree with him.
I am not saying the fact the question Is
on the notice paper means that It must
be answered; that Is an entirely different
matter. It is up to the Minister of wshom
a question Is asked to determine w..hether
or not he will answer it. or the manner
In which he will answer It.

This question appeared on the notice
paper and before an opportunity was giv~en
to the Minister to whom it was dii ectdi
to answer it. it was ruled Inadmissible.
Hence, we have before us the motion to
disagree with the Speaker's ruling.

I shall not debate the merits of what
Is contained in the question, other than
to say that It Is in my knowledge after
a study of the circumstances that the ques-
tion was designed in such a manner that It
could come within the confines of our
Standing orders. The fact remains the
question is on the notice paper, and that
means it was deemed to be admissible.
Whether or not the question is answered
Is an entirely different matter. I must
therefore support the motion to disagree
with your ruling, Sir, that the question
Is inadissible.

Mr. W. A. MANNING: I must support
the motion to disagree with your ruling,
Sir,

Mr. J. T1. Tonkin: From an ex-Chairman
of Committees that Is lovely!

Mr. W. A. MANNING: The Premier
should listen Instead of talk. The question
is covered by Standing Order 106. This
states-

questions may be out to the
Leader of the Government on matters
pertaining to general government
policy.

Could there be anything clearer than that?
If the Premier does not want to answer
the question, he should say so and not
hide behind the ruling of the Speaker that
the question is Inadmissible. The Premier
has an option as to how he answers the
Question, but he has a responsibility to
answer it.

Your ruling, Mr. Speaker, is based on
the fact that part of the question is
suppo~itious; but that is not so. The word
"If" is the prologue to the question; that
Is the word used by Mr. Cowles. The fact
Is Mr. Cowles made the statement, and
the question is based on that statement.
Mr. Cowles spoke, and that Is a fact. There
Is no "if" about that. A clear statement
has been made, and once It has been
made It Is a fact upon which a question
such as this may be based. The question
asked by the member for Mt. Lawley is-

...will he advise the general Goy-
ermnent Policy on this rebellious and
inflammatory statement In view of
widespread public concern?

"Rebellious and inflammatory" were the
two words which concerned you, Sir. if we
left them out the question would be-

...will he advise the general Gov-
ermnent policy on this statement .. ?

it could have read, "Will he advise the
general Government policy on this state-
ment?" That Is a clear-cut question on
a matter of Government policy on some-
thing which is a fact; that is, a statement
made by Mr. Cowles. So we have a state-
menit and then a question asking that the
Premier make a statement on it. There
is no reason whatever for a statement not
to be made on a speech which has been
delivered.

r regret the fact very much, but in this
case I must differ from your opinion, Mr.
Speaker, because the Standing orders are
so clear.

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: You can say that
again.

Mr. W. A. MANNfIG: No reason exists
for anyone to hide behind the disallow-
ance of a question under a Standing Ord-er
when the Standing Order is quite clear
and Indicates that the question is in
order.

Mr. MENSAROS: I wish to confine my-
self to the point which Is that your ruling,
Mr. Speaker, was that the question is
based on supposition and that it expresses
an opinion. It is hard to establish that
the question is based on supposition be-
Cause the question virtually says--

In view of the disturbing Interview
will he advise the Government's policy
on this statement?

The fact that this statement upon which
the advice was asked might contain an
"if", does not mean that the question is
based on supposition. If we were to take
this to Its logical conclusion we would
have to believe that no question should
be asked on any matter in regard to which
there is lack of clarity, or in regard to
which there is an "if" or a "but".

Secondly, Mr. Speaker, you said that
the question expresses an opinion. In my
humble view no opinion Is expressed. Then
you went on to say that you had given the
ruling according to Standing Orders and
May's Parliamentary Practice. You stated
that Speaker Guthrie had abbreviated the
rules by saying that no question should
be based on supposition or contain hypo-
thetical matter. The question does not
contain hypothetical matter, It is based
on a statement concerning which the
Premier was asked to advise the Gov ern-
menit's policy. The question does not con-
tain hypothetical matter, neither does it
express an opinion. The question refers
to a statement and uses two adjectives,
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but that does not represent an expression
of an opinion. The question could simply
read-

Would the Premier give the Govern-
meat's policy on a "long" statement?

You could say the member for Mtt. Lawley
expressed an opinion because he indicated
that the statement was long. A similar
remark could have been made if the mem-
ber for Mt. Lawley had referred to the
-statement as a "brief" statement. The
honourable member referred to the state-
ment and said that It was rebellious and
inflammatory. They were adjectives and
the use of those words does not represent
an expression of opinion.

You went further, Mr. Speaker, and
quoted three passages from May. I have
again referred to them briefly and,' al-
though I do not wlish to take up the time
of the House!-

Mr. May: Not much!
Mr. MENSAROS: -1 must say that

quite frankly I cannot see any connection
between the paragraphs quoted by you
and the matter under discussion. I take
it that you were using the 18th edition
because the paragraphs you quoted were
the same as those in my edition, which is
the 18th,

Certainly the fact that the statement in
question was made by a trade union
leader or anyone else does not come into
it, because that fact was not the essence
of the question asked by the member for
Mt. Lawley. He was not asking about
trade union policy.

Finally, the Premier, probably quite
rightly, asked: Could any Opposition ex-
pect any Government to declare Govern-
ment policy on any statement? MY first
answer is that if the Premier queries the
admissibility of the question on this
ground, he is quite outside the Standing
orders. This does not come into the
question as to whether a parliamentary
question is admissible. If the Premier,
however, does not feel inclined to answer
the question, that is his privilege, accord-
ing to Standing Orders; and this aspect
was canvassed by the member for Narro-
gin who rightly said that the Premier
should not hide behind your ruling, but
should stand up and say that he is not
inclined to answer the question. The
Premier Is entitled to do this, but he must
bear the consequences.

In supporting the motion to disagree
with your ruling, I must say that I can-
not see any logic in the ruling because the
question is not based on supposition. It
was based on a statement. It does not
express an opinion, but contains adjec-
tives describing that statement, and this
does not represent an expression of
opinion,

Sir CHARLES COURT: I support the
motion, and for good reason. I can under-
stand the Premier wanting to take ad-
vantage of a Speaker's ruling not to
answer a question of some embarrassment;
but Standing Orders contain ample pro-
vision for him to do this in another way
if he so desires. However, the Premier
has made it obvious that he has decided
to use Standing Orders to avoid answering
an embarrassing question; so members of
Parliament and the public must consider
the matter in that light. This is not an
Isolated incident.

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: When are you going
to give us the reason?

Sir CHARLES COURT: It was because
of this that I believe it was wise of the
member for Mt. Lawley to move to dis-
agree with your ruling, Sir. At least
those on this side of the House can express
disagreement with the attitude adopted by
the Government in respect of a number of
matters which have been the subjects of
questions.

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: Is that the reason?
Sir CHARLES COURT: I will come to

it.
Mr. J. T. Tonkin: I hope so, because I

am waiting for it.
Sir CHARLES COURT: Two main points

are involved in your ruling, as I under-
stand it, Mr. Speaker; namely, the ques-
tion of supposition and the question of
opinion. I submit, with all respect, that
on a proper study of this question-bear-
ing in mind that it was placed on the notice
paper after a previous question was
challenged, and that point is important-
it will be realised that the question is not
a matter of supposition or opinion. It is
a very blunt statement of fact.

Many people in the community saw the
person make the statement and others
heard him make it because the man was
interviewed on both television and
radio. This is not a matter of something
having been trumped up or dreamed up
by the member for Mt. Lawley. It is
something which, unfortunately, is ever so.
true. In fact, a person in the community
having seen the man make the statement,
stated that it was something of a night-
mare. He said he would not have
believed it could have been said by some-
one In our country, if he bad not seen the,
man say It himself. Let us read the ques-
tion again as follows-

In view of the disturbing inter-
view on Channel 2 on Tuesday, 13th
November, 1973 and details of which
were repeated on radio when the secre-
tary of the T.W.Th, Mr. Cowles. stated-
that If an incoming Government next-
year tried to make his union abide by-
the law there would be bloodshed in
the streets-

That is an absolute statement of fact:-
there is no argument about that.
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Mr. .1. T. Tonkin: That is not the ques-
tion.

Mr. O'Connor: It is not supposition.
Mr. J. T. Tonkin: I do not have to state

the Government's policy on that.
Sir CHARLES COURT: There is no sup-

position in that. That is the point. It is
a straightout statement of fact.

Mr. Hartrey: What is? What is the
statement of fact?

Sir CHARLES COURT: That is what the
man said.

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: That is not fact; that
is his opinion.

Mr. Hartrey: It is a statement of fact
that he said it.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The member for
Boulder-Dundas is agreeing with me. It
is a statement of fact that he actually said
it.

Mr. Hartrey: Yes; but what he said is
not a statement of fact.

Sir CHARLES COURT: The member for
Mt. Lawley cannot ask the Premier to ad-
vise the Government's policy on a matter
until he has indicated the matter on which
he wishes the Premier so to advise. Con-
sequently the member for Mt. Lawley had
to give the reason for seeking an expres-
sion of Government policy, and that is
something to which we are entitled.

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: About what did the
member for Mt. Lawley want me to express
the Government's policy?

Sir CHARLES COURT: The member for
Mt. Lawley, in his question, then said-

-will he advise the general Govern-
ment policy on this rebellious and
inflammatory statement in view of
widespread public concern?

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: That's it! He wanted
Government policy on a statement. What
action was open to the Government on
that statement?

Sir CHARLES COURT: This was not a
question of someone stealing a bottle of
milk or throwing a tomato at someone at
a public meeting. This is a matter con-
cerning the security of the whole comnmun-
ity. I would remind the Premier that it
Is not a question of whether the Liberal-
Country Party Government or the Labor
Government is in office next year.

The statement made indicates that after
the next election if the Government of the
day tries to enforce the law against this
union, there will be bloodshed.

Mr. O'Connor:. He is intimidating the
Government.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir CHARLES COURT: Surely, as a mat-

ter of plain good sense in the public in-
terest. the Government should be prepared
to answer a question of this kind. -Does
the Government condone or does it merely

treat with indifference as being unim-
portant, the fact that a man who Is the
secretary of an important union has
threatened bloodshed and has the power
to bring the whole of the economy to a
standstill, as he has tried to do, and will
no doubt continue to do? Does the Gov-
ernment believe that such a man should
be able to make this statement with out
receiving any reaction whatever from the
Government? Are people not entitled to
know the Government's policy?

Mr. J, T. Tonkin: What possible action
Is open to the Government on a statement?

Mr. O'Connor: The Government could
indicate that those involved must abide.-
by the law,

The SPEAKER: Order!
Sir CHARLES COURT: All the Premier

had to do was to say one of two things,
if he wanted to answer the question. He
could have said, on the one hand, "We
will take strong action against anyone
who tries to introduce lawlessness into the
community"; or, alternatively, "We would
not take action in such circumstances."

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: I have already made
it plain-

Sir CHARLES COURT: The Premier is
always talking about the necessity for
the law to be upheld.

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: -that It Is our policy
to uphold the law.

Mr. O'Connor: Why not answer that?
Mr. O'Neil, Now we have the answer to

the- question, even though it was inad-
missible!

Sir CHARLES COURT: We have had
hours of argument in this Chamber on this
matter, as a result of the indecision and
indifference of the Government. The
whole question before us today Is that
someone said something. No-one has dis-
puted that the statement was made. The
fact that he said it is known. There is no
supposition about that.

The man said it, and what he said was
serious and caused distress to and con-
cern In the minds Of the Public about
the very security oif this State. Are we to
hiave anarchy? All the Government is
being asked is to say in simple terms
whether or not it supports this kind of
thing. if the Premier bad s;aid that he
would not have a bar of this type of action
or talk, then the matter would have been
closed and he would have been given full
credit for his reply. However, he was not
prepared to say that, or even that he is
concerned about what was said.

Leaving that question out of it and corn-
Ing back to the straightou. questiDnl of
Standing orders. I think It is shocking
that the Government is using Standing
Orders to avoid dealing with matters it
should take in its stride.

Mr. J. 27. Tonkin:; Wbat arc Standingf
Orders for?
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Sir CHARLES COURT: I am not one
who has ever taken a great deal of issue
on Standing Orders. I am not like the
Premier was when he was Leader of the
opposition. He used to be forever and a
day almost living by the Standing Orders.
Many are broken In this place and, if they
are of no great consequence. frankly I
could not care less. Many St;anding Orders
are broken by members on the other side
day in and day out.

My opinion Is that Standing orders
should be interpreted as being a guide 1o
be used with good sense. We have had
Chairmen of Committees and Speakers
who have been prepared to do the Nelson
act at times because it has been sensible
to do so. However, If anyone abuses the
situation, those same Chairmen ond
Speakers have jumped on the offenders as
they should do.

So, with respect, I consider that your
ruling in this case, Sir, was wrong. It is
unfortunate that it was given because It
will pave the way for this Government.
during the little life It has left, to use
this situation.

Mr. J. T. Tonkin* Supposition!

Sir CHARLES COURT: I can under-
stand the Premier wanting to avoid c;er-
tain things. During this session he has
given me some answers which have merely
been a matter of fobbing off, but I did
not take any action over them at the
time.

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: It would not make
any difference if you did. Z sin entitled
to give what answers I like. What action
could you take? What a lot of nonsense.

Mr. May: One-man band.
Mr. J. T. Tonkin: I mnight have taken

some action on a statement you mnade.
Sir CHARLES COURT: I have not taken

action in this House on the unsatisfactory
answers I have been given or on the
Government's failure to give answers, but
I have used the fact on appropriate oc-
casions to highlight the Government's
actions and to bring them to public notice,
and this I anm entitled to do. So I think
It Is a good thing that at last we are
airing this grievance not only In respect
of this matter, but in respect of mnany
other occasions when the Government has
abused Standing orders.

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: So now we have the
real reason.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I do not agree
that it is a. matter of supposition or a
question asking for an expression of
opinion. Instead, it is a straightout state-
ment of fact. It is a straightout request
for the Government's policy on a matter
of great public interest and concern, We
arc entitled to a simple, straightforward
answer and, for thi reason, I disagree

with your ruling, Mr. Speaker. Otherwise
the position in this House will become In-
tolerable.

Day after day, matters of public con-
cern are being fobbed off by the Govern-
mentIncluding matters associated with
this union. The whole economy and the
well-being of many people are at stake.
The matters are being fobbed off as if they
do not matter a darn. They do matter.
This is not an Isolated case. It is a threat
of violence and bloodshed. The Secretary
of the T.W.U. has named the company In
the Fremantle area with which he Will
deal in the near future; he has also men-
tioned an oil company with which he will
deal on the 31st January, 1974. He is
now seeking people to give evidence
against the police.

Mr. 3. T. Tonkin: This has nothing to
do with It.

Sir CHARLES COURT: I repeat;, This
is not a matter of supposition or a question
asking for an expression of opinion.

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: It Is purely hypo-
thetical.

Sir CHARLES COURT:, It Is not at all
This Is one occasion the Premier cannot
use that word properly. I support the
motion to disagree with the Speaker's
ruling.

Mr. THOMPSON: I rise to support the
motion moved by the member for Mt.
Lawley. Over the past few months I
have watched closely the actions of the
person to whom objection was raised by
the member for Mt. Lawley. All the way
through that person has made one severe
statement after another.

The SPEAKER: Order! I draw the
honourable member's attention to the fact
that he is debating whether or not my
ruling is correct. He cannot debate an-
other subject.

Mr. May: What about debating the
bloodshed in the Darling Range?

Mr. THOMPSON: The Minister for
Mines has interjected and asked me to
make comment about something I said in
connection with bloodshed.

The SPEAKER: Order! The honour-
able member will confine his remarks to
the motion before the Chair.

Mr. THOMPSON: I would like the op-
portunity to answer the Minister for
Mines.

Mr. Mclver: What has happened to your
hair?

Mr. THOMPSON: Interest appears to be
displayed In my hair. At least I am for-
tunate in having some, because a few
members on the other side of the House
do not.

Mr. A. Rt. Tonkin: I cannot argue with
that.

5176



[Tuesday, 20 November, 1973] 5177

Mr. THOMPSON: In fact, most mem-
bers on this side of the House seem to
have hair.

Mr. T. D. Evans: There are one or two
on the other side who do not.

Mr. THOMPSON: The member for Mir-
rabooka made some utterance about hair
and related it to virility.

The SPEAKER:
able member will
motion before the

Order! The honour-
confine himself to the
Chair.

Mr. THOMPSON: This Is not the first
occasion the Premier has hidden behind
Standing Orders when questions have been
asked of him. Earlier, I said by way of in-
terjection that the Premier elects to
answer those questions which it suits him
to alqswer and jumps in behind Standing
Orders when it does not suit him. I sup-
pose that is the name of the game.

However, on an important issue such
as this, the question should be answered
and a statement should be made by !he
Government to indicate that it does not
uphold this action.

The SPEAKER: Order! The motion be-
fore the Chair is that the House disagrees
with my ruling. The honourable, member
cannot debate other matters.

Mr. THOMPSON: Recently a question
was asked in this House and I relate it
now to rulings which have been given
Previously-or, perhaps. I should say "lack
of rulings".

The SPEAKER: Order! It is the Present
ruling which is being debated.

Mr. THOMPSON: On the 6th Noveni-
ber this Year a question was asked In the
House. I will quote part of the question
to give an Indication of the types of qiues-
tions which are sometimes admitted, for
the Purpose of contrasting it with the
question being debated today which has
not been admitted. On the 6th November
the member for Ascot asked, in part-

Did the Premier see the advertise-
ment appearing in last Wednesday's
edition of The West Australian, on
Page 8 authorised not by the, Liberal
Party, but by the member for Mt.
Lawley In a private capacity?

I will not read the balance of the question.
Mr. Speaker, in fact you said, "Order!"
but nothing more. The Premier rose to
reply to that question.

Mr. O'Connor: That question was al-
lowed?

Mr. THOMPSON: If ever a Qjuestion
ought to have been disallowed because It
did not comply with Standing Orders, that
clearly was the one. I say that the Gov-
ernment answers questions It suits It to
answer but it shrinks from answering
those which it does not want to answer.

The question asked by the member for
Mt. Lawley is quite specific. It is a clear
case of where the Government should say
to the T.W.U. boss that he is stepping
right out of line.

The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member has got right away from the
motion before the Chair.

Question (dissent from Speaker's ruling)
i~ut and a division taken with the fol-

lowing result-
Ayes-22

Sir David Brand
Sir Charles Court
Mr. Coyne
Dr. Dadour
Mr. Gayfer
Mr. Grayden
Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. A. A. Lewis
Mr. E. H. MA. Lewis
Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. MePharlin

Mr. Blatemnan
Mr. Bertram

Mr. Brady
Mr. Brown
Mr. Bryce
Mr. B. T. Burke
Mr. T. J. Burke
Mr. Cook
Mr. Davie
Mr. H. D. Evans
Mr. T. D. Evans

Ayes
Mr. Naider
Mr. Runciman
Mr. Blaikie

Mr.
Mr.
Mr-
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mensaros,
O'Connor
0O'Neil
Ridge
Rushton
Sibson
Stephens
Thompson
R. L. Young
W. 0. Young
I. W. Manning

(Teller)
Noes-22

Mr. Fletcher
Mr. Berrien

Mr. Hartrey-
Mr. Jones
Mr. Lapham
Mr. May
Mr. Mclver
Mr. Sewell
Mr. A. R. Tonkin
Mr. J. T. Tonkin
Mr. Molier

(Teller)
Pairs

Noes
Mr. Taylor
Mr. Jamnieson
Mr. Blickerton

The SPEAKER: The voting being equal,
I give my casting vote with the Noes.

Question thus negatived.

MARITIM ARCHAEOLOGY BILL
Returned

Bill returned from the Council without
amendment.

LAND CONTROL BILL
Dissent from Acting Speaker's Ruling
Debate resumed, from the 15th Novem-

ber, on the motion moved by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition (Mr. O'Neil) to
dissent from the ruling given by the Act-
Ing Speaker (Mr. A. R. Tonkin)-

That Mr. Rushton was not in order
i1n that he was reading his speech on
the Bill.

Mr. MENSAROS: In order to give a
resume of what has happened, perhaps I
inay be allowed to refresh members'
memories of the facts surrounding the
motion before the Chair. We all remember
that After the member for Dale had started
making his speech a point of order was
raised by the member for Mt. Hawthorn,
if I recall correctly, and the Deputy
Speaker who occupied the Chair at thle
time ruled that there .was no Point of
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order. The Point of order raised by the Order was deleted some years ago. Conse-
member for -Mt. Hawthorn reads, verb-
atim-

I have watched the honourable
member rather closely, and it appears
that he is just about reading his
speech, word for word.

Mr. Bertram: Quite right.
Mr. MENSAROS: Thereupon, the Deputy

Speaker ruled that there was no point of
order. Soon after this It was not merely
noticeable but one could not help but
notice that some discussion was going on
between members on the Government
benches. Then you, Mr. Acting Speaker
(Mr. A. Rt. Tonkin) took the Chair. seem-
ingly without request from the Deputy
Speaker, who occupied the Chair before
you and who had ruled that there Was
no point of order. This was the more odd
as the Deputy Speaker had occupied the
Chair for only a short time after the tea
break, hence a change was rather Unusual
but perfectly legal.

Not .more than a minute or so after
taking the Chair, of your own volition. Sir,
yen asked the member for Dale whether
he was quoting. The member for Dale
replied that he was not, but was referring
to his notes. You, Sir, then said "You are
reading your speech". This remark is
reported in Mansard as a question;
namely, "You are reading your speech?"
Of course, we cannot quarrel with this, but
it seemed that the remark was not nade
in a way which necessitated a question
mark. I have not seen the original script.

After this had happened, the member
for Swan stood UP and raised the very
same point of order which the Deputy
Speaker, who preceded you in the Chair,
had rufled was not a Point of order. 1
repeat: The very same point of order
was raised. I do not think there is any
argument about this fact.

The situation was that, within a space
of two minutes, two different rulings were
given from the Chair. Admittedly they
were given by different occupants, but
both represent the same political party, of
course.

Apart from the contradictory rulings,
other circumstances must be taken into
consideration. We must take Into account
this question: On what do we really stand?
We all know and agree that no mention of
this matter is made in cur Standing
Orders. To the best of my knowledge it has
never been mentioned In cur Standing
Orders at any stage. Various Parliaments-
Chambers of Parliaments which are ex-
tremely close to us-deal with this ques-
tion in a different way. The Ledislative
Council has a rule whereby certain speeches
cannot be read unless the President agrees
to their being read. That is one set of
rules.

At one stage the House of Representa-
tives had a rule that speeches should not
be read. but that particular Standing

quently, the House of Representatives
changed its rules by deleting the one which
stated that speeches should not be read.

It has been claimed that we follow
May's Parliamentaryj Practice In the usage
and customs of this House. Whether or
not we follow this exactly is another mat-
ter. My recollection of the usage is that
Ministers, generally, are permitted to read
speeches when introducing Bills, but no
other speech can be read. Of course, this
would be in line with May's Parliamentary
Practice, which states that in order to
keep up the cut and thrust of debate.
speeches should not be read. with the
exception of introductory speechies, by
Ministers or members, and statements con-
nected with grave matters such as foreign
affairs which, of course, do not come
within the ambit of our legislative respon-
sibilities. May's Parliamentary Practice
makes two other specific points which are
extremely important from the point of view
of this debate.

Having said that Ministers can introduce
a second reading by leading notes, it says
that under no circumstances should a
speech be read in the Committee stage
when the debate moves quickly. It also
says that the Chair shall never take initial
notice of the whole question; it takes notice
only if it is brought up from the floor of
the House. We have to bear this in mind
because you, Mr. Acting Speaker, dii take
notice of this without your attention hav-
Ing been drawn to it. However, the other
question is very important. because the
ruling, if not disagreed with, will decide
an Important point. We all recall in this
very session many occasions, and especi-
ally lately, when Ministers have read re-
plies to second reading debates-and I do
not blame them for this. Ministers have
read from notes during the Committee
stage of Bills, and I refer to the Minister
for Labour, who, unless he asked the
opinion of the member for Boulder-Dun-
das, had to rely on his notes.

No-one could accuse the Premier of not
being able to make a perfect speech off-
the-cuff, and yet he did nothing else but
read notes when he dealt with the Marl-
time Archaeology Bill in the Committee
stage. Nobody objected to this because
we understand it Is highly technical mat-
ter, and the Premier read the notes pre-
pared for him in order to be precise and
concise. Therefore, I came to the con-
clusion, as the Leader of the Opposition
said only a moment ago in a similar
debate, that we must approach this matter
in a common-sense way. It does not mat-
ter whether we sit on the back benches or
the front benches, whether we are private
members or Ministers, or even whether any
member sits in the Chair. We all know
that the Deputy Speaker's whole conduct,
whether he sits as Deputy Speaker or as
Chairman of Committees, is reasonable
and suitable to the ordinary debates in
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this Chamber. For some reason-perhaps
It is his personality-very little disorder
occurs when he Is in the Chair because be
handles the business of the House In a
humane way, abiding by Standing Orders,
but not overdoing reference to them.

Any member who occupies the Chair
ought to use Standing Orders in a com-
mon-sense way so that the House can
operate smoothly. If we cannot find a
way to solve this whole question amicably
-which I think the Deputy Premier en-
deavoured to do when he rose during the
debate the other night, and that undoubt-
edly is the endeavour of members on this
side of the House-we may find ourselves
in a farcical situation.

We could go to one of two extremes. We
could say that because the Standing Orders
say nothing on this matter every member
may be allowed to read everything; or we
could say that because cur Standing Orders
say nothing, we will restrict the reading of
matter to second reading speeches by
ministers on any technical matter. We
could not, however, allow reading if any-
thing Is discussed during the Committee
stage of a measure. In this case I am
thinking of the Maritime Archaeology Bill.
It was quite correct for the Premier to
read the highly technical matter involved
in that debate. We all agreed the Bill
should be amended in the Committee stage
rather than that It should go to a Select
Committee. The legislation could then
be proclaimed in the shortest possible 'time.

If we take this strict attitude to the
matter, we will find ourselves in great
difficulty. Instead of the business of the
House proceeding amicably and efficiently,
the time will be used up by constant ob-
jections because members are reading
speeches. I submit that we have no irre-
versible attitude to this question, and I
therefore suggest that we use common
sense to attempt to resolve the situation
in a way which will be of advantage to
every member of the House.

opposition members: Hear, hear!

Mr. MENSAROS: Whatever Govern-
ment is in Power, sometimes a back-
bencher who is new to the House and has
not becomne used to the debates, will have
to consider technical questions which arise
occasionally. You do not remember, Mr.
Acting Speaker, but we had an occasion
when a private member was introducing
a Bill and he was not allowed to read his
second reading speech. In this case he
was in the same position as a Minister.

I recall an occasion when the member
for Pilbara adhered to this ruling. He de-
parted from his notes when he introduced
a Bill as a private member. if members
refer to this second reading speech, they
will see it makes quite different reading

-and these speeches are recorded for his-
tory. This is not a reflection on one
member or another-it Is just common
sense to consult one's notes closely and to
read a paragraph occasionally in order to
be concise. I will leave It at that. I
appeal to you, Sir, on behalf of the
Opposition-although it is not a party
matter at all-to resolve this question so
that we can proceed without discord in the
future during the life of this Parliament.

Mr. R. L. YOUNG: The last two sittings
of this House have certainly been unusual.

Mr. Hartrey: More time wasted than in
any other two days I can remember.

Mr. O'Connor: You should not have
wasted it.

Mr. R. L,. YOUNG: in the almost three
years I have been here I do not remember
a motion to dissent from a Speaker's ruling
before this. And yet, we have now had
three in two days of sitting. The reason
I mention this is that I suspected very
early in my speech a member fromn the
Government side would make the sugges-
tion that it is a time-wasting move-in
fact, the member for Boulder-Dundas came
in before I had completed a sentence.

Mr. Hartrey: It is time wasting.

Mr. O'Connor: Bad management.

Mr. R, L. YOUNG: I left myself wide
open to that. I can tell the member for
Boulder-Dundas and other members on
the Government side of the House that
this is not so. one of the most important
things any Parliament can do is to decide
on a Speaker's ruling; and one of the
most important things a Speaker has to
do is to make decisions as you. Mr. Acting
Speaker, had to do.

When I introduced a private member's
Bill to amend the Companies Act last year,
I was told that I could not read my speech.
I wanted to read the introduction because
it was a very complicated piece of legisla-
tion, and for want of a word here or a
double negative there, my explanation of
what was desired in the legislation could
have been misconstrued.

When I introduced this Bill I said that
I intended to read my introduction regard-
less of previous rulings. Everyone in Par-
liament said, "Good for you-that is the
only -way to do it. It is the only course
to take." if I had not read that speech,
it certainly would not have been as well
delivered as it should have been. it cer-
tainly would not have been as well die-
livered as are other second reading
speeches delivered fromn time to time by
Ministers. With due respect to the Minis-
ters, and irrespective of the Government
to which they belong, their second reading
speeches would often be most confusing
were they not permitted to read them.
Parliament has given this flexibility.
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I stood up last year and said, "I intend
to read my speech." and members told
me to carry on. This is the same kind
of principle-

Mr. Hartrey: The member for Dale who
was speaking when the ruling was given is
not a Minister.

Mr. R. L. YOUNG: If the member for
Boulder-Dundas will just let me make the
point. I will explain this. The point is
that in those cases it is absolutely essen-
tial that the Minister or the private mem-
ber introducing the Bill should read a
second reading speech. Even during the
second reading and Committee debates on
simple Bills, Ministers in this Chamber
have had to read prepared notes. No-one
has complained about this even when
the measure is fairly straightforward. The
member for Dale was replying to a Bill
which proposes to alter the land laws of
the State. Very few matters are as im-
portant as the land laws of a State because
they affect so many people.

This is a complicated piece of legislation
and it involves not only Government and
Opposition members in Western Australia.
but also the Prime Minister and various
other Ministers at Federal level. Thousands,
and perhaps millions, of words have been
written about this land legislation. It is
a highly complicated and volatile subject,
and one with Which the lead speaker on
this side of the House has to deal in a
competent and well-informed manner.

Last year, and again this year, on the
Companies Bill, I handled the debate for
the Opposition. I think I Spoke for about
31I hours in all. I did not read my speech,
but there was no way I could have hand-
led the Bill, and no-one in this Parlia-
ment could have handled the Bill, without
having access to files of the sort I have
here to deal with the Death Duty Assess-
ment. Bill. I do not want to drop any
hints to the Attorney-General, but were I
to lose those files I would be hampered In
the debate.

Mr. J. T. Tonkin: What you are saying
may sound to be common sense, but It Is
not a reason for disagreeing with the rul-
ing of the Acting Speaker.

Mr. R. L,. YOUNG: I am trying to put
the case for ordinary common sense to
Prevail-exactly what the Premier refers
to. I Intend to say very much the same
as the member for Floreat did.

When Introducing the Estimates, the
Premier has to stand up and read notes-
sometimes he has to quote from up to
100 Pages of them. How could he know
how every single dollar is allocated in the
Estimates? No-one on this side would
deny him the right to do this. There is
no question that he has the moral right to
do It, but not according to Erskine May.
This is an ordinary common-sense pro-
cedure, but it would not comply with
Erskine May.

We are now talking about complicated
land law legislation. The member for
Dale has been asked to desist from read-
Ing his speech. He has not agreed that
he was reading his speech. You, Mr. Act-
ing Speaker, said he would not be able to
continue to read his speech, and this Is the
ruling which has caused the trouble. The
member for Dale denied he was reading his
speech; he said he was quoting from
copious notes. I myself, and other speak-
ers, have quoted from copious notes when
dealing with complicated legislation. We
have even seen the situation of a Minister
having an officer of the department to sit
next to him during the Committee stage
of a Bill, and sometimes the Minister has
had to seek the advice of the officer be-
cause the subject is too complicated to
enable a quick reply.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. A. R.
Tonkin): I have been very lenient but the
Issue is not whether Ministers should be
permitted to read their second reading
speeches.

Mr, R. L. YOUNG: I agree that is not
the issue. The point Is whether the mem-
ber for Dale was reading his speech and
whether you, Sir, were in order In asking
him to discontinue doing something be
claimed he 'was not doing. On this side
of the House we are putting forward the
case for a little common sense. I thought,
and I still think, that you, Mr. Acting
Speaker, were beginning to get the drift of
MY comments. On this side of the House
we say, "Let us forget all this, and let us
show some common sense so that this issue
does not have to go to a vote. Let us not
create a precedent as we did a short time
ago when we may have made a mockery
of question time for years to come. Let
us not be forced to go to a vote on this
issue. Let us not lay down a Precedent by
deciding something on a matter of no
great consequence. Let us accept the fact
that common sense ought to prevail in all
the sittings of the House."

The most common-sense course to take,
Mr. Acting Speaker, would be for you to
withdraw your ruling and to allow the
member for Dale to continue with his
speech. The Government has a majority
of one member in this House, and If we
take a vote the Government will win and
we will have established another preced-
ent-in fact, two in one day-which will
not help the efficient running of the House.
This Is the point I wished to make, Mr.
Acting Speaker, and I am sorry if I got off
the track.

Mr. THOMPSON: I support the com-
ments made by the member for Wembley
and in doing so I would like to go back
over the issues of last Thursday when we
had the situation of the member for Dale,
the principal spokesman for the Opposi-
tion on an extremely technical subject,
rising to his feet and commencing to de-
liver his speech. After speaking for some
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eight or nine minutes a point of order
was raised. At that time the Deputy
Speaker dismissed the point of order and
the member for Dale continued with his
speech. There was then an ominous
change of Speaker and we found that you,
Mr. Acting Speaker, without any prior
request from anyone else, asked the mem-
ber for Dale if he were reading his speech.
He denied that he was and suggested he
was doing precisely what we considered
he was doing; namely, that he was quoting
from copious notes.

I now ask that some sanity prevail. I
certainly hope that the situation never
develops where speeches are not allowed
to be read under any circumstances. I
believe we should ensure that where a com-
plicated issue is being handled, the Min-
ister introducing it should be permitted to
read his notes, and where a member of
the Opposition-especially when he is the
principal spokesman for the opposition-
is replying, he also should have access to
copious notes.

I believe that although it is fairly ob-
vious to members sometimes that a mem-
ber on either side of the House is reading
his speech, common sense has always
prevailed. The Speaker in the Chair at
the time has always suggested that the
honourable member should not read his
notes if he has, In fact, been reading them.
That is the common-sense way to handle
the situation. At present. if we take this
Issue to its illogicarl conclusion, the situ-
ation could be reached where no member
of the Chamber will be allowed to read his
speech.

Prior to your taking the Chair, Mr.
Acting Speaker, the member for Dale was
obviously referring to his notes, and I
noticed he was using more notes than he
usually does. However, I can think of a
dozen other members in the House who
read their speeches to a greater extent than
the member for Dale was doing on the
day in question. Bearing in mind the
complicated nature of the Issue, he should
have been allowed to continue. I thought
your ruling was ill-advised, Sir, and I
therefore agree with the motion to dis-
agree with your ruling. However, I hope
at this stage a compromise can be reached
so that a vote or a division Is not taken
on this issue.

Mr. MePHARLIN: It is rather regrettable
we are debating the motion that is before
us at the present time.

Mr. Bertram: Hear, hear!
Mr. Hartrey: Absolutely!
Mr. MePHARLIN: The sequence of

events has been outlined by several
speakers in depicting what took place last
Thursday evening. The Deputy Speaker,
who was in the Chair at the time, disal-
lowed a point of order very quickly when

it was raised by an honourable member
who considered the member for Dale was
reading his speech.

We all know that frequently, when the
member for Dale rises to make a speech,
there is a concerted attack on him from
members on the Government side of the
Chamber. Therefore it appeared to me
that, following the action taken by the
Deputy Speaker on the point of order that
had been raised, a quick change occurred
in the occupancy of the Chair. You can
correct me if I am wrong, Mr. Acting
Speaker.

The ACTING SPEAKER: I will do.

Mr. McPHARLIN: It appeared to me
that this was so. The previous occupant
of the Chair-the Deputy Speaker-is a
person whom we all know to be as fair
as possible; we know he is impartial, and
I commend him for it.

Mr. Bertram: Hear, hear f

Mr, McPHARLI: I think he demon-
strates a maturity that is desirable. To
occupy the onerous position that a
Speaker or an Acting Speaker does in this
Assembly, maturity is a very necessary
quality. The previous occupant of the
Chair at the time-that is, the member for
Canning-demonstrated that he has this
quality, and I venture to say that had he
continued in the Chair when this issue was
raised again, he would have demonstrated
his impartiality throughout the debate on
Thursday evening.

Mr. May: You will be providing us
with towels shortly.

Mr. McPHARLIN: It would appear, Mr.
Acting Speaker, that your action in accus-
ing the member for Dale of reading his
speech precipitated the action that was
taken. A point of order was then raised
by the member for Swan, and a motion to
disagree with your ruling was moved by
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.

So, with respect, I suggest it was your
lack of maturity, that led to this judg-
ment being made in the way that you
made it and you acted rather hastily in
giving your decision, which decision, of
course, is not accepted by members of the
Opposition.

With respect. Sir, I suggest that you
accept the suggestion made by the mem-
ber for Wembley. We spent a great deal
of time on this matter on Thursday after-
noon, and we are spending time on it
again today. I think we are all impartial
enough and mature enough to go along
with you if you do that. I suggest you
withdraw the ruling and let us get back
to the business of the House. We have a
great deal of business to attend to, and if
we do not get down to it we will not be
able to get through it by the date we have
been told it is hoped we will rise.
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Mr. A. A. LEWIS: I Will not hold up the ter goes to a vote and a division is taken
House for long. Not being one to refer
to copious notes or to read my speech, I
have always found the Chair to be tolerant
and courteous. The reason I rise to dis-
agree with your ruling, Mr. Acting Speaker,
is that I think momentarily tolerance and
courtesy left the Chair, I will not debate
whether or not we should read our speeches
or speak off the cuff, but I would think
that if a member feels it is necessary to
refer to copious notes, or to read his
speech, that is a small matter: and it
may be in the interests of his electors or
the community to do so. Surely that is why
Ministers read their second reading
speeches-because it is in the interests of
the community.

In the couple of hours that we have been
discussing this topic we have had Erskine
May and previous Speakers' rulings quoted
to us fairly regularly. I believe we now
want to get back to that courtesy and
tolerance from the Chair. If a member
feels he can do a better job for his electors
by reading his speech in this House, he
should be permitted to do so. I am a new
member here, but I have seen members
who have been here longer than I have
reading their speeches. I think it is a good
idea because obviously in some cases mem-
hers do not have a very good grasp of the
subject and they must put their thoughts
on paper beforehand. I believe this toler-
ance should be allowed and should con-
tinue to be allowed by the Chair.

I support the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition in disagreeing with your rul-
ing because I believe that getting the
business done is the object of the House,
and we should not be taking points of
order that are completely unnecessary in
the running Of the Chamber. I feel the
point of order taken was completely un-
necessary, coming so quickly after the
Depirty Speaker had refused to accept a
similar point of order by another member.
If I may say so, with deference to you.
Mr. Acting Speaker, I think you were
rather intolerant, and the sooner you with-
draw your ruling and enable us to get on
with the business of government, the bet-
ter it will be.

Mr. W. A. MANNING: I rise to support
the move to have this matter rapidly.
amicably, and satisfactorily-from the
point of view of precedent-settled. When
one takes on the responsibility of Speaker-
ship, one takes on a tremendous respon-
sibility together with a high honour. Any
member who sits in the Chair you occupy,
Mr. Acting Speaker, assumes the same re-
sponsibility to be fair to both sides of the
House and to make decisions which are
satisfactory in the light of the business
before the House.

It seems to me that the only thing for
you to do is to withdraw your ruling and
to allow the debate to continue. I hate
to consider what will happen if this mat-

on it. Will it mean that no member may
attempt to read? That would leave us in
a difficult situation with regard to pre-
cedent and the way we should handle the
business of the House. I think that situa-
tion can be avoided, but only by Your action,
Mr. Acting Speaker.

Mr. BATEMAN: I think in all fairness
I should explain the position to the House
because inferences have been drawn that
perhaps there was a little "cook-up" in the
Chamber. As members will recall, the
member for Mt. Hawthorn rose on a point
of order when I was in the Chair and
drew my attention to the fact that he
considered the member for Dale was read-
ing his speech. I immediately said there
was no point of order.

So the debate continued and, as we had
arranged some couple of hours prior -to
that incident that you would relieve me
after questions. Mr. Acting Speaker, you
honoured that arrangement and came for-
ward to take the Chair. As far as I am
concerned there was no "cook-up". I men-
tioned to you at the time that the member
for Mt. Hawthorn had raised a point of
order that the member for Dale was read-
ing his speech. I rose to put the record
straight and to have the position recorded
in Hansard.
Sitting suspended from 6.14 to 7.30 p.m.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr. A. R. Ton-
kin): There are several points I would like
to make in explanation of my ruling. I
would first like to say, as far as I am able
to convince members' minds, that there was
no collusion between the member for
Canning and myself. The honourable
member has already mentioned this.

Members will recall that on Thursday
the Speaker was ill and the memb2r for
Canning and I agreed to split rma work
between us; and, quite arbitrarily, the
member for Canning decided to undertake
the Committee work and It was agreed
that I would carry out the work in the
Speaker's Chair.

I was not aware of the Point of order
that had been taken against the member
for Dale until I was actually sitting in
the Chair. I wvas certainly not asked to
take the Chair; I did so of my own volition
as previously arranged.

The member for Canning pointed out
to me that a point of order had been
taken against the member for Dale and
he also expressed his opinion as to what
his action would be had he remained in
the Chair. There was certainly no inten-
tion to move me into the Chair for any
purpose other than to get on wltn the
business of the House.

There are three main points to be made.
When moving the motion of dissent fiom
my ruling the Deputy Leader of the Oppo-
sition said he believed that the Acting
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Speaker should refer to the Standing
orders or to May's Parliamentary Practice
and quote Standing Orders when making
a final decision; which I did not do.

Secondly, we have the question, which
Is a, matter of fact, as to whether or not
the member for Dale was reading
his speech. Thirdly, we have the question
as to whether a member, who Is not a
Minister, Is permitted to read his speech.

I do not believe that a Speaker or an
Acting Speaker should be required to quote
Standing Orders when giving a decision. I
believe the Standing Orders are there to
expedite the business of the I-ouse, al-
though it does not always work out that
way in practice.

There are other reasons for Standing
Orders, but this is one of them; and if
members are going to insist that the
Speaker or Acting Speaker quotes Stand-
ing Orders it will mean that he has to
look through Standing Orders or Erskine
May while the business of the House is
interrupted. This is an absurd suggestion.

The Speaker has the right to make a
decision in good faith and if a member
believes he has committed an error of
omission or commission such member has
the right to raise a point of order: and in
order to expedite the matter he should if
possible refer to a specific Standing Order
or to May's Parliamentary Practice.

I would like to make It clear that I have
no personal antipathy towards the mem-
ber for Dale. I did closely observe him;
my attention had been drawn to the fact
by the member for Canning and I asked
the member for Dale whether he was
quoting. I agree with members when they
say that the member for Dale very rarely
offends in this manner: and that he is
quite capable of speaking without notes.

The point, however, is not whether the
member for Dale usually uses notes but
whether he was offending in this particular
instance. I noticed, however, that the
member for Dale did not look up at all
except when he was not talking. It seemed
to rue that this was the most blatant case
I had seen of a non-Minister reading a
speech word for word.

if the member for Dale insists he was
not reading his speech I suggest we put it
to the test by his producing his unaltered
notes so that we can compare them with
the report in Hansardt and this would
determine whether or not he was in fact
reading. This could be checked from the
transcript.

Sir Charles Court: You are getting
further into the bog.

The ACTING SPEAKER: in my judg-
ment the member for Dale was reading. I
have endeavoured to be fair in this matter.
I would remind members I have not drawn
UP May's Parliamentary Practice or
Standing Orders.

I believe it Is very easy for the pro-
ceedings in this House to degenerate into
a farce, and I do not believe that as
Acting Speaker I should allow this to
happen. If there is a clear direction from
any authority then, I believe, it is my Job
to uphold the Practice.

A point of order was raised. Erskine
May states that usually the Speaker does
not of his own volition stop a member from
reading his speech; I must rule correctly
when a point of order is raised.

In a moment I intend to quote some
precedents. If I rule correctly or in-
correctly, what is done. today will be
quoted as a precedent in the future. Ob-
viously if a person makes an incorrect
ruling then that will be used as a pre-
cedent and quoted in the future, just as
when he makes a correct ruling. So I
think it is most important that the person
who is in this Chair, even in an acting
capacity, should make the correct ruling;
and, I believe, in making the correct
ruling It should be fair to Parliament in
general and to all members-and I have
tried in this capacity to rule in a manner
which would be equal to both the Govern-
ment and the Opposition-and it should
also be fair to the honourable member who
raised the point of order, and to posterity.

Mr. Rushton: What about the member
who is speaking?

The ACTING SPEAKER: I understand
it is normal practice when the Acting
Speaker or Speaker is on his feet-in fact
there is a Standing Order relating to this--
for members to refrain from speaking. I
do not think an interjection of that nature
is in order at all.

I1 have been asked to use common sense.
I respect the requests that have been
made because I think they are quite corn-
mon-sensleal; but if we are going to say
to any person who becomes Speaker or
Acting Speaker, "Use your common sense;
if it seems fair and reasonable enough to
You at the time then do It", I think we
will be thrown into confusion.

It Is not really my job to use common
sense except In so far as I Interpret Stand-
ing Orders and May's Parliamentary Prac-
Lee. It is certainly not within my pre-
rogative to say all members should be
able to read their speeches and therefore
allow this to happen.

The practice of this House depends upon
Standing Orders and Parliamentary Prac-
tice as enunciated by Erskine May: and
also upon the usage of this House. Stand-
ing Order I states-

In all cases not specially provided
for hereinafter, or not covered by our
practices or usages, or by other ord-
ers. resort may be had to the rules,
forms and usages of the Commons
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House of the imperial Parliament of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
which may be followed so far as the
same can be applied to the proceedings
of this House:

The Standing Order states that if there
is no Standing Order in this House then
we are to go to the Parliamentary Prac-
tice of the House of Commons of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland.

Therefore I am instructed, not of my own
whim, to turn to Erskine May. I now
quote from Erskine May's 18th edition
(1971) page 404 which states--

A Member is not permitted to read
his speech ab), but may afresh his
memory by a reference to notes. The
reading of written speeches, which has
been allowed in other deliberative
assemblies, has never been recognized
in either House of Parliament. A
Member may read extracts from docu-
ments, but his own language must be
delivered bona fide in the form of an
unwritten composition. The purpose
of this rule is primarily to maintain
the cut and thrust (c) of debate,
which depends upon successive speak-
ers meeting in their speeches to some
extent the arguments of earlier speech-
es; debate decays under a regime of
set speeches prepared beforehand
without reference to each other.

As the real purpose of the rule Is to
preserve the spirit of debate, it is not
unreasonably relaxed in the ease of
opening speeches, whenever there is
special reason for precision of state-
ment, as in the ease of important
ministerial statements, especially on
foreign affairs, or matters which in-
volve agreements with outside bodies,
or highly technical bills.

Accordingly we see there Is a suggestion
in Erskine May that the usage Is for Bills
of a highly technical nature; but in actual
fact the practice that has grown up in this
Parliament has not been on all fours with
that: It being the right of a Minister here
at all times to read his speech even when
Bills are not highly technical. No doubt
it would be very difficult for the Speaker
to indicate which Bills were technical and
which were not.

I1 will now turn to the precedents pro-
vided by Speakers in the Legislative Assem-
bly. I have gone back only as far as 1940.
At Page 750 of Mansard of that year Mr.
Deputy Speaker Marshall ruled against the
reading of a speech by Mrs. Cardell-Oliver,
and he quoted Erskine May.

He did this of his own volition. There
was no point of order raised. He instruc-
ted her to observe parliamentary practice.

In 1947 at page 2958 of Hansard the
Chairman of Committees (Mr. Perkins) on
a point of order said, inter aft, "The
accepted custom over the years since I
have been a member has been for Ministers

to read speeches." There was an inter-
jection by the Premier (Sir Ross McLarty)
as follow--

And it has been ever since I have
been a member.

And Sir Ross first became a member in
1930. In the same debate on page 2969,
a former Speaker (The Hon. J. B. Slee-
man) said-

It has been the custom of Ministers
over the years to read their speeches.
especially when Introducing the Estim-
ates. I consider that the Minister is
quite in order in reading his speech.

Mr. Sleeman was Speaker from 1939 to
1947; and this was a member of the
Opposition defending a Minister's right to
read his speech.

Members will see it is relevant to consider
some of the remarks made in relation to
Ministers reading their speeches. Neither
of the references I have quoted was on a
motion of dissent from a ruling given.
Probably the debate that ensued was out
of order, but I1 quote it because it shows
the parliamentary practice.

On the 3rd August, 1954, on page 825
of Hansard the then Speaker (Mr. Rod-
oreda) ruled that a member was not en-
titled to read a speech. on the 21st
October, 1965, on page 1708 of Mansard
Speaker Hearman quoted Erskine May to
prevent members reading their speeches.
On a later point of order raised by Mr.
J. T. Tonkin. Speaker Hearman reiterated-

It is not my intention to upset the
usage of this House which has been
t)2e practice for many years...

This can be found at page 1717 of Mansard
for the year 1955.

On those four rulings that have been
quoted there was no motion of dissent,
and so members of that day wvere ap-
parently happy with the Speakers' rul-
ings. On the 28th April. 1970. at page 3479
when giving his ruling Speaker Guthrie
said-

- order'I To make the position clear,
speeches cannot be read in this place
at all. There is an exception in favour
of Ministers in introducing Bills, be-
cause of their technical details. This
Is as far as the exception has ever
gone.

On that occasion there was a motion of
dissent although, quite frankly, Mr,
Speaker Guthrie clearly was in order.
Fortunately, good sense prevailed and the
motion was negatived without a division.

In August, 1969, Mr. H. E. Graham asked
a question without notice. It appears on
page 23 of Mansard, for that year. and the
question was answered, in the following
terms, by Mr. Speaker Outhrie-

Firstly. I must make it clear that
the only persons who are permitted
to read speeches are Ministers of the
Crown when introducing a Bil, and
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the fact that recently I took no action
when this rule was transgressed must
not be accepted as a precedent.

In September, 1969, it is recorded at page
720 of Hansard that in dealing with the
member for Fremantle-1 might mention
it was the present member for Fremantle
-Mr. Speaker Guthrie said-

Order! I have already Informed the
H-ouse that the responsibility of mem-
bers is to make speeches and not
read them..

The comment was made, during the debate,
that every time a Minister got up to read
his speech objection would be raised. For
example, on Thursday, the Leader of the
Opposition said-

1. for one, would not take a tolerant
attitude towards Ministers reading
their speeches If this ruling Is to be
applied to the person who Is leading
for the opposition.

This was to suggest that members of the
future would not be as reasonable and res-
ponsible as were members in the past.

Of all the rulings I have quoted, not
one was upset by the House. As a matter
of fact, in the past examples I have quoted
only once was there a move to dissent
from the Speaker's ruling. All rulings were
upheld and yet at no time has there
been an attempt to stop Ministers from
reading their second reading speeches. In
fact, I would regard such action-and after
having quoted so much material I point out
that I am speaking personally-as mis-
chievous considering the Indulgence which
has been given to Ministers of past Gov-
ernments, notwithstanding the rulings of
various Speakers.

I may have private views regarding
parliamentary practice, but I am not In
this seat as a private member; I am here
as the custodian of the laws and usage and
Standing Orders of this House. Therefore,
I only enforce and interpret rules rather
than create them.

If the House carries this motion it will
be censuring the Acting Speaker for up-
holding the practices, Standing Orders,
and usage of this H-ouse.

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

Ayes-22
Mr. 13laikie
Sir David Brand
Sir Charles Court
Mr. Coy'ne
Mr. Gayter
Mr. Creyden
Mr. Hutchinson
Mr. A. A. Lewis
Mr. E. Hf. M. Lewis

Mr. W. A. Manning
Mr. McPhariin

Mr. Mensaros
Mr. Naider
Mr. O'Connor
Mr. O'Neil
Mr. Ridge
Mr. Rushton
Mr. Sibson
Mr. Stephens
air. Thompson
Mr. R. L. Young
Mr. 1. W. Manning

(Teller)

Mr. Bateman
Mr. Bertram
Mr. Brady
Mr. Brown
Mr. Bryce
Mr. B. T. Burke
Mr. T'. J. Burke
Mr. Cook.
Mr. Davies
Mr. H. D). Evans
Mr. T. D. Evans

Noes--fl
Mr. Fletcher
Mir. Harinan
Mr. Hearey
Mr. Jones
'Mr. Lapham
Mr. May
Mr. Me~ver
Mr. Sewell
Mr. A. R. Tonkin
Mr. J. T'. Tonkin
Mr. Miler

Pa irs
Ayes Noes

Mr. W. G. Young Mr. Taylor
Mr. Runciman Mr. Jarniesan
Dr. Dadeur Mr. Bickerton

The SPEAKER: The voting being equal,
I give my casting vote with the "Noes".

Motion thus negatived.
Debate (on second reading) Resumed

MR. RUSHTON (Dale) [7.50 p.m.]:
Probably the less said about the last few
hours, and the time at which we might
have finished this debate, the better. 1
find it ironical and hypocritical to have
been placed in this position because at
most times I use the barest of notes, as a
reading of Hansard would support. I also
suppose the Premier would be saying to
himself, "Who needs enemies when one
has supporters such as one has?"

However, on with the show. I think It Is
reasonable that I refer briefly to what I
said In the few moments at my disposal
when I began to speak to this very Im-
portant legislation. My first comment was
that it expressed the policy of the Federal
Government. That becomes quite obvious
as one reads through the proposed legis-
lation. We also know that it Is based
on supposition.

The legislation contains many provisions
with which one would disagree, and which
one could prove to be harmful, and for that
reason it Is claimed by many to be dis-
honest legislation. It will not achieve
what it claims.

I previously mentioned that I would
present my submission In three parts. I
will give aL general review of the legisla-
tion and in so doing I will give a general
summary of the contents. I was hoping to
reduce my time by using that approach.
I intended to give a general summary,
then comment on the reactions to the legis-
lation, and then to speak on specific points.
It was In the course of presenting that
submission that we were previously stifled.

It is very important that all members
recogise-as members of the Opposition
already do-that the more significant parts
of this legislation require a far more de-
tailed examination than I will be able to
give to them in my time.

I purely wish to summarise, on behalf
of the Opposition, the contents of this
legislation and comment on as many points
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as possible In a general way so that others
will be able to deal. in depth, with the
various issues.

I made the point that the legislation will
intrude Into the personal freedom of the
Individual. The measure presents many
opportunities to prove that point. People
who believe the freedom of choice to be
unimportant to them, and that the security
of ownership is unimportant to them, will
support this type of legislation. However,
People who believe In the security of
ownership, and who do not want their pro-
perties to attract a large amount in land
tax at the time of their retirement, will
oppose this legislation. At present people
are unrestricted in their right to manage.
own, divide, or mortgage their homes. The
ability to mortgage often provides for the
education of children and many other
personal things during the lifetime of the
person concerned. I suppose that to the
average citizen the home is his main asset
through which he is able to provide for his
many family requirements. If one believes
in the maximum of freedom, In relation to
home ownership, one will certainly oppose
this legislation.

I say, with some emotion, that this
legislation was introduced basically for the
nationalisation of land. I was an em-
ployee of a bank when the attempt to
nationalise the banking system throughout
Australia was made and I see a tremendous
similarity in this legislation. it is all-
Powerful and will, if passed, give the
Government power against the wishes of
the average citizen. As I progress in my
deliberations, and my examination of ts
legislation, I think most members will
agree that the aim of the measure is to
nationalise land In Western Australia-

I have already commented that this
measure includes the socialist concept of
"Big Brother knows best". This is a
matter which worries members of the
Opposition. If we are to eliminate from
our normal activities the right of many
people to participate in planning we will
achieve a very uninteresting result. All de-
liberations and determinations on planning
will be carried out by a small group of
People.

I said earlier that this legislation will
provide for bureaucratic control. Under
such a system the bureaucrats will be the
bosses and the small average home
owner will be the servant or the vassal of
old, and the big and the strong will not
be affected very much at all. They will
continue to operate.

One could refer to the times of old
when there was the landlord and the
vassal. Under the provisions of this legis-
lation the Government will become the
landlord and the Individual will become
the servant. This is not a principle we
support.

I am sure the average citizen regards
his home as his castle. Under the provi-
sions of this legislation It would not be
long before we returned to the situation
which prevailed in days gone by when the
individual who occupied a house became a
tenant for the time being only.

This Is very controversial legislation, and
I am sure neither the Minister nor I
thought there would be such a delay in
dealing with it. It is known as the "land
grab" legislation and it gives effect to the
nationalisation of land, which is not for
one moment acceptable to the general
public. I think it will be agreed that when
introducing the legislation the Minister
was not controversial. He spoke about the
reasons for it, which were to control prices
and urban development. I think the
controversy began when the Government
introduced this legislation, which goes far
beyond what the Minister showed a need
for. Nobody takes kindly to the nationall-
satlon of any facet of his life, and I think
land is the most treasured possession of
our people. We would certainly resist the
nationaisation of land at all costs.

I submit the objectives of this legislation
can be achieved without the supreme
powers which are sought. The Bill, as it
has been Introduced and explained to us
by the Minister, has not much to do with
the objectives. The real purpose of it is
to open the door to the Federal Govern-
ment. and I think we can agree that the
Federal Government Is attempting to
have similar legislation introduced in
every State, which would mean complete
control of urban land. In fact, if all the
Bills were passed, land throughout the
length and breadth of Australia would be
controlled by the Commonwealth Govern-
ment. The objectives of the Federal
Government are quite clear from the state-
mentIs of the Prime Minister (Mr. Whit-
lam) and the Minister for Urban and
Regional Development (Mr. Uren).

The SPEAKER: Order! I must ask
members to be quiet.

Mr. RUSHTON: In order to ensure un-
fettered Government control, the State
Government and the Federal Government
are seeking supreme powers. The per-
sonal rights of the Individual are being
transferred to Government; local govern-
ment rights are being transferred to Gov-
ernment; and State rights are being trans-
ferred to the Federal Government. This
can he seen in the legislation, and none
of us would agree to it. Personal rights
should be sacrosanct and protected. No
doubt other members will elaborate on
that aspect.

In view of the lapse of six months, I
hoped the Minister would explain to us why
there is to be such a massive transfer of
power and why the Federal Government is
to assume so much power, with the aid
of the State. When one considers that
the Commissioner of Town Planning and
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the Minister himself congratulated the
Brand Government for what it did in con-
trolling prices and managing land, one
wonders why we are being asked to agree
to this legislation. In his second reading
speech the minister gave considerable
praise to the efforts of the previous Gov-
ernment.

The legislation proposes to set up a
Western Australian land commission with
great Powers of acquisition. Basically, it
gives Power to acquire land in any Part
of the State. It could be in Kununurra.
Kalgoorlie, or anywhere; it is not limited
as to area. I suppose the most significant
factor of all is that there is no right of
appeal against that acquisition.

Mr. Coyne: It could be in the middle of
St. George's Terrace.

Mr. RUSHTON: I suppose so. Only one
thing Is lacking; that Is, finance. The
legislation did include the power to back-
date a valuation. It could have been back-
dated 100 years at a very low value so
that it could be resumed 100 years later
and represent a very easy purchase.

The fact of there being no right of ap-
peal in respect of these absolute powers
makes this legislation very unpalatable to
most of us. On top of that, the Salvado
corporation is to take over 80,000 acres.
In so doing, it will exterminate local gov-
ernment and the ratepayers will be de-
prived of any say. These are issues which
need very detailed deliberation. I will
touch on them only briefly; I am sum-
marising some of the aspects which are
unpalatable to the people.

The Land Control Bill would place the
Government in control of any land it
wishes to specify, and if that is not nation-
alisation I do not know what Is.
The Bill gives the Government the
right to freeze the Price of land. Some
would argue that is a good thing, but I
suggest one would give that absolute power
only for a specified area, at a specified time,
and subject to the agreement of Parlia-
ment. This Is another reason why people
object to the legislation.

The original legislation allowed for un-
limited backdating of the Price control
period. I Suppose it Is illogical, but it
could be backdated to 1873. That would be
ridiculous. The price freeze in the legisla-
tion is to be from the 1st January, 1973.
The Minister proposes a minimal number
of amendments which have clarified this
point and placed a limitation on the period
from which the freeze can apply. That
is most essential.

These open-ended arrangements will be
very tough indeed on the individual. When
we consider the extent of the powers
sought and the fact that there is no pro-
vision for appeal against very strong action,
we must be most concerned. In addition,
there is no means of redress through Par-
liament. The Executive is to be given so

much Power and Parliament will be by-
Passed, which Is contrary to all the pro-
testations of the Premier in the past. In
fact, not long ago he was using the same
argument against our leader In regard to
another issue. This in itself is a good
reason for this House saying to the Min-
ister, "Take the Bill away and bring It
back In a form which is suitable for West-
ern Australia.'

These powers plus the utterances of the
Prime Minister and the Minister for Urban
and Regional flevelopment, give the clue
to the objectives. In fact, this legislation
gives effect to Federal Government policy.
The Federal Labor Government has already
demonstrated what It wants to do. In these
controlled areas It wants to take away the
right to freehold land and convert it into
leasehold. I am sure the average Aus-
tralian citizen will fight against it to the
last gasp and the last drop of blood. The
intention is quite clear; we can see it in
the many statements which have been
made by the Federal counterparts of the
Minister. They are continuing to say
they will have regard for the inquiry on
land tenure. our Government has not made
its submissions although legislat.un -as
been introduced into this House. We know
that basically the Commonwealth Govern-
ment is forcing the State Governments-
I think one of them has resisted-into in-
creasing the proportion of rental housing.
This is another issue to which the Oppo-
sition objects, as do most Australians.

The increase In the interest rate is a
catastrophe to the average home owner,
and it Is contrary to promises which were
made. My main worry is that with the
Increase In the interest rate and the de-
termination to have people on leasehold
land and in rental homes, we will go back
to the days of the lords and the serfs.
It will not be possible for People to own
their own homes and have them as a
security and bulwark against the intru-
sions of officialdom upon the individual.
This legislation needs to be reconsidered.
It undermines the rights of the indi-
vidual' it could no nothing else. There
Is nothiing worse than a feeling of inse-
curity on the part of the owner of a home.
Private ownership is to be replaced with
mass ownership by the Government. I
have read many documents on these issues
but I have not had It demonstrated to me
that Government ownership of land has in
the past been more successful than owner-
ship by individual citizens.

I am sure that if the State and Federal
Governments were to come out and state
clearly that they Intend to change our
system of freehold, and that they intend
to await the inquiry by Mr. Justice
Else-Mitchell and to introduce the
system that he recomnfends If It is a lease-
hold system, both Governments would be
rejected at the next election. People have
strong feelings on this Issue.
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I cannot understand why the Govern-
ment is bringing forward this legislation
now. When one reads the many reviews
that have taken place, and when one reads
the Minister's submissions once again, one
realises that no positive points have been
made regarding why we should proceed
with the legislation now. I think we will all
agree that this is not town planning legisla.-
tion; nor is it land development legislation.
We already have all the necessary powers
available to us in those areas. This really
boils down to the nationalisatlon of our
land.

I think that if the Government were to
be perfectly frank it would admit that It
has been embarrassed by this legislation.
When it was introduced there was an Im-
mediate reaction. Most members would
concede that the measures are before us
as a result of the guiding hand of the
Commonwealth Government. The State
Governent now finds It very difficult to
extricate Itself from the Position In which
it finds itself.

The minimal amendments which have
been produced clarify and improve a
couple of small points. I suppose the major
amendment is in regard to limiting the
period. However, the main objectionable
principles remain. If this Bill is enacted and
these powers are entrusted to the Govern-
ment and to the commissions and other
organistions which would be set up until
the year 1979, which Is the cut-off Point.
once we got to 1979 we would be In a
position from which we could not extricate
ourselves. I suggest that the Minister may
wvell be hoping that we will be successful
in having the measures rejected. Even
at this late hour. I think he should agree
that the legislation be withdrawn and re-
drafted in a form to suit Western AUstra-
ias; it should suit the needs of Western
Australia and not those of the Common-
wealth.

It is easy to see that we do not need
this massive transfer of power. I think
when we look at this matter more closely
we will have spelt out to us very clearly
the fact that the legislation is really a
facade of pretense. I was appalled at some
of the suppositions in the Minister's pres-
entation, and I am sure those who will
deal with the Bills in detail will illustrate
the correctness of my remark. I think It
Is fair to say the Minister should withdraw
the Hills-even after this delay of six
months-and redraft them, to suit the
needs of Western Australia and so that the
Commonwealth Is encouraged to partici-
pate as a Partner and to help out in a
practical manner but not to dominate.

You will remember, Sir, that when the
legislation was introduced in May the
Minister indicated-I do not know whether
it was in the House dr whether it appeared
in the Press--that he thought we would
accept the measures without any doubts
and that they would be passed in the

last few days of the first part of the
session. As we all know, that did not
happen and we have had a delay of six
months. I would have been most apprecia-
tive-and I think the House would expect
this--if after this delay of six months the
Minister had asked for leave to report to
us on what has taken place in the inter-
vening period so that we could clearly
understand the changes which have been
made. of course, those changes have
been tremendous. Even the reports which
have been tabled in this House indicate
that the feeling in the other States is not
in accordance with what we have been
told.

All those who have taken an interest in
this matter will remember that when the
measures were introduced the objections
raised were spontaneous. The opposition
stated its position very quickly. Once we
examined the legislation and realised its
ramifications we left no doubt as to where
we stood. The public made their point
when the Balcatta by-election was held
not long after the Bill was intraduced. I
think the Introduction of this legislation
was a major factor in the reduction of the
Government's majority In tbat seat.

Then we had local authorities objecting
to the measures. Numerous local au-
thorities have written asking me to
oppose the measures. A deputation waited
upon the Leader of the opposition.
Apparently the Minister for Local Govern-
ment would not receive that deputation.
and so we received It. The deputation was
composed of the President and senior
members of the Local Government Asso-
ciation and other local government people.
They were adamant and very vocal in
their objections and said they would not
countenance for one moment the sugges-
tion that they were inadequate to cope
with the task of development.

It is quite illogical to say that local
government should carry out the wishes of
the Federal Government under the Grants
Commission regional concept, and at the
same time to say that local government
cannot even carry out Its normal func-
tions In regions such as Wanneroo.

of course, If all this were put clearly to
the public they would agree with their
elected local government representatives.
The public would say that they do not
wish to be disfranchised and that they
wish to be represented by local People at
the grass roots level of government. I
say on behalf of the opposition that we
fully support the beliefs and objectives of
local government. We want local authori-
ties to be strengthened and not weakened.
We want local government councillors to
represent their ratepayers in the develop-
ment of communities. It Is quite unac-
ceptable to say that because local authori-
ties have not the resources or skills they
cannot meet the needs of their communi-
ties. Why cannot the State Government
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provide them with a little extra help to
ensure that the task is carried out if assis-
tance Is needed? This Is a challenge of the
future. A local authority which has large
problems needs to be given assistance.
This happened in the past under the
Brand Government in respect of local
authorities in the north, at Pinjarra, and
at many other places. Why cannot it
happen again?

I think the next group of people to
object were the professionals. On the 9th
August I asked a question regarding which
organisations had requested the Govern-
ment to withdraw or defer these Bills.
With your indulgence, Mr. Speaker, I will
quote the organisations as follows--

(1) Australian Institute of Urban
Studies (W.A. Group).

(ii) Land & Housing Co-ordinating
Committee.

(fi) Royal Australian Institute of
Architects (W.A. Chapter).

Qiv) Urban Development Institute of
Australia (W.A. Division).

(v) Land Legislation Study Group.
I understand all professional groups are
represented by those bodies. They repre-
sent architects, planners. surveyors, and all
other associated professions. The Land
Legislation Study Group produced a very
compact document expressing its objec-
tions.

It was Intimated that the other States
would enact similar legislation. One could
have asked oneself what Is wrong with
our attitude if all the other States were
going to accept similar legislation. How-
ever, during the intervening period we
found out that the other States do not
agree with this legislation. In fact. I have
a file about nine inches thick on what has
taken place in South Australia. The legis-
lation In that State is not the same as that
which Is proposed in Western Australia: it
is In a totally different form. I think the
legislation should be presented in a form
that is suitable to each State.

As a matter of fact, had the legislation
been cast In accordance with the deliber-
ations of the six States at the recent con-
ference, it would have been far more
acceptable. We have been told that the
three States which have Liberal-Country
Party-in one case it Is Country-Liberal
Party-Governments and Tasmania have
not agreed to this type of legislation. We
saw in The Independent Sun recently that
there is no agreement by the four States
in respect of land commission legislation.
It looks like we are to be the guinea pig;
and this is not acceptable.

I ask: Who does agree with the legis-
lation? Certainly we have not had people
writing to us and asking us to support it
because they think it will be good for
Western Australia. It appears that the
only people who really believe in it are the
Federal centralists who have influenced
the Government to bring It forward. The

delay has been beneficial because during
the intervening Period the true intentions
of the Whitlamn Government have spit
out. We have seen the Cities Comnhls-
slon Bill and the Grants Commission Bill
brought forward in the Federal Parila-
ment, and the Intention of those Bills Is
very clear.

When one considers the Intention of
those measures and couples It with the
powers sought under the measures before
this Chamber, one realises that the Prime
Minister and the Minister for Urban and
Regional Development have produced what
Is basically socialist philosophy, and are
attempting to grab something which is not
theirs but which belongs to the people.
The rights of the people of Australia are
being trampled on at this moment. I think
this is a deliberate action by Canberra In
an attempt eventually to own the major
proportion of the homes of the people of
Australia. No doubt, it will be able to do
that under the legislation coming f or-
ward. People will not have the right to
transfer or mortgage their homes In the
controlled areas without the approval of
the Minister. This means there will be
complete control over the homes and the
land of the People.

As a result of the legislation, develop-
ment by town Planners would be made
much easier. This seems to be one of the
aims of the legislation. The People will
own their homes under leasehoold arrange-
ments, and the town planner will be able
to manipulate the use of land much more
easily. Such an Issue makes the people
very frightened, because generally when
people settle in their homes they do not
want to be disturbed again during their
lifetime, unless there Is a good reason for
so doing. Under this legislation there is
no requirement for a reason to be given,
as there is under the Public Works Act
where land is required for, say, Public
works purposes. All this places the citizen
at a great disadvantage.

The State Government realised the ad-
verse position into which it was being
placed. The Tonkin Government and the
Commonwealth Government wilted under
the strong opposition. When I became
aware this was happening I was very
hopeful. The Commonwealth tried to get
the States together to rationalise their
approach. Objections were raised far and
wide, and It became obvious to those who
were hell-bent on passing this legislation
that It would not get through In this form.
So, a meeting of the six States was
arranged.

When I read the deliberations that took
place and that were tabled In this House
I became heartened. If the Intentions
contained in the agreement of the States
were carried out the Bill could not be
amended because those Provisions would
be too far reaching. In view of the agree-
ment that has been entered Into between
the six States and the Commonwealth I
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would have thought the Minister In this
State would have withdrawn the legisla-
dlon before us and introduced one to cover
what has been arrived at under the agree-
ment. Almost unanimously the six States
opted for the freehold tenure of land. That
is what we as Liberals believe In. We be-
lieve the People should be given freehold
rights of tenure, but that is not what the
Federal Government thinks.

At this point of time we do not know
what system the State Government thinks
the people should operate under, because
it has not yet put forward Its submissions
to the land tenure commission appointed
by the Federal Government. I have en-
deavoured to find out what are the In-
tentions of this Government before the
legislation Is proceeded with, because It is
essential for the people to retain freehold
titles to their land.

The Minister attended a meeting In
Melbourne, and out of that meetinig came
forth many reports. I shall not touch on
them to any great extent, because they
have been tabled. They- present a good
outline of what the other States have
agreed on. I suggest that In due course we
will hear the complete views of the other
States.

In the main the reports contain the
utterances of Mr. Uren, and these were
couched In words which wvere favourable
to his point of view. I believe they do show
that the other States have rejected the
rigid controls proposed, and the domina-
tion by the Federal Government of chcir
responsibilities and rights.

My assessment is that the Tonkin Gov-
erniment has broken the agreement which
was reached at that time. It Is Interesting
to note that at the last meeting between
Mr. Uren and the six State representatives
on, I think, the 22nd October, a more
flexible arrangement was agreed on. I note
from the signed documents that the date
was the 22nd October, so the Minister and
Mr. Uren must have signed them when the
State representatives got together and were
impressing on Mr. Uren to come forward
with more flexible arrangements to meet
the needs of the various States.

I have marked out some relevant points
which appear in the agreement, but for
the -sake of brevity I shall not deal with
them to any great extent. Of course, they
are of tremendous value, because they
spell out the determination of the States
to resist the legislation of the Federal
Government which we have seen lntru-
duced In this State. It Is obvious the States
want a far more flexible arrangement.

I suggest the States want people to
have the right to the freehold tenure of
land; they want the Commonwealth to
provide grants for the establishment of
basic services, and they also want the
Commonwealth to consider their proposals
and priorities. The States want to retain

their total right to plan and control the
development of land. They do not want
the Commonwealth to Intrude at that level,

Not only the present Commonwealth
Government, but also the previous one,
recognised the fact that the States require
financial help, and that they should ask
for expertise to carry out development. It
would be a dreadful shame If through the
successful manipulation of the purse
strings the Commonwealth Is able to de-
prive the States of such expertise, and in
so doing unbalance the activities of the
State.

At this point of tine the commitments
of the Commonwealth are very limited. We
have not seen It committing Itself to any
long-term arrangement relating to the
acquisition of land, and the development
and other associated costs. The six States
have agreed that they could work without
a very large commitment by the Common-
wealth on a long-term basis, So. at this
point what the Commonwealth proposes Is
not "on" because It has not committed It-
self to any great extent; If it has then we
have not seen any evidence of it. Its main
objective Is power.

What we do find Is that the Common-
wealth has committed $500,000 for an im-
pact study of the Salvado project. There
has been no viability study of this project,
and we know that from answers to ques-
tions. I understand that the cost of under-
taking a study of this wind-swept port
would be $500,000 or more. If that is so
one could imagine what the cost uf the
total study would be. There Is good evi-
dence to suggest that the Salvado project
is being placed above Its rightful priority
of development by this Government.

We find that a $3,000,000 loan has been
made available for land acquisition. I
understand this is a loan, and not a grant.
This would purchase 1,500 acres. The
Minister might say that is just the begin-
ning, but surely we should not submit the
people of this State to a form of bondage,
unless there is a clear understanding of a
long-term arrangement In respect of land
tenure. It is Ironical when we know that
some 15,000 acres of Commonwealth land
which is invoived in the Salvado project
will be subdivided into 35,000 building
blocks, and the cost to the Government
for this development will be approximately
$100,000,000.

When one examines the State Budget
one must agree that the Government could
Ill-aff ord $100,000,000 to dabble In this land
development project. This shows the
weakness of the proposition. We are
asked by the Government to scrap the
successful and proved ways of servicing
land, and we place the people of Western
Australia Into a form of bondage; In that
regard I refer to the leasehold tenure of
land. By Inaugurating this type of de-
velopment the Government will take away
from the people the rights which they have
fought for and won In the past.
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If people are to accept this form of land
tenure and to agree to this legislation, they
will need proof that there is a glimmer of
hope of success. However, when one
looks at the proposition before us and at
the Federal Government's anti-inflationary
measures, and also the effect of these
measures on the community, one finds
that all the costs which have been talked
about as being reduced have been multi-
plied no end since the 2nd December last.
All the supposed gains were, In fact, back-
ward steps, and It will take a long while to
retrieve what has been lost through the
Intrusion of the Commonwealth Govern-
ment.

NOW the Commonwealth Government
wants to manipulate our most treasured
possessions-our homes and our land. We
have an indication of what likelihood of
success the Commonwealth Government
has in this regard, when we take Into ac-
count its efforts to arrest the Inflationary
spiral. If what the Government has done
In that direction Is applied to the develop-
ment of our land, then heaven help us!

No viability study has been carried out
In respect of the Salvado project. I can-
not understand why this project should be
given priority of development in this
State. I suppose there are many develop-
ments in the State which could be given
greater priority; I refer to those in the
Gascoyne, at Albany, at Esperance. and at
Bunbury.

We have just gone through a long pro-
cess of considering the corridor plan for
the metropolitan region. The Salvado pro-
ject following on the acceptance of the
corridor proposal immediately puts it out
of balance, and draws off the labour and
materials which are required for other cor-
ridors and developments of higher priority.
Any reasonable person would need proof to
be given by the Government before he
would agree to this. It Is inconceivable for
any Government to bring forward such
far-reaching legislation, and expect the
Opposition to accept it without furnishing
reasonable proof of success.

AS far as we know no agreement has
been reached for the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment to participate with the States in
the arrangements made by the States. As
I said earlier, I1 did see a glimmer of hope
because I thought the Federal Govern-
ment might change its determination to
follow the previous socialist-type of path
when it realised that the States had, in
fact, conceded many points, but were not
prepared to go to the extent desired by
the Federal Government.

No long-term finance arrangements
have been made, as far as we know, and
without such arrangements the system
would fail. The Minister has not made a
satisfactory proposal.

I think we can all agree that the legis-
lation, when closely examined, has all the
hallmarks of the nationalisation of all the

land in this State. No-one can disagree
that the legislation gives the control to
Canberra. Such an objective is confirmed
by a perusal of the Commonwealth Cities
Commission Bill and the Grants Commis-
slon Bill. I have on my table a copy of
the debates on those Bills, and members
are very Interested In their contents.

If one reads the speeches made by the
Labor Party members on those Bills, one
can clearly understand their objectives.
Their speeches do not contain any refer-
ence to participation by the public. The
speeches confirm the bureaucratic empire
which Is to be managed from Canberra.
and the people's rights do not seem to
figure very much in the submissions made
by members of the Labor Party.

However, the speeches made by the
Liberal Party and Country Party members
clearly indicate the intention behind that
legislation. The other day the member
for Darling Range In this Parliament
dealt with the Federal Government's
regional concept In local government as a
result of which we could see how far-
reaching are the Commonwealth Govern-
ment's intentions.

I wish to deal with a few special points.
One of the big issues raised by the Minister
as a reason for the introduction of the
Bill was the control of the price of land
which he intends to achieve by public
ownership. However, such a system has
not been proved to work any better thian
the freehold system we have enjoyed: and
we would certainly need a great deal of
proof that the acquisition and control by
the Federal Government through the
State would be any more workable and
successful before we would accept the Gov-
ernment's proposal.

I think we have all agreed from time to
time that public participation in develop-
ment of any kind-traffic, land, or town
planning-has always worked well, but
under the legislation before us public par-
ticipation Is reduced to a minimum while
the maximum centralist control is pro-
vided. This Is one valid reason the
legislation will never be acceptable. to
people who believe in Participation by the
general public. We as Liberals believe in
such a system. We believe in freedom of
choice, and therefore we believe in a free-
hold land system as a result of which
many benefits accrue to the individual.

We must fight for the right of indivi-
duals to Participate. At present they do
so through their local government repre-
sentatives. We have the right to elect our
local representatives. If we think that
our representatives are a little less than
Perfect, we know that at least they rep-
resent us directly. Although we all have
differences of opinion with our local
government representatives, we do know
that they come from our local areas and.
imperfect as their actions are at times.
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they are at least in touch with the local
people and they develop the area appro-
priate to the People's needs.

I think it is valid and interesting to
mention at this time our submissions made
to the Commonwealth Government con-
cerning leasehold tenure. As I mentioned
earlier, the State Government has been
slow to make Its submissions, but once it
does so, we will be In a position to know
exactly what It proposes.

It is unacceptable to me that the Gov-
ernment is prepared to submit this legis-
lation, but is not prepared to declare
forthrightly its views on land tenure. One
of the booklets I have had the pleasure to
read Is a book by the very judge who is
conducting the inquiry; that is, Judge
Else-Mitchell. Having read In his book
his thoughts on the matter, I would be
surprised If he would bring down recom-
mendations of full freehold tenure. The
benefits of freehold land tenure would be
lost. This Is another reason we could not
for one moment countenance the passing
of the legislation when this major factor is
unresolved,

How could we, as legislators for Western
Australia, commit our people to legislation
which would involve a leasehold land
tenure when we know that over 90 per
cent, of the public would object to it? As
a matter of fact, during the Balcatta by-
election campaign I made many calls and
to those who said they were Labor sup-
porters I submitted a question concerning
their views on land tenure. Only one
stated unequivocally that he approved of
the leasehold system. All the others were
in favour of our present freehold system.
This indicates that even the hard core of
Labor supporters would not tolerate the
leasehold concept.

I would like to quote briefly from the
Liberal Party submissions to the land
tenure Inquiry In which I played quite a
part. As I said earlier, we believe In free-
hold land tenure, and the following are a
few points In our submission-

FREEHOLD (ADVOCATES):
Leasehold tenure results in:

Socially the results will be unin-
spiring without incentive and
with centralised planning and
design.
Absolute centralised power, with-
out redress to Parliament, has the
real possbilities of extremes and
abuses--our way of life can
suffer and even be destroyed.
The imbalance of services and
resources between the two systems
will create scarcity of freehold
land followed by price rises and
leasehold rental increases.
Developments by centralised con-
trol has not been known to be
more efficient. Incorrect estima-
tion of supply and demand of

serviced land by Government
planners was a major contribution
to late sixties land boom ini
Western Australia.

I think we would all agree with that. To
continue-

Freehold Land Tenure Allows for:.
Desire of vast majority of public
to own their home land,
Greater security of occupancy.
Advantage of easier financial ar-
rangements and flexibility of,
economic transfer.
Less cost to individual of acquir-
ing home and land as per appendix
attached.
Acquisition of asset which pro-
vides a hedge against inflation.
The social advantage and per-
sonal dignity of freedom of choice.
The right to Parliamentary pro-
tection.
Creates an incentive for public
participation in planning and de-
velopment.
National strength through an
effective and healthy g-rass roots
Local Government system.

I think members will agree that that sums
up fairly completely the advantages of the
freehold tenure system. The conclusions
were based on actual experience of plan-
ning and development In Western Aus-
tralia under a freehold system. in West-
ern Australia small holdings are developed
by local authorities, and you, Mr. Deputy
Speaker, would know a great deal about
this because numerous schemes In the
Canning Shire have been developed suc-
cessfully. The same can be said about
other shires. Large tracts of land In the
Perth metropolitan region have been de-
veloped by negotiation as was the case with
the Whitfords project which was men-
tioned by the minister. It was praised by
the Minister and also the Commissioner of
Town Planning from time to time and It
was achieved under a system of negotia-
tion. I think Mr. Bob Hillman was the
chairman of the committee involved.

As Liberals we believe this Is the way
to do the job effectively. Already we have
plans for development which would be an
Improvement on what has been done In the
past and, should we be elected when the
Premier brings forward the election, we
will be ready to put them into operation.

We all are aware of the Kelmscott im-
provement plan. Although that project is
far from being successful, it demonstrates
that the power does exist to enable this
development. I am one of those who
believe that we should not have advising
Government planners Involved as develop-
ing planners because the system then
breaks down. The Premier's statement tc
me that the Government was rethinking
the financial arrangements for the
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M.R.P.A. 4 Scheme rather confused and
frightened me because I knew how involved
the local people were and I know that
promises made to them in years gone by
have been broken and as a consequence
the local people have been let down.

I will not go Into detail, but the follow-
Ing was a beading In our submission-

CHANGE OF LAND TENURE TO
LEASEHOLD WILL NOT IN ITS8LF
CONTROL PRICES AND DISTRIm-
UTE THE LAND EQUITABLY.

This can be readily understood. We sub-
mitted a comparison of costs to the in-
dividual of the purchase of a home under
the freehold system and under the lease-
hold system. Unless a person went
through the exercise himself and worked
out the comparable figures, it would be
hard for him to believe them. We worked
on a basis of 20 years and the figure of
8,000 was used for the cost of land and
$1l.000 for the house. It was found that
after 20 years of freehold, the purchaser
owned his property unencumbered. He
had to make no further purchase pay-
ments and had to pay no land rent. He
paid off a total of $31,160 over the period
and had an equity of $35,339, a gain of
$4:i79. This is because inflation balances
out depreciation. The man makes aL gain
over the 20 years. Not only does he own
his home, but he has made a slight profit
through iinflation. He does not have any
further payments except the normal ones
of maintenance.

On the other side, when leasehold land
Is involved, after 20 years a man has paid
out 641,175, and has an asset of $11,000.
This is because the State owns the land.
It means that his loss is $30,175. He is still
subjected to paying land rent on the land.
Por a 20 to 25-year period this will be
$1,97.5 per annum, and the yearly rent will
apply until the termination of the lease.

It will easily be seen that under a free-
hold system a person has every chance
of owning his own home by the time he
retires. He will have no land renL to pay
although, of course, he must pay rates and
taxes. Under a leasehold system a person
pays $2,000 a year on a home he has
attempted to purchase 20 years before. As
a result of escalation in land rents he will
be paying a figure which is frightening. I
think this would destroy our whole system
of home ownership.

Mr. O'Connor, Are they not trying to
do just that?

Mr. RUSH-TON: It would appear so. If
we were to sit down and deliberate in a
completely unbiased way we would have
to agree that all the measures which
are coming forward now-such as the new
agreement applicable to the Housing Com-
mission and other land legislation-appear
to be moving away from the Ideal we have
always cherished that the greatest pos-
sible number of Australians should own
their homes.

I have made only brief references but
many pages are contained In our -sub-
mission to the Commission of Inquiry into
Land Tenure. It Is Interesting to look at
the figures I have quoted and to realise
how we would be going down the hill if we
were to accept the leasehold land tenure
method.

AL this point of time the Federal Gov-
ernment has every intention to introduce
the leasehold system into controlled areas.
There has been a certain amount of equivo-
cation In that the Commonwealth Govern-
ment has said that it will accept a form
of freehold ownership, However, I think
this is too mythical to accept.

I shall touch briefly on a couple of
Points mentioned by the Minister. I be-
lieve he quoted inaccurate precedents to
prove his case. One of the precedents he
mentioned was Kwinana. I will touch only
on the surface of this subject, despite the
fact that I have read thoroughly the de-
bates which took place at the time. Of
course, a specific Bill was prepared and
introduced to enable Kwinana to be de-
veloped for a limited period of time. The
legislation was required to be reconsidered
by the Parliament. Full details were pre-
sented to the Parliament. In fact, the
Parliament was especially called together
to debate the legislation.

Also, I think an error must have crept
into the second reading notes. An area of
something like 80,000 acres is mentioned.
Nothing like 80,000 acres is involved. This
point has been clarified in answers to
questions I have asked In the House. Con-
sequently we can agree that the case used
by the Government is not substant iated. I
have touched only briefly on this subject
but my reason for doing so Is obvious.

Another example given was the M.R.P.&.
scheme at Kelmscott. I cannot think of
a worse example than that scheme when
it is a question of recommending the
present legislation. I see that you, Mr.
Deputy Speaker, smiled slightly and I
know your reason. This scheme has had
an effect completely opposite to that which
we hoped for so far as the plannitng
is concerned. The scheme struggled along
and something like 300 blocks were de-
veloped in the area over a period of five
years. The Treasury has Invested a con-
siderable sum of money and, from the
answers given to me by the Premier, the
Government Is obviously concerned about
what will happen in connection with the
interest which Is accruing. It Is also wor-
ried about the future of the area, which
was originally planned to have a total of
something like 2,200 blocks. Private owners
rue the day when they became involved
In this so-called voluntary scheme.

When there was a change of Govern-
ment, for some reason the State Housing
Commission came In and brought private
development to a halt, because it erected
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300 homes in the one area. This had the now propose would have been fully In
effect of changing the environment com-
pletely. Initially it was envisaged that the
development would be something like that
at Orelia which Is generally acceptable.

Mr. O'Nell: The commission would not
have a bar of that scheme when we were
in Government. Somebody twisted its
arm.

Mr. RUSHTON: Yes, and It was a sad
day for Kelmscott. This Is one more
reason why the bureaucratic control and
the leasehold system should not be put into
effect.

I have great respect for our planners
and for the work they do. Surely, how-
ever, they should not be involved In
development as well. We have available
many qualified and able people who have
proved their worth In developing land
economically. These people have shown
skill and integrity In developing land.
This is the sort of thing we must en-
courage.

It was rather ironical that the Minister,
when introducing the legislation, praised
the Brand Government for Its efforts at
Whitfords. I think the Minister was quite
right in what he said about the success of
Whitfords. What we really need In this
State is to build upon the example of
Whitfords, If we want growth centres we
can bring forward special legislation. The
studies of the need for this type of devel-
opment should be proven and we should
know how it will work. Certain powers
could be granted if this were done, but It
should not be an open-ended arrange-
ment, such as this.

Incidentally, the Town Planning Com-
missioner. when speaking in the Eastern
States, referred specifically to the atten-
tion which the Brand Government gave
to the development of land and the
success of the scheme. Since we have
been in opposition we have held a
number of seminars based on urban
regional development. As a result of these
we have come forward with improved ways
to plan and develop projects and we hope
that we will be able to put these Into
effect in the near future. We are quite
sure we will not need the power contained
in this legislation to put into effect what
the people of Western Australia need. Our
policies will protect freehold rights and
all the other advantages which go with
freehold ownership.

The Minister also claimed, when Pre-
senting the legislation, that the McMahon
Government had really brought forward
proposals similar to those which the Whit-
lam Government is bringing forward. I
wish to quote a few words from the Min-
ister's speech, as follows-

It must also be quite obvious that,
had Mr. McMahon's Government re-
mained in power, the legislation we

accord with the Policies that had been
initiated by that Government.

That remark is almost offensive to me. If
we read the submissions, the statements,
and the speeches made in the House of
Representatives, we must agree that there
is no likeness whatsoever. The McMahon
Government recognised the responsibilities
of the States. It offered financial help.
It set up an organisation to evaluate the
Priorities. The intention was that the
Commonwealth Government would give the
States financial help to carry out urban
development. The need for improvement
was recognised, but the McMahon Gov-
ernment certainly did not Intend to cen-
tralise power at Canberra. The organis-
atlon was more in the nature of an advis-
ory group. If any member wants proof of
this he need only read the debates in the
House of Representatives.

We have been told-and I think it was
mentioned in the Press--that the other
States will Introduce legislation similar to
that which has been introduced into this
Parliament. I have read the South Aus-
tralian debates and the Leader of the
Opposition In the South Australian Parlia-
ment was strong In the terms he used
about being told that this is what we, In
Western Australia, would be doing. The
Leader of the Opposition in South Aus-
tralia made a wrong statement by saying
that the legislation was deceitful. He
said it was being held up in the Legis-
lative Council. That was a mistake
in his submission, but he was quite right
In what he said about the legislation.
Consequently that kind of generalisation Is
most misleading Indeed.

As I said before, we cannot see any
reason for believing that the other States
will support land commissions In the form
In which the proposal has been presented
to us-or, for that matter, the other land
legislation.

It must be agreed on this occasion that
the Premier received directions at Surfers
Paradise as to what he was to do in con-
nection with this type of legislation. The
legislation is meant to back up the Federal
Government's urban land policy. I think
the present Government Is Powerless to
resist the Federal Government. L abor
Policy is to hand over planning and de-
velopment to centralised control in Can-
berm. For a long time all members on
this side of the House have agreed that
this is something we will resist with all
our might. In recent times we have heard
a great deal about the Constitution and I
say that this is simply another way of
getting around the Constitution. The Fed-
eral Government will encroach upon what
are now accepted as our responsibilities.
This will be done without changing the
Constitution.

The Minister's introductory speech re-
ferred to Commonwealth Powers and to
what the Commonwealth would be doing.
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I think that this is illustrated in the
speeches and statements made by the
Minister for Urban and Regional Develop-
ment. I would like to refer to Mr. tiren's
second reading speech on the Cities Com-
mission Bill, on the 3rd April, 1973, which
is contained in Hansard No. 5 at page 978.

This is proof of the intentions of the
present Federal Government and It shows
how it contradicts the statements made by
the Minister to the eff ect that this sort of
legislation would have come forward had
Mr. McMahon carried on as Prime Min-
ister. Mr. Urea said-

The reasons for having the Sec-
retary of the Department of Urban
and Regional Development on the
Commission is to ensure a degree of
consistency in policy implementation
between the Department and the
Commission.

We see the control within this statement.
There is no need to elaborate upon the
control and direction intended by -Mr.
Urea. Mr. Urea clearly shows his intent
when one reads his amendment to the
Previous Government's National Urban
and Regional Development Authority Bill.
This is shown in his second reading speech,
from which I would like to quote. I em-
phasise that this was when he was in
Opposition. He said that the Bill should
be withdrawn and redraf ted because in its
present form it creates a mere investigat-
ory body which would have no authority-

(a) to cope with the problems of
urban and regional development;

(b) to deal with the continuing
growth of capital cities and
regional centres and to integrate
plans for transportation and land
use;

(c) to co-ordinate the allocation of
resources which affect urban and
regional development; and

(d) to Implement positive policies to
create new forms of urban living
to overcome the chaos of our
cities, particularly Sydney and
Melbourne.

From that short quote the intentions of
Mr. Uren, the present Minister, can be
seen. Basically, he will be controlling our
development. Mr. Uren made this sta3te-
ment-

In co-operation with the water and
sewerage authorities we will channel
water and sewerage services into the
areas where the Land Commission
propose to develop.

I should think this would be resisted by
many people and authorities. People who
have waited for many years for these ser-
vices will find no regard will be had for
the true priorities under this direction from
the Federal Government. I think we will
see that the Federal Goverrnent will re-
quire the States to so expend their funds
that the States also will give priorities

to the commission areas, and the other
areas will be denuded and put lower down
on the list of priorities,

It is easy to understand why the local
authorities are apprehensive about the
drainage of resources from their own
areas. I thought it was rather farcical
when the Minister said in his second read-
ing speech that the issue of urban de-
velopment in Australia was too big to be
dragged down to the level of party politics
and this has been demonstrated. In this
mea sure we see a total subservience to
Federal Labor Party policy. I believe the
Labor Party has no mandate to intrude
into the constitutional rights of the State.
It has no need to intrude, because it has
been demonstrated that the State has
been handling the problem which this
legislation was brought forward to handle.

We support special legislation for
growth centres, and members will agree
this Is so if they have regard for the
Ewinana development. We support a spec-
ial Act of Parliament being brought before
this House if we are to establish a growth
centre, and certainly if the Federal Glov-
ernment is to be involved its involvement
needs to be subject to this Parliament,

This Salvado development is so far
away from an arangement of that kind
that it just cannot be accepted. The
claim by the Minister that at present
there is no land boom does not do any
credit to this Government. The Govern-
ment responsible for retaining and holding
the land prices so well-and unfortunately
It looks as though the pr-ices are moving
again although we see statements in the
Press by learned gentlemen that the land
boom will burst at any moment-was the
Brand Government, which made such a big
contribution towards controlling the price
of land that the present Government has
had an easy time on this issue. The Tonkin
Government inherited a very sound posit-
ion which had been fought for very dearly
by the Previous Government. In fact. I
believe land prices and availability was
a problem which caused very great concern
to our Previous leader. I know of his per-
sonal participation to ensure that land
prices were stabilised. He resisted the
call of some people for land commis-
slons and other controls. Of course, he
was proved right. The methods he sup-
ported and Introduced were successful, and
this has been recognised by the Minister,
and as I say, the Commissioner of Town
Planning, and others.

One may ask: Why do we have this
legislation for the Salvado development
before us? I am sure others who will use
this issue as their main Item of presenta-
tion will give members all the reasons why
we should not have It. Gentlemen In the
community with a tremendous knowledge
of this subject have submitted that it is
not a feasible concept. Other develop-
ments would be far more preferable.
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Without undertaking a detailed study, one
could say that what the previous Govern-
ment set out to do at Pinjarra could be
continued, and we would have the inter-
action between the Port of Bunbury and
the Ports of Premantle and Kwinana. All
the proposed work at Salvado could be
undertaken In that type of operation.

No feasibility study has been under-
taken, and this shows how little work was
done to present to this Parliament some-
thing satisfactory to support the extreme
powers proposed for the Executive-the
Executive power is absolute, and it will
actually bypass the Parliament. In future,
decisions can be taken through the Execu-
tive to control all the lands of the State.
Therefore. I believe it negates the very
rights of the individual. We have held
very dear the right of appeal, and this
legislation makes no provision for this
right. I am sure no-one in this House, if
given a free vote, would support legisla-
tion which did not contain a right of
appeal in these circumstances.

I have briefly touched on many points
which are dear to us as Liberals, and I
now move through to my conclusion. We
have thought about this matter deeply,
and we have given It every consideration.
One of the outstanding points which re-
mains unanswered is the report on land
tenure. It. has not been presented, and
this should be in front of us before we
proceed with this legislation. The power
given to the Executive is extreme, and the
Political Possibilities of this are frightening.
The way of life enjoyed by Australians can
be destroyed through this legislation.
Through the centralised planning and lack
of Incentive, the end result will be most
unattractive socially. We have seen that
eminent planners In our community ob-
ject to the legislation on that very basis;
they believe the end result will be most
unacceptable.

I always remember the words of the
late town Planner (Mr. John floyd) whom
I held in very high regard, and I am
sure many other members did also. Mr.
Lloyd visited Europe and Russia, and
when he returned I had the opportunity to
speak with him. I said that he must have
found It most enlightening to see the
Planning in Russia because the plan-
ners did not have to worry about the
individual. He conveyed to me that he
believed Russia would have been the
planner's dream, but he found the end
result was most drab and not attractive.
I suggest the same sort of thing will hap-
Pen under this legislation If it Is passed.

Our Policy in regard to land is an exten-
sion of what we have done before. Our
Intentions have been published In the
Press, so I Will not present them in detail
here tonight. We can Point to successful
examples of actions we took in regard to
regional development in the north. I also
refer to the special legislation previously

required for the setting up of Swinana,
Kewdale, and the negotiated development
of Whltfords.-another example of our
Policy and the way it operates. I believe
it is agreed that land prices could be re-
strained through more effcient town plan-
ning, and the limiting of time delays in
department Procedures. I understand
that these delays are responsible for a
high Proportion of the cost of an urban
block of land-up to 25 per cent. in fact.
We would negotiate with the local auth-
orities to speed up the procedure for sub-
divisions.

Another objection to this legislation is
that the Powers of local government will
be taken away. In fact, local government
could be abolished. The Shire of Armadale-
Kelniscott could be Proclaimed a controlled
area, and this would remove that local
authority.

One of the most successful methods used
in the Provision Of serviced land was by the
negotiation of agreements with developers
so that economic development took place.
I would like to say that had we remained
in Government, we would have appointed
a co-ordinator of development who would
have been answerable to Cabinet. I am
sure this would have been an improvement
on the previous system, and it would be a
way to ensure that all the objectives the
Minister seeks to achieve would be achieved
without all these frightening powers being
given to the Executive.

As I said earlier to the Minister, if a
special need arose, special legislation could
be Introduced. It could then be debated
and agreed to by the Parliament, and
this is what should be taking Place now.
We would negotiate with the Common-
wealth Government for finance and assist-
ance to speed up the installation of neces-
sary services, such as water and sewerage,
both for old and new areas. ris would
reduce the cost of infrastructura which Is
carried by the home owner, and It is a
major point.

So many words have been spoken by the
Commonwealth Government that we have
lost our real objective. We have no real
commitments from the Commonwealth
Government. We do not know what the
Commonwealth Government is to contri-
bute. Without the commitments, this leg-
islation means nothing.

I Would like to conclude with these few
words: We oppose the legislation for the
very clear reason that the Minister has
not substantiated his case. In fact, he has
misled the House with his presentations.
We oppose this land grab legislation be-
cause it transfers many personal rights of
people to the Government. We oppose
these Bills because they transfer the pub-
lic rights to local representation to the
Government. We oppose this legislation
because It exterminates local government.
We oppose this legislation because we are
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not prepared to transfer Western Aus-
tralian rights and responsibilities to the
Canberra-based Whitlain ventralised Goy-
ermnent.

We are not prepared to risk our people's
right to borne ownership, to participate in
making their own environment, or to risk
their personal decision on many asijiects
of life which are dear to them, in ex-
change for a land-control system which is
foreign to our Australian way of life,

We oppose the nationalisation of land.
I think by now members may be convinced
that I am stating-

Mr. H. fl. Evans: You have run out of
reading material!

Mr. RUSHTON: -the Opposition oppos-
es this legislation for very valid reasons.
We are not prepared to see these total
powers given to the Government when
there is no need for it. As I said before,
we see this legislation as an enactment
of Federal Government policy and ft adds
up to the nationalisation of land within
Western Australia. I oppose the second
reading.

MR. MENSAROS PFloreat) [9.28 p.m.);
This legislation creates a legal framework
which enables the Government, upon
direction from the central Government in
Canberra and through various instrumen-
talities, to change the whole pattern of
our life in Australia. If the calamity
occurs that this Bill finds its way onto
the Statute book, with one stroke of the
pen it would do away with two of our most
fundamental institutions. First of all, it
would do away with the people's demo-
cratic right of self-determination by way
of elected members of Parliament. Second-
ly, It would do away with the individual's
right to own property without any re-
striction.

This Bill will give an absolute power to
the Executive of the day. It will ignore
Parliament, or perhaps the Government
trusts that by the time the measure may be
Implemented, there will not be any Par-
liament. Ignoring Parliament, it gives
absolute power to interfere with people's
private property and all their rights vested
in such a property.

This Bill, in fact, enables the Executive
of the day to say in a legally valid way,
"Thou shalt not have the right to ac-
quire, to keep and enjoy, to sell, to mort-
gage, or otherwise dispose of any real
property if I so declare." To debate such
a measure Is a sad day in the life of any
member of Parliament.

Let us have a look at the. implications
from the points of view of both a land-
owner and the Government. From the
point of view of the proprietor or land-
owner, the Bill applies to any land, and
any real property-not only urban land,
and urban land to be. This, of course, Is
what the Minister and his masters in

Canberra might say but it is not what the
Bill, as drafted, says. The measure
applies to any land anywhere in the
State. There is no single home; there is
no single block of land; there is no single
piece of farmland that is immune from
the provisions of the Bill.

There is no chance of any prior objec-
tion being made against the secretive
plans of what is claimed to be an open
Government. All the preparations can be
done secretly behind closed doors, and by
appointed and not elected people under
the direction and supervision of the Can-
berra Government, and the decree can be
announced suddenly. There is no appeal
against any such decree to anyone let
alone to any legal authority, The dictum of
Big Brother Is final. The Individual is
subject to absolute, unrestricted power.

If we look at this from the point of
view of the Executive there is no cumber-
some restriction whatsoever. .It does not
have to bother to look up any law provi-
sions; it can do just as it likes. There is
no interference by Parliament in any way.
in fact it virtually says, "To bell with the
people's representatives." There is no
need to show the purpose of the resump-
tion; none whatsoever. There is absolute
security, in that, whatever the decision of
the Executive or Its instrumentalities may
be, whatever the bureaucracy decides, it
will not be bothered by any objections.
There is no provision in this legislation
under which the decision taken by the
Executive or any instrumentality can be
reversed-despite the fact that such pro-
visions arc spelt out in other legislations-
by a legal process of appeal.

The value of compensation, which I
deem is the only grain of seeming decency
left in the measure, is established In such
a devious way-even if we consider the
Minister's proposed amendment-that so
far as the Executive Is concerned it Is a
question of "heads I win and tails you
lose".

There is a set date for the valuation
which originally was not specified in the
drafting of the Bill, and it could have
been backdated 100 years--that is,. accord-
ing to the provision contained in the Bill.
However, the Minister now proposes to
amend that to make the time three months
before the decree. The property Is then
frozen completely. There are no more
transfers; nio more Inheritances; no more
mortgages; no more leases; or any other
moves that can be taken by the owner.
It can then be resumed at any time in
accordance with the originual provisions
contained in the Bill. As the Minister now
proposes to amend this provision it can
be resumed within seven years unless, of
course, a new order Is issued which can be
done over and over again. There is
no restriction in regard to the Issue
of a new order. This can be done
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at the Pleasure of the Executive. So In
fact even the amendment is only eyewash
from the point of view of the time limit.

The Government can then pay for the
land whenever it Is convenient for it so
to do. This can be done at a time when,
through inflation, the original value of the
land, plus even a small Interest rate, Is not
worth anything. At this point I am not
clear whether the proposed amendment
which is on the notice paper would mean
a compounded Interest rate or a simple
rate of Interest. I do not think the
amendment spells this out, either. How-
ever, that Is by the way. Should by any
chance the value of the land depreciate
then, of course, the Executive does not
take the property. The owner has been
placed In the position that he can do
nothing with his land and if it has de-
preciated, as against the usual tendency
of appreciation, the Executive simply says,
"No, we do not want it." So. as I said
previously, it is a case of "heads I win
and tails you lose".

The Minister, of course, will be quite
ready, if he cares to comment on what
I have said, to say that I am exaggerating.
He will probably go on to say that there
Is a schedule to the other Bill; the Govern-
ment will apply the provisions of the Bill
only to land which will be created an
urban area. However, this is not what the
Bill provides. In fact, an ambitious Execu-
tive, through its instrumentalities which
are spelt out in the two measures which
are complementary to this one, could In-
dulge in the biggest land. speculation
racket of all time under the provisions of
this measure. This cannot be denied If
we read the Bill and -we are dealing with
the Bill and not with the second reading
speech or any announcements relating to
the measure.

Also these provisions by their sheer
existence, even if not applied, will create
ccmplete lack of security; indeed a chaotic
situation will be created in regard to credit
transactions with securities In real pro-
perty as we know them today. I would
suggest that all banks and all lending
institutions should take notice that, in
effect, this legislation offers no freehold
landowner anywhere in Western Australia
any degree of certainty whatsoever as to
the future of his landholding. In effect,
the owner will no longer have a fee simple
as we know it in Australian or British law.

I submit, from my own experience, that
the potential of what can be done under
this legislation is worse than what Pre-
vails under the existing situation in many
of the communist countries behind the
iron curtain I know of. I know that there.
uinder a self-confessed Communist Party
regime, everyone is allowed to own one
home unit in the city or at the place
,where he works and, in addition to this, he

Is entitled to own one more property some-
where in the country. Admittedly he is
not allowed to acquire anything more, hut
at least In those two properties he has
security as much as the laws of a com-
munist country mean by security.

Mr. Hartrey: He would be In a much
better position than many a man in a
capitalistic country.

Mr. MENSAROS: I cannot hear w-hat
the member for Boulder-Dundas Is say-
Ing.

Mr. Hartrey: The man in the communist
country behind the Iron curtain Is In a
much better position than the average
man In a capitalistic country; he does not
have a home in the city and one In the
country.

Mr. MENSAROS: Under the provisions
of this Bill land can be taken away from
an owner at any time. The member for
Boulder-Dundas knows that. Therefore I
submit that security offered under the
provisions of this measure Is less than
that given to a person living in a :M.m-
munist country.

One other notable and very tinteresting
feature of the Bill Is that It goes far beyond
the joint statement of the Federal and
State Ministers which was only recently
tabled In this H-ouse as paper No. 468.
Each page of that document bears the
Initials of the Federal and State Ministers.
Indeed It is signed by those Miisters. If
we examine that document, It states that
land Price stabilisatlon. should indicate-

Ii) how land to be subject to land
Price stabilisation will be Identi-
fled;,

This Is not done at all In any of the three
measures at Present before the House. i
continue to quote from this document--

(11) the maximum period for which it
will be affected.

This is not in the Bill but is in one of
the amendments the Minister has placed
on the notice paper relating to the time
limit of seven years. As I pointed out re-
fore, notwithstanding the fact that the
Minister has Issued an order he carn Issue
another before the expiration of the seven
years and this can go on progreisslvely.
Quoting further from this document-

(lii) the way in which the price or
value at which It is to be stablillsed
Is calculated.

This is not Indicated In the Bill, either,
except that It provides that the Govern-
ment can nominate a particular day and.
of course, can pay for the land when-
ever it likes.

However this statement goes further,
and I quote-

A two-stage site determination pro-
cess is envisaged, and the legislation
should parallel this process:
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The document then goes on to say-
-where urban growth Is being con-
sidered by the Western Australian
Government, it should be urclaimed
as a "study area"

The SPEAKER: I must ask members
to be quiet.

Mr. MENSAROS: Then a period of 18
months elapses and after that there should
be an Identification of a designated site
for a maximum period of 10 years. This
provision Is not contained In the Bill.
either. The document goes on further to
state, regarding compensation-

... compensation being paid at the
fonmula price the calculation of wvhich
is Provided for in the land price
stabilisation legislation...

I cannot see a provision to thaL effect In
the Bill, either. Of course one cauld read
through the whole document, but it is
fitting to say that the Minis-ter went much
further than this joint statemient would
have wanted him to go according to what
one can kindly call an agreement between
his Federal counterpart and himself.*

The legislation is most objectionable to
everyone who appreciates its contents.
Replying to a question asked by the mem-
ber for Dale not so long ago, the Minister
supplied a list of associations and in-
dividuals who objected strougly to the
measure. I asked a subsequun". question
and the Minister could not supply a single
name of an Individual or asscciatlon who
would be supporting the measu-re. I asked
If there were any individuals or associa-
tions who supported the measure and
the answer I received was "No."

The answer was that not a single in-
dividual or association approved. What I
am concerned about is how many people
understand the real meaning and impli-
cation of the Bill. The. people of Aus-
tralia are lucky to have lived all the time
with a security of tenure of land
and it is very hard for them to imagine
that any legislation would have such far-
reaching provisions as the legislation be-
fore us. I submit the same applies to the
media. It is tremendously hard for them
to imagine that such things exist; but I
suggest that they read the Bill, which is
very short, and if they do they will see that
every word I am saying is absolutely true.

As I said, my fear is that people will
not know what is in the legislation and
will not know that it is absolutely re-
strictive regarding any property anywhere.

I can assure the Minister that a great
number of first-generation. Immigrants-_
if the message reaches them, and some of
them it has reached-will be vehemently
opposed to the legislation because they
came to this country for the security of
tenure in land. They came from either
behind the iron curtain where land, in
many cases, was taken from them or con-
fiscated, or from other parts of the world

where a whole life's toll could not earn
a decent Income to enable the purchase of
a dwelling house f or the family.

Most of the people came here and
worked very bard. The first thing they
acquired was a home for themselves, very
often before a car, washing machine, or
fridge. Now the property of these people
is in jeopardy and no amount of talking
can convince me otherwise, because I am
dealing with the provisions In the Bill-
not with some company's statement or
endeavours, but about what is printed in
the piece of paper before us.

Let us consider the position of the
farmers. According to law they have the
same right to property as anyone else, but
the property means more to them because
it is part of their existence. Th combina-
tion with their labour It is essential for
their living, but now their property wini be
in jeopardy too. It will not be subject
only to the elements, as has always been
the case, but also to the whim of the
Executive which, with one stroke of the
pen, can take it away from them or freeze
it entirely.

We can see wider Implications. Do not
let us think only of the man who owns
the house in which he lives and which he
may have built and made comfortable for
himself. Let us consider the commercial
transactions which will be affected and
all the various other aspects concerning
property. The legislation could throw the
whole business security into chaos. People
use their property for security, in order
to acquire loans. As soon as it is announced
that the property is controlled, without
any previous warning or any other rights
from the point of view of the owner, the,
property will be frozen, and how then will
the people. get money, especially if they
are in small businesses which they own?
I submit that a final implication is that
ultimately the Government will be the
r'nly entrepreneur in the whole of the
State.

One might mention a few legal details
which, from the point of view of the
principle, are not so important, but they
are worth mentioning as an indication of
what the Bll can do. It ignores the right
which has been established here and in
the United Kingdom, of the public to
Participate in planning schemnes. We
know that planning proposals under the
present provisions of our Acts are displayed
and there are ways by which taxpayers
and ratepayers can object to them. Also
appeals can be made. However. thpse
rights will be taken sway. No Previous
consultation will be held and no previous
notice will be given to those involved. It
will all be done in secrecy behind closed
doors.

The right of the landowner to know
what the Proposed Plan is before resurnp-
Lion takes place will be taken away. In
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the United Kingdom, before such a re-
sumption occurs for urban development,
the resumption can be challenged in
Parliament, There Is no question of that,
of course.

The Bill also gives an entire blanket
power to the Government to take land for
no specific purpose. At present under the
Public Works Act the reasons must be
given for resumption, but under the legis-
lation before us no reason whatever is
necessary.

Also the right to expect and get com-
pensation at the time the resumption takes
place is niot included. As I said beftore,
the Bill contains no time limit. One can
watt for seven years and the Government
will choose whether It takes the land If
the value appreciates or leaves it if the
value depreciates, whichever is the better
for it, There is no reference to Parlia-
ment,

I do niot wish to deal with the othe.-
measures under which there Is no reference
to local authorities either. There Is no
certainty whatever in any tenure of land.
I realise, and again say, that If be cares
to, the Minister will say that my imagin-
ation is running riot, but I repeat that we
are not discussing any sugar coating, We
are discussing the pill Inside which, in this
case, Is spelt with a "B". Our duty is to
indicate the Implications of the Bill's pro-
visions and I only hope that the implica-
tions will somehow be noticed by the people
with the help of the media. As I have said,
people will only have to read the measure
to know its Implications.

If It Is stated that the Bill has been
introduced in order to provide cheap land
for housing, what is the State Housing
Commission for? The fact that the Fed-
eral Government recently provided under
another measure certain stricter conditions
for Housing Commission houses is no ex-
cuse. The State Housing Commission is a
proper way to provide housing for the less
affluent people and not this legislation
which can affect every property in the
State.

I submit that except for dedicated or
idealistic. communists, or a few lazy people,
no-one will support the legislation If its
provisions are known. If the legislation
were accepted, what would be next-control
of shares and control of businesses?
Ownership of property has been the most
sacrosanct of cur rights and freedoms, but
under the Bill this will be controlled or1
taken from us. As I said, If the public
know what the provisions are In the Bill
then my opposition is entirely superfluous
because the Minister will find that no-one
will support it. With this thought I oppose
the Bill violently.

MR. GILAYDEN (South Perth) [9.55 p.mn.]:
Earlier this evening the member for Dale
spoke on the legislation for one hour 40
minutes and during that time I was rather
curious to notice that he barely glanced

at a note. Without any ques';on i;t .all f he
honourable member is the most knowledge-
able Person on the subject in this House,
and I say that without any Intention to
reflect on the Myinister -who, because of
his Portfolios, Is an extremely busy man.
However, the member for Dale has been
studying the legislation since It was intro-
duced or, Indeed, first mooted. He is an
authority on It and no-one in this State
has a better knowledge of it. This was
evidenced by the fact that he was able
to speak for one hour 40 minutes almost
without glancing at his notes. I mention
this to Indicate and emphasise the In-
justice of the charge made the other
day.

The SPEAKER: I do not think this has
anything to do with the Bill.

Mr. GRAYDEN: The impiication was
that the member for Dale bad to iead his
speech. I have made the poi because I
feel It should be made.

The legislation before us is the mnust
iniquitous, Infamous-

Mr. Hartrey: Diabolical!
Mr. May: Nationalistic!
Mr. GRAYDEN:- -soialst-orientated

legislation-
Mr. May: I did not think we were deal-

ing with the Mining Bill!
Mr. GRAYDEN: I will have s omething

to say about the Mining Bill iater.
Mr. Hartrey: What about.-
The SPEAKER: Order! Th ;iaember

for Boulder-Dundas is not In his seat.
Mr. GRAYDEN: I repeat that this Is -.he

most iniquitous, infamous, socialist-
orientated legislation that has ever been
Introduced Into the Western Australian
Parliament. Indeed, I will go fnr~her and
say that It Is the most Infamous. In-
iquitous, and socialist-orientated legisia-
tion that has ever been introduced In an
Australian Parliament. It Is as simple and
cut and dried as that.

Earlier the member for Floreat told us,
from his vast experience of what goes on
behind the iron curtain, that legislation of
this kind did not obtain even In Iron
curtain countries;, and that statrnerzt is of
significance. I hope it is published through-
out Western Australia because it can be
substantiated and Is a good indication of
the nature of the legislation before us. It
sums it up perfectly. The iron curtain
countries would not be game, after having,
endured communism for all those years.
to Introduce legislation of this kind. That
was virtually the statement he made and.
as I have said, it is a good indication of.
the nature of the leglslation before us.

Why is it before us? This is the ques-
tion I want answered and I think it could
be answered simply. On the 4th October
a statement of significance to this State
and the country appeared In The West
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Australian. It was headed, "Labour plans of democracy and this measure has been
U.K. controls". That is the understate- Introduced Into the House by a Labor Gay-
ment of the year. The article reads- erment,

The British opposition Leader, Mr Let us examine what the provisions of
Harold Wilson, yesterday outlined the Bill will do to the Individual in West-
plans for a far-reaching extension of ern Australia. It will affect 10 basic rights
State ownership and financial controls which are enjoyed by the citizens of this

tha wold ranfor Brtai's con State at the moment. Those rights willtha wold ranfor Brtai's co- be forfeited If this legislation becomes law.
omy over the next generation. Firstly, if land is to be controlled the

He said that a Labour Government citizens of this State will be denied the
would take over British ports. North basic right of parliamentary protection.
Sea gas and oil, aircraft, shipbuilding We know we have passed land Bills in-
and allied industries, pharmaceuticals, this Parliament in the past, but they have
machine tools, construction firms and been for specific purposes. They have
road transport. involved the resumption of land for

industrial areas, such as at SwinaniaHe foreshadowed State entry into and Canning Vale. Even In those specific
the field of merchant banking and Instances a time limit has been imposed
hinted at financial checks on the ton- but that will not happen under the pro-
don Stock Exchange and commodity visions of the legislation now before us.
markets. So, the first basic right to be lost by the

Labour leaders estimate that the citizen, it his land Is resumed or controlled,
takeovers, if carried out, would bring Is that of parliamentary protection.
nearly four-fifths Of Britain's economy When control is applied there wil be no
under State management 01. guidance, right of Immediate compensation; that
compared with about one-fifth at right will go by the board. Certainly, the
present. But they said that tile pro- Minister has placed some amendments on
gramme could not be accomplished in the notice paper limiting the control of

ful intheliftim ofa sngl fie-land to a period of seven years during
year Parhlimet.m fasnlie which time the person occupying itYearPariamntmay obtain permission to do some-

That statement appeared in Thre West thing with it, but no compensation will be
Australi an on the 4th October. -1 think paid until the land is actually resumed.
I can recall saying, at that time, that it Then the valuation date can be backdated,
was a blueprint for the Labor Party in notwithstanding the amendment proposed
Australia. In both the Federal and the by the Minister who is in charge of the
State spheres. Invariably, what transpires Bill. That is the second right which the
In the British Labour Party eventually takes individual will lose.
place here. There is a time lag but in The third right the Individual will lose
this particular case I have been waiting If his land is controlled will be the right
for the first manifestation of the inpie- to deal in his own property without Gov-
mentation. of that Labor grab blueprint. erment permission. The fourth right the
I think the legislation we now have before individual will lose when control is applied
us is the first real manifestation of its will be that the unfettered use of the land
implementation in Western Australia. will no longer remain his prerogative.

The Labor Party In this State is gig Also, there will be no certainty of land
gig tenure for city, suburban, or rural proper-out of its way to socialise land on a grand ties. It will not matter whether the pro-

scale. I repeat: It Is the first real mani- etIsiSohPrhM.Lwy elfestation we have had-if not the first the ple, ry in Soth Peunrhy. Laey Mel-rit
most sweeplng-of this gradual irrpleinen- v ie or i in ted oun tr Thev b auhrit
tatlon of Federal and State Labor control,. hc ti neddt e pwl eal
I consider it to be one aspect of a far- simply to declare an area to be controlled.

reahin exenson f tat owersip nd and nothing need be done with that land
reingextesionrof Shchtte onerhipean for several years. it will eventually be
Plans to implement in this State during rsmdi h uhrt odsrs
the next decade. The sixth right which the individual will

This Bill is, of Course, the very anti- lose is that he will have no right to an
thesis of democracy. We have heard quite explanation regarding the reason for his
a lot from Labor Politicians about the land being controlled or resumed. The
quality of life. However, one of the in, ___zcventh right to be lost is that there will
dispensible ingredients of a life of quality he no right of appeal against the control
Is freedom. This Is epitornised by the or resumption. This provision wilt be
system of land tenure we have in this modified slightly, apparently, by way of
State. As I have said, this Bill Is the very amendment but it remains to be seen
antithesis of democracy-the basic re- whether or not the amendment will be ac-
qirement of democracy being that the OeIpted.
rights of Individuals must be protected. The eighth right to be lost is that the

This Bill will deprive the individual of individual will be denied participation in
every right of any consequence In respect planninga in land control or resumption.
of land. I repeat: This is the antithesis The ninth right to be lost is that of a
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ratepayer. When a corporation takes
over, as is suggested in respect of the Sal-
vado development, the ratepayers will lose
their rights. The final right to be lost,
is the right to take legal action in respect
of a situation involving covenants. That
right will be forfeited.

So it will be seen that 10 individual
rights which at present are enjoyed by
Western Australians will be forfeited if
this legislation comes into existence. The
people in this State will be placed in the
position of waking up one morning and
finding that their land or their homes,
whether it is city or rural property, have
been placed on the controlled list. When
an area becomes controlled all authority
in respect of it will be lost by the owners.
The owners will not be able to mortgage
the property and they will not be able to
sell it; they will be able to do virtually
nothing without permission.

That will be the situation. The people
concerned will be handicapped to that
extent. We have, in the past, had ex-
perience of various forms of legislation
'which have provided for the resumption of
land. invariably, the resumptions have
been carried out in a way which has pro-
tected the rights of individuals as far as
possible. As I mentioned earlier some of
the legislation has provided for specific
areas to be set aside, and it has usually
dealt with relatively small areas.

I can recall that during 1946 and early
1947 there was tremendous criticism in
this State as a consequence of resumptions
which were taking place under a Labor
Government. To my astonishment several
thousand resumptions took place in the
course of two or three years. Members
might be of the opinion that if this legis-
lation is Passed the resumptions which
will occur will be occasional. However,
I repeat that in 1945-46, and during the
first month of 1947, literally thousands
of resumptions took place.

Some of those resumptions occasioned
extreme hardship. The legislation was sub-
sequently altered. What the present
Labor Government now intends to do will
certainly set the clock back to the situa-
tion which obtained in 1945-46, and during
the first month of 1947. The present Gov-
ernment will go infinitely further and re-
sume land on a grand scale.

I will give an illustration of what oc-
curred in 1946 in respect of one of my
constituents. I refer to a Mr. Hudson-
Taylor who, at the present time, lives in
Labouchere Road. South Perth. In 1938
that man decided to buy a block of land
for each of his elder children, so he pur-
chased two blocks in South Perth.

Mr. Hudson-Taylor held the land and*
paid rates an the blacks, but immediately
the war ended in 1946 the State Housing
ConmIssion, which then had powers of re-
sumption approache 'd hini and offered him
£30 for each block. He had alrebdy snort-

gaged the blocks to the extent of approxi-
mately £250, or $600 for the two. Obviously
the bank thought the blocks were of good
value because he had a mortgage on each
of them. However, as I have said, the State
Housing Commission off ered him only $60
for each block.

Mr. Hudson-Taylor refused the offer of
$60 because he knew the blocks were worth
several times that amount. The Public
Works Department which was the resum-
ing authority, then went to Mr. Hudson-
Taylor's bank-the department did not
deal with him any longer because he had
refused the offer of $00-and took out
the title deeds.

The titles wvere transferred on two dif-
ferent dates, the first one going through
In 1946 and the second on the 24th Janu-
ary, 1947. The latter was transferred to
the Workers' Homes Board, which was the
forerunner of the State Housing Commis-
sion. The board then went ahead and
built a home on the block of land. The
board had not paid Mr. Hudson-Taylor for
the block but went ahead and built the
home.

On the 2nd October, 1951, the State
Housing Commission sold the home to
George Sylvester Mayberry. He was very
fortunate to get the home at that time
because they were relatively scarce. How-
ever, he obviously did not deserve to get
that home because three months later
he sold it to Mr. Thomas Edward Diver.
That sale took place on the 14th January,
1952-only three months after he pur-
chased the home.

The new owner also realised that one
could make a lot of money out of buying
and selling homes because, even though he
had been allocated a State Housing Com-
mission home, he sold it one month later,
on the 28th February, 1952, to Mr. William
Henry Johnston. So between October,
1951, and the 28th February, 1952, the
home changed hands three times. It was
subsequently transferred again on the 8th
May, 1953, and on the 15th February.
1957.

In this case, a block was resumed fromn
an individual by the Public Works Depart-
ment, one of whose officers went to the
bank, took the deeds, and handed themi
over to the Workers' Homes Board, which
built a house on the block. The house
was allotted to a person who sold it within
three months, and the next owner sol)d
it within a month. They all made a profit
out of it. What happened to the original
owner? He has still not been paid. Mr.
Hudson-Taylor, who lives in Labouclxre
Road, Comno, bought these blocks for his
own children in 1938. and they were re-
sumed under those circumstances.

Mr. B. T. Burke: Why did he not go to
his member of Parliament?

Mr. GRAYDEN: He did manny thing-s.
First of all, he wrote to the Minister-
who was a Labor Minister-and did not
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receive a reply. The iniquitous part of
it was that even though the block was
resumed under those circumstances. it
changed hands several times when a house
was built on it, and all the. people who
had it subsequently made a very big profit,
while the poor original owner from whom
the block was resumed had still not been
paid for it, That is the point I am making.

To add insult to injury, in 1952, when
Mr. 'Hudson-Taylor was struggling with
his own home, an estate agent came along
and offered him the house which was built
on his own block of land and had not
been paid for.

The other block of land was also In
George Street, and again the owner was
offered $60 for it. It was transferred to
him on the 13th March, 1938. H~e obtained
a mortgage on it on the 25th August, 1944.
Under the Public Works Act it was resumed
on the 29th November, 1948, for a depot
for the South Perth Road Board. On the
29th October, 1948, it was resumed for the
State Housing Commission and was vested
in the commission. On the 13th June,
1954, it was handed back to the South Perth
Road Board for a sump, which I understand
is not necessary. It is still a sump but.
again, that individual has net been paid.

I am pointing out what can happen to
average citizens in this country when we
have sweeping legislation of this kind-
legislation which will enable authorities
to resume city Properties, suburban homes.
and rural properties, and virtually do wblat
they like with those properties.

Someone asked me why the person con -
cerned did not complain to his member
of Parliament. He was not up in the world
in that respect at the time. He did not
think he could solve anything by going
to his local member-I do not know who
the local member was at that time. How-
ever. he wrote to the Minister when the
land was resumed and he did not receive
a reply.

When the Parliamentary Commissioner
was appointed, an announcement was pub-
lished In the Press to the effect that people
who wanted to take up matters with him
should do so before a certain time. So on
the 8th November, 1072. Mr. Hudson-Ta~ylor
wrote to the Parliamentary Commissioner
as follows--

Please be advised that I intend to
lodge a claim for compensation for
land compulsorily taken from me, being
Lots 56 and 69 on Plan 6085/5348
Swan Location 39.

This letter is intended to lodge a
Claim before the date of expiry being
the 11th November. 1972.

Then followed a great deal of correspon-
dence between the Parliamentary Commis-
sioner and Mr. Hudson-Taylor. I consider
the Parliamentary Commissioner did every-
thing he could. He contacted various de-

partments and was extremely polite In
his replies. I will read some extracts from
a letter Mr. Hudson-Taylor wrote to the
Parliamentary Commissioner. It will give
some idea of what the situation was when
the land was resumed. He wrote-

In early 1946 1 received advice from
the State Housing Commission that
they were going to resume my land
and offered me the sum of 030 each
for them. I wrote saying I wanted to
retain them and indicating that their
valuation was not acceptable. However
on August the 6th 1946 they went to
my bank and took possession of the
deeds. At this time I was ant elected
member for the West Ward of what
is now the City of South Perth.

I feel to do my claim Justice It is
necessary to outline my very difficult
position. My family responsibilities
consisted of a wife and four children.
2 girls and 2 boys. We also had living
with us my wife's aunt aged 85 for
whom we felt responsible, my wife
being her nearest relative. My resi-
dence was at 14 Gardner Street. Coma
which we rented while waiting for a
permit to build our awn home applica-
tion for which I had already lodged
with the State Housing Commission
in 1945 or 1946. In early 1952 I re-
ceived advice from the owner of the
Gardner Street house that he wanted
the house for his son and he gave mo
notice to quit. At this time housing
was very scarce and practically im-
possible to obtain. However at this
same time I received a permit to build,
Issued by the State Housing Commis-
sion for whic h I had made application
some six years before. When I re-
ceived notice from Mr. Glare, the
owner of the Gardner Street house he
gave me a time limit of three months.
which from memory was to June 30th,
1952. I had my plans and a builder
teed up. The architects were Duncan,
Steven & Mercer and the builder P.
Bessell-Brown, Although I received
the building permit from the S.H.C.
In January or February, owing to the
shortage of bricks and labour no pro-
gress was made on my new home.
At the beginning of June, when still
no building materials were available
I again wrote to Mr. Clare telling himn
of MY difficulty.

To add to my housing difficulties
MY business which was In Motor Trucks
and Crawler Tractors was crippled
overnight by the "Horror Budget" of
June, 1952. Had the title deeds of
these blocks still been In my bank
I would have had these as security to
help my business through this most
difficult time..

As a means of valuation at this
period it will be noted that for a short
Period a mortgage of £251 17s. 3d. was

5203



5204 IAS8EMBLY.I

registered against block 31.... A block
which Years later the 51.0.. paid me
£30. (Note all figures quoted are in
pounds. which was the currency in
vogue at this time.)

In order to keep a house over our
heads I was forced to sell my block in
Mill Point Road with foundations and
37.000 bricks on it for £1,750. With
this money I paid a deposit on the
house In which I still live at 136
Labouchere Road, Coma.

While I was looking for a house a
land agent called upon me and asked
me to go with him to inspect a suitable
four beciroomed house in South Perth.
I went with him and he took me to the
corner of Collins and George Streets.
He showed me my block with a house
built on It by the State Housing Comn-
mission and said "you can have this
house for £4,800. At this time in 1952
1 still had not been paid the £30 by
the 8.11.0. for this block...

A resuming authority went to this man's
bank and took the title deeds, even though
he had a mortgage on them. As a c0o2-
sequence, he had to sell another block on
which he was building a home; his
business was crippled, he lost the two
blocks he. had bought for his children;
and he has still not been paid. I. am
taking the opportunity on this particular
Bill to make a plea to the Government to
Investigate this matter with a view to
compensating Mr. Hudson-Taylor of 136
Labouchere Road, Como. If the Minister
requires any further Information, he can
obtain It from the Parliamentary Com-
mnissioner.

The SPEAKER: I do not think this has
anything to do with the Bill.

Mr. GRAYDEN: With due re-spect, I
think it has, Mr. Speaker, because this
Is the sort of thing that happened when
we had harsh legislation in respect of res-
umptions in 1948 and 1947. 1 mentioned
earlier that at that particular time several
thousand resumptions took place. Many
of them were of this nature. The legisla-
tion was subsequently altered for the ex
press purpose of protecting the tights of
the individual.

With the legislation now before the
House we are brushing away all the pro-
gress that has been made. We are not
only reverting to the situation that pre-
vailed previously; we are going infinitely
further. We are Introducing legislation
which will cause on a grand scale a
repetition of the type of thing I have Just
instanced. When I first rose I said that
in my opinion this was the most in-
famous, Iniquitous, socialistic legislation
that had ever been introduced into this
House. Without question, that Is the situa-
tion. There can be absolutely no doubt
about it.

I wonder how members on the Gov-
ernment side would feel If they woke tip
one day and found the family home In
which they had lived throughout their life
had been resumed; or how they would
feel If they had properties which had
been handed down from generation to
generation and one day they found those
properties being controlled with the ultim-
ate object of resumption. I wonder how
those who have businesses would feel If
control was Introduced for seven years
and they were restricted In what they
could do during that period, even though
It had taken a lifetime to accumulate the
money to buy the property; or if they were
planning something for their children's
future or for their retirement, and their
right to it was to be taken away or fetter-
ed under those circumstances.

In the past we have had legislation for
the purpose of resuming industrial areas,
for instance. That Is reasonable provided
the resumption Is for a specific purpose
and provided It comes olero this House
for parliamentary approval. 'That is a
different proposition. However, In this case
It Is proposed to set up a conmimission and
do a dozen things which are foreign to
the system of private ownership which we
know in Australia.

As the member for Fic-reat mentioned
earlier, there are features of this Bill
which would not be seen In the legisla-
tion of countries behind the iron curtain.
What an Indictment of legislation that is!
The statement was not made idly. It was
made by someone who has had wvide ex-
perience behind the iron curtain. When
he went back a year ago he was per-
mitted to stay in the country for six
days. I have not discussed It with him,
but he Is in a position to say that In the
iron curtain countries of which he was
aware legislation of this kind did not
exist.

Is not that an indictment which would
shame any democratic person in this coun-
try, let alone a democratic Government?
How can the Government introduce legis-
lation of that kind and at the same time
talk about the quality of life? Where is
the quality of life? What Is the purpose
of quality of life If we In Australia cannot
retain our freedom and If we cannot have
some rights to our own Properties? That
is the very basis of the free enterprise
system in this country. It Is the very basis
of the democracy that we know. The
Government Is transplanting in its place
something which is completely foreign to
our conception of democracy.

In those circumstances I cannot for the
life of me understand why the Government
is serious stout the legislation. Has it in-
troduced the measures at the behest of
some left-wing unions or left-wing trade
union leaders? Is that the answer?

Mr. Bertram: It is probably a consnirney.
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Mr. GRAYDflI: Is that the reason the
measures have been at the bottom of the
notice paper ever since they were intro-
duced? It would seem to be so. It is ex-
traordinary for a Grovernment to introduce
legislation of this kind and to leave it on
the notice Paper for all these months and
then to bring it forward only a couple
of weeks before the House is expected to
go into recess, Is the Government ashamed
of the legislation? Has the legislation been
foisted upon it? I think it has. The
significant aspect is that the Government
is prepared to accept outside dictation and
is prepared to bow to pressure and to in-
troduce legislation of this kind.

Mr. Hutchinson: And pressure from the
Commonwealth Government.

Mr. GRAYDEN:. Yes. We have had
plenty of experience in this House of how
the State Government wilts whenever there
is any pressure from the Commonwealth
Government. In fact, It need not even be
pressure; the Commonwealth Government
need only provide an indication and the
State Government will immediately con-
form.

Mr. B. T. Burke: You cannot even have
cabs on Your tractors.

Mr. GRAYDEN: The fault in respect of
that matter lies with the Commonwealth
Government; but I do not think the
Speaker will allow us to discuss that.

This legislation is iniquitous in the ex-
treme, It Is Infamous in the extreme, and
It Is socialistic in the extreme. To call it
socialistic Is, of course, the understatement
of the year. One should describe it In
much harsher terms. However. I will not
Pursue that. I did not rise to cover the
legislation in its entirety; I merely wanted
to Protest against the loss of Individual
rights which will occur if the measures
become law. I have Instanced 10 rig .hts,
none of which can be disputed. The People
of Western Australia will have those rights
forfeited if this legislation is placed on
the Statute book.

It is unthinkable that It should be Placed
on the Statute book;, it is foreign to the
democratic manner in which we live:. and
when the people of this State realise pre-
cisely What is in the legislation, that will
be the end of the Bills. I only hope that
whilst the debate is taking place the maxi-
mum amount of publicity will be given to
it. Certainly it will not be given publicity
at this time of the evening, but I hope that
when the legislation goes to the LegislaL-
tive Council it will be given adequate pub-
licity because when the people of this
State realise what is in the measures then
as far as I em concerned that will be the
end of the legislation.

MR. THOMPSON (Darling Range)
[10.35 p.m.]: When these three Bills were
left for so long on the notice Paper I as-

sumed that the Government had taken
notice of the representations of. and the
concern expressed by, people throughout
the community in respect of what is in-
tended. When introducing the Bills the
minister quoted two or three cases which
he said were precedents which justified
what the Government intends to do under
the legislation. He referred to the land
which was acquired by a previous Liberal
Government to establish an industrial area
at Kwinana. He also cited land that was
similarly acquired for an industrial arca
In Kewdale, and in that case an authority
known as the Kewdale Development Au-
thority was established to develop the
area. However, there is no parallel at all
between what previous Liberal Govern-
ments. have done and what the present
Government proposes to do In respect of
land.

In the case of the Ewinana and Welsh-
pool land it was obvious that the price of
land would increase ats at result of the
Government's involvement In those areas.
It was also obvious that it would be the
responsibility of the Government to make
land available at a reasonable cost In order
to attract industries to this State. So the
land was acquired In the interests of all
the people of Western Australia and made
available to industry at a price which was
realistic and was not Inflated as a result
of the activities of the Government.

There is no parallel at all between that
and the case of the 80.000 acres north of
Perth in the Wanneroo area, and the land
north of Geraldton, which the Government
proposes to acquire; because the Govern-
ment intends to freeze the land and to
Say to its owners, "Hands off this; one
day it will be ours." This Bill and the
other two which we have yet to debate
are further steps towards breaking down
the powers of this Parliament. They re-
present further steps towards the central-
ism which we have seen developing at a.
greater pace over the past few months.
It is proposed that the administration of
land will be controlled by bureaucrats in
Canberra who are remote tram the people
who will live in these areas if the Govern-
ment has its way.

Local government will be overlooked by
this proposed measure. A nonelected cor-
poration will be set up to administer the
areas which will be placed under Its con-
trol. Whilst speaking about local govern-
ment, I would like to refer to the proposals
of the Commonwealth to establish local
government regions. I believe the two
matters are related. It is intended that
there will be a region known as the Perth
region which will incorporate a number of
local authorities which extend from Moora
to Boddington, and include those in the
metropolitan area.

The SPEAKER: I do not think this
legislation covens that.
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Mr. THOMPSON: Mr. Speaker, the same
region Includes the Wannerco area in
which the Government has indicated it
intends to excise 80.000 acres from the
local authorities of Wanneroo and Gingin.
In this way the Commonwealth Govern-
ment will ignore the State Parliament; and
it will administer the area from Canberra.

Recently in this House I referred to a
submission made by nine local authorities.
including the Shires of IXalamunda, Mun-
daring, and Armadale-EKelmscOtt, with re-
spect to being recognised as a division for
the purpose of making application for
funds to the recently reconstituted Grants
Commission. Innumerable problems have
been experienced in those outer metro-
politan areas, and particularly in respect
of the development of land. A great many
people have gone to live in these desirable
residential areas.

I submit that the activities of the local
authorities in the outer metropolitan area
have been extremely responsible. Their
approach to town planning has been a
responsible one. I fail to see how the State
Government can even contemplate intro-
ducing legislation of this type when one
considers the way in which land has been
developed in the outer metropolitan area
and made available to the public. I sub-
mit that this or any other Government
which tries to develop lanid in the manner
proposed under this legislation will not
be able to make the land available as
cheaply or as attractively as is being done
at present.

I believe serviced residential land in
some of the outer metropolitan areas is as
reasonably priced as it could possibly be
under the existing arrangements. The
Government has Indicated that by secur-
ing large areas of land at a low cost it
will be able to service the land and put
it on the market at prices considerably
below those at which land is presently
available. I strongly dispute that because
there is nothing surer than the fact that
the developers who operate in competition
with one another provide serviced land at
a Price which is less than that at which
a Government organisation could provide
it.

We have only to look at some of the
Inherent Inefficiencies in Government de-
partments to appreciate how difficult it
would be for a Government organisatlon
to acquire land, carry out the planning.
service it, and put it on the market. I
feel that the Government can assist to
reduce the price of land under the present
system. A high Percentage of the cost of
serviced land these days is taken up in
service charges. Intending developers must
have access to large sums of money, and
a great deal of time elapses from the day
they decide to develop an area to the day
they actually put the blocks on the market.

I have studied the figures of one or two
developers, and I can appreciate the prob-
lems they face In acquiring land in the
first place. in some areas the price of land
is increasing as a result of the limited
amount that is available. I cite as an
example the Sbhire of Kalamunda, which is
bounded to the east by a water catchment
area and public open space, to the west
by the escarpment and the public open
space green belt, to the north by the public
open space in the Helena Valley, and to
the south by another water catchment
area.

There is very little that will be avail-
able for urban development in the Kala-
munda Shire district. I am speaking of
the actual amount of land that is avail-
able in the hills. There Is more land In
the coastal plain, and I shall make refer-
ence to that shortly. However, in the hills
area of Kalamunda there is very little
urban land available for development. It
will be only a matter of tbhree to five years
before all the land in that area, which can
possibly be converted to urban use, will be
us:ed up. In the area there Is a dispro-
portionate rise in the cost of broadacres
of urban land, because of the limited
amount that Is available.

That is one of the Problems which con-
front developers. Having looked at the
figures of some developers I find that the
major cost is taken up in interest charges;
and In the cost of servicing the land, such
as providing water supplies, roads, and
road kerbing. Recently the local author-
ities have been insisting on developers
providing footpaths, and I am sure that in
the future they will be required to provide
road signs and bus shelters as well.

If the Commonwealth Government
wants to assist in this field it ought to
make money available to the State, to en-
able the State to assist in the servicing of
this land. In that way it will be making a
major contribution to the provision of
land for housing, the Price of which would
be within the reach of most home owners.

I believe that Government involvement
would be extremely clumsy, and no desir-
able outcome would be reached as a result
of the Commonwealth becoming involved.
I wonder under what conditions money
would be released by the Commonwealth
to enable the land, which is proposed to
be grabbed by the State Government under
the provisions of these Bills now before
the House, to be developed. No matter
wvhere the money comes from, and wheth-
er it is provided by the Commonwealth or
by private developers, someone has to
service the funds so tied up I wonder
whether the Commonwealth intends to be
Father Christmas, and make these moneys
available free of interest, thereby reducing
the cost of providing building blocks.
That would not be a reasonable thing for
the Government to do. In reply to the
debate I would ask the Minister to give
some Indication of the intentions of the
Commonwealth In this regard.
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An interesting aspect of the present-day
development of land is the high degree of
attention paid to environmental features.
At present there is competition between
developers, and each has to attract the
buying public. Developers have to offer
the land at the lowest possible price.
Further, the people of Western Australia
are looking for a better environment In
-which to live. So, there is a greater de-
mand upon developers to select attractive
areas and to retain the natural beauty.

I can recall instances where developers
have gone to great pains to ensure that
trees are retained, and the natural beauty
of the area is not destroyed. One de-
veloper in the Woodlupine Brook area of
Forrestfield has dammed the brook and
created an artificial lake. He also land-
scaped the area.

I wager that no Government enterprise
would undertake that sort of development.
Government development would be under-
taken as a pure, cold, statistical operation
in the light of how much can be made out
of the development. We see this sort of
thing going on in respect of the develop-
ment that has been carried out by Gov-
erment instrumentalities. There will be
no great pressure on a Government body
to look after the environmental aspects of
any development.

Furthermore, with Government develop-
ment there would be no competition; and
the people seeking to buy the land 'would
be able to go to no other developer but
the Government, because there would then
be only one developer. Therefore the
people would have no choice between
different standards of development.

It Is true that in 1968 the Brand Gov-
erment had difficulty in providing suffi-
cient serviced land to meet the demand,
but this problem arose because of an ex-
tremely high rate of development in the
State. In those years this State was going
ahead in leaps and bounds, and the pro-
vision of housing land was one area in
which the Government of the day got
itself into a little trouble.

Mr. T. J. Burke: A whole heap of trouble.

Mir. THOMPSON: In reply to that in-
terjection I would point out that the Brand
Government got, itself out of this whole
heap of trouble in double quick time. I
suggest to the honourable member that
the present Government has benefited
greatly from the steps which were taken
by the Brand Government. The present
Government can thank its lucky stars that
these steps were taken by the Brand Gov-
ernment, otherwise the present State Gov-
ernment would have got itself into a
great deal of trouble.

We should bear in mind that during the
life of the Present State Government there
has been nowhere near the growth of de-
velopment that there was in the period of
the Brand Government when it ran into

some trouble in providing sufficient hou~sing
land. It cannot be denied that the Brand
Government did experience some problem
in that regard, but it moved quickly and
rectified the situation.

The Intention of the Government to ser-
vice land under the provisions of the Bill
before us is another undesirable aspect. I
refer to the situation that would develop
in, say, the area north of Perth where
the Government acquired land and pro-
duced it at less than the copt of land
produced by private developers. As an
example of this, the Government could
make great sacrifices by providing funds
at very low interest rates, or it might even
accept the cost of development and not
pass on the cost to the home owners. By
that means it might be possible for the
Government to put land on the market
at a price less than that asked for by the
Private developers who have no alter-
native but to pass on to the home owners
the cost of servicing the land.

We could have a person buying a block
of land serviced by the Government at one
figure. He might live on the land for a
while, and then sell the property at an
inflated price, in view of the favourable
comparison of the price of that land with
land that has been developed under a
different system. The effect of this is
the community will be subsidising the
people who buy the land from the Govern-
mient at a reduced price, and sell it at an
inflated price.

It is a fact that most Australians desire
to own their homes. In Australia we have
one of the highest-if not the highest-
levels of home ownership in the world.
This points to the fact that land in Aus-
tralia and Western Australia must have
been reasonably priced, otherwise we would
not have been able to attain that level of
home ownership. One of the features of
home ownership in Western Australia is
that the land is held on a freehold basis.
and the owner has the right to borrow
money on mortgage to build a home or to
develop the land. I believe this Is a prime
Principle, and we ought to encourage
people to buy their homes. We should
adhere to the principle of the ownership
of land on a, freehold basis. If we look at
the history of development in Western Aus-
tralia we 'will see that land tenure has
been wholly geared to the freehold system.
I hope that trend will be continued.

I note with interest that it is the in-
tention of the Government, at the request
of the socialist Government in Canberra,
to release land under lease conditions in
areas which are proposed to be controlled
by the Government. This will be a corn-
plete departure from what was the order
of the day in the past. I am sure this
departure will not be acceptable to the
people of this State. This is one aspect
of the legislation which we will be able to

5207



LASSEMBI1 Y. I

convey to the public, to let them know what
this Government proposes in respect of
land tenure.

Under the conditions of the Bill before
us it is intended that land will be con-
trolled, and the Government or the Minis-
ter may declare an area to be a controlled
area. There is no requirement on the
Minister to obtain the approval of Parlia-
menit. if the Bill is passed the Minister
will have the power to declare any area
of land. I am sutre this will be totally
unacceptable to the people of this State.
Even if there is a chance of their being
included in one of these controlled areas.
I am sure they will not accept this pro-
position. It is foreign to our way of life.
and to what we have grown up with. T
certainly hope that the comnmunity at
large will recognise this as a very undesir-
able principle which has been incorpor-
ated in the Bill.

I contrast the actions of the previous
Government under which land was ac-
quired for a particular Purpose, with the
actions that are proposed under the Bill.
Land was acquired by the previous
Liberal Government for specific purposes.
It came before Parliament and said, "This
is what we want the land for, this is how
it will be developed, and this Is how It will
benefit the State."

However, under the terms of the Bill the
Government has told us about one or two
of its proposals, but widespread public re-
action has indicated that these proposals
are unacceptable to the people. The
Government has gone further; it says it
will retain the power to declare other areas
as controlled areas. So. If the Bill is
passed no-one will be able to sleep tight
in the knowledge that the title to his land
is sacred any more. He will be aware that
there will always be people looking over
his shoulder, and wondering whether he
Is sitting on one of the parcels of land
which the Government may decide to
declare as a controlled area. The Govern-
ment has the right to declare any area
as a controlled area.

No person who owns land In a controlled
area will be able, to raise a mortgage or
do anything at all with it. The dead
hand of the Government will be laid on
It. There is no limit to the area of land
which is to be acquired. The Government
can decide to declare -any piece of land
in any part. of the State as a declared
area: it is not confined only to those
areas which have been described to us.

I should Imagine the Government will
be looking at other areas because It will
want to ensure it has access to land which
it regards as cheap so that the Govern-
ment may be able to attempt development
of it to meet the requirements of demnand.

In the legislation concerned with the
Salvado area, which is also before the
House, a corporation is to be set up to

administer the affairs of the controlled
areas. There will be no elected members
of that corporation. Instead nine people
will be appointed to It and those people
will not be accessible to the ratepayers or
to the people who live In the controlled
areas. The corporation will have the right
to levy charges against the people living
in the areas. The people will not have a
vote or the right to voice their views, as
they do now by medium of their council-
lors. At the moment they can say whether
they object to the way in which they are
being rated or the way in which their
money is being spent.

The corporation will have the right to
go ahead and say what will be done and
the people living in the areas will have no
say over the way In which the money Is
spent. This is a complete departure from
what we have come to know as local gov-
ernment administration.

When he Introduced the measure the
Minister said that the Salvado area would
be set up like a municipal district. How-
ever, It will not be a municipal district as
is recognised under the Local Government
Act.

The SPEAKER: Order! I think the
honourable member has gone on to dis-
cuss another Bill.

Mr. THOMPSON: I wanted to draw
attention to the way in which this land
which is Intended to be controlled by the
Government will be used. I agree that it
would be more appropriately dealt with
in debating legislation which is to follow.

In conclusion, may I say that I1 am op-
posed to the measure, because I think that
it is completely foreign to the way of life
xve have come to know and to cherish in
Western Australia. We will see the Govern-
ment Intrude itself into an area when I
do not think this is required. The Gov-
ernment has greater things to do with its
money than to buy Into a field which I
believe is adequately catered for at the
present time. I would like to see some
of the money which the Government pro-
poses to pour into these areas spent in
education, health, and many other spheres.

No Government has any money of its
own. It only has the money which it
raises from every taxpayer. There Is no
magic wand it can wave, and suddenly
say, "We will set this money aside for
development of such plades as Salvado."
Consequently, the Government will direct
money which Is raised now and used in
other fields at the present time into the
area of land development-into an area
which, I believe, is adequately catered for
under the present system.

The Government would make a greater
contribution towards bringing down the
price of land if it were to concentrate
more on streamlining the Procedures which
developers, at the present time, must
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go through. it takes months and, In some
eases, years to be able to get a piece of
land on the market as developed residen-
tial blocks. It also costs a great deal of
money because the developers--and, ulti-
mately, the home owners--must pay for
the cost of servicing the blocks.

By relieving the problems In this area,
the Government could make a major con-
tribution towards bringing down the cost
of land and I believe It would be a fairer
way in the long run. I certainly oppose
the measure.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr.
E, H. M. Lewis.

House adjourned at 11.05 p.ma.

Wednesday, the 21st November, 1913

The PRESIDENT (The Hon. L. C. Diver)
took the Chair at 4.30 p.m., and read
prayers.

QUESTIONS (7): ON NOTICE
1. INTRASTATE AIR TRANSPORT

TAA
The H-on. A. F. GRIFFTH, to the
Leader of the House:
(1) In the event of the Bill to adopt

section 19A of the Australian
National Airlines Act not being
passed by the Parliament of this
State, will TAA be prevented
from operating intrastate air
services in Western Australia?

(2) In the event of the Bill being
passed, does the Department of
Civil Aviation intend upgrading
certain airports, including air
navigation control services, to
permit the operation of DOS air-
craf t?

(3) Will the Minister name the air-
ports to be upgraded?

(4) Will he give particulars of the
Proposed upgrading?

(5) What will be the total cost of the
upgrading?

(6) What authority, or authorities.
will bear the cost of the proposed
upgrading?

(7) In what manner wll the cost be
apportioned?

(8) Is it a fact that TAA has made
a request to the Department of
Civil Aviation for facilities to en-
able the use and operation of P27
aircraft at Sarratha or elsewhere
in Western Australia?

(9) Has TAA at any time publicly
stated that it will operate F27s in
-the north of this State?

(10) Is it a fact that with the operation
of DOD aircraft, service of such
aircraft, including air navigation
control, cannot be carried out by
agents, and that service has to be
performed by trained staff situated
at the airport where service is
necessary?

(11) How will the new D.C.A. policies
foreshadowed in the Flederal
Budget speech, be avoided to pre-
vent an increase in air fares on
intrastate services if DOS air-
craft are introduced into West-
ern Australia?

The Hon. J. DOLAN replied:

(P Yes.
(2) Yes. It is expected that DOD

aircraft will be operated by An-
sett Transport Industries as well
as Trans-Australian Airlines.

(3) Port Hledland, Broome, Derby, and
Kununurra.

(4) The upgrading work is primarily
related to pavement strengthening
and widening. No upgrading of
navigational or landing aids, o)r
changes in the existing arrange-
ment of controlled air space. Is
required.

k5) $1,350,000.
(8) and (7) The Australian Minister

for Transport will be announcing
today that the Australian Gov-
ernment will entirely finance the
upgrading.

(8) and (9) No.
(10) The operational control of the air

route will continue to be the re-
sponsibility of the Department of
Civil Aviation. Aircraft sericing
and turn-around can be carried
out by trained stat! employed by
agents. This approach to servic-
Ing and turn-around Is quite usual
In the aviation industry.

Q11) The Australian Government's In-
tention that local authorities
should assume ownership of aero-
dromes Is a quite separate issue
from the introduction of TAA
into Intrastate services. Any fare
Increases that might, In the fut-
ure, flow from the Australian Gov-
ernment's intentions would flow
Irrespective of whether or not
TAA entered intrastate services.
The Government is studying the
implications of the Australian
Goverrnent's Intentions with
respect to local ownership and will
make a statement about it In due
course.
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