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THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett) took the Chair at 2.1.5 pm, arid read prayers.

GUESTS

Speaker's Gallery
THE SPEAKER: Members, before commencing the day's proceedings, I advise I have
again as our guests today some more people from the Rocky Bay Village. Some of them are
on the floor of the House and other people from Rocky Bay ame in the Speaker's Gallery. I
welcome them to Parliament House and hope that they enjoy their visit wit us.
Members: Hear, hear!

VIDEO TAPES CLASSIFICATION AND CONTROL DILL

Amendment: Petition
MR PARKER (Fremantle -- Minister for Minerals and Energy) [2.18 pm]: [ have a petition
to present as follows --

To: The Honourable, the Speaker, and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia assembled.

We, the undersigned, request that Parliament amend the Video Bill to grant the people
legal standing, and power of appeal, and review, so that we can have a ban placed on
those unconscionable videotapes, which we find are beyond the pale, and which are
severely damaging the social environment. We ask also for an Appeal Censor to be
appointed, because appeals to the Minister have not succeeded in banning any
videotape in W.A.
Because we do not believe that money-makers should control our social environment,
we wish for equal opportunity for concerned parents to also be granted power of
appeal, to prevent such horrendous viewing.

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

The petition bears three signatures and [ certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

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

(See petition No 72.)
TOBACCO SMOKING: BANNING

Government Offices: Petition
MR BERTRAM (Balcatta) [2.20 pm]: I have a petition couched in the following terms --

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

1. Employees of Telecom and the Australian Public Service will enjoy
smoke-free offices from 1 January and I March 1988 respectively.

2. State employees are subject to departmental policies which provide varying
protection from ambient tobacco smoke.

3. Due to proximity, another department's lack of policy can affect an
employee and he/she has no means of redress.

We call on the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment to enable a
Service-wide policy (simrilar to those of Telecom and the APSB) to cover all
government office workers.

Your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray.
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The petition bears 850 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

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

(See petition No 73.)
LEAVE OF ABSENCE

On motion by Mrs Buchanan, resolved --

That leave of absence for four weeks be granted to Mr Tom Jones (Collie) on the
ground of urgent private business.

BILLS (6): INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1. Acts Amendment (Financial Provisions of Regulatory Bodies) Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Brian Burke (Treasurer), and read a first time.

2. Acts Amendment (Grain Marketing) Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Parker (Minister for Minerals and Energy), and read
a first time.

3. Acts Amendment (Arts Representation) Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Parker (Minister for The Arts), and read a first time.

4. Acts Amendment (Land Administration) Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Wilson (Minister for Lands), and read a first time.

5. Rottnest Island Authority Bill.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mrs Beggs (Minister for Tourism) and read a first time.

6. Betting Control Amendment Bill (No 2).

Bill introduced, on motion by Mrs Beggs (Minister for Racing and Gaming) and read
a first rime.

TRANSPORT: AIR

South Africa: Matter of Public Importance
THE SPEAKER (Mr Barnett): I have received a letter from the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition regarding sanctions against South Africa, which he wishes debated as a matter of
public importance. However, before proceeding with the matter I advise members that, even
though the rules in this place provide that these letters arrive in my office one hour before the
House sirs, I request the cooperation of members in endeavouring to return to the old system
of providing them two hours before the House sits. Quite a lot of organising has to be done
for these matters to proceed. I therefore request that they be delivered to me two hours
before the House sits.
Do members wish debate on the matter to proceed?

[Eight members rose in their places.]

The SPEAKER: As sufficient members have risen in their places in support of this motion, I
am prepared to allow the motion to proceed, with half and hour being allocated for debate to
members on my left and half an hour being allocated to members on my right.
MR COURT (Nedlands -- Deputy Leader of the Opposition).[2.34 pm]: Mr Speaker, I tried
to get this letter to you earlier, but we had difficulty in finding you or members of your staff.
There was no intention on our part to give you the letter at the last minute. I notified the
Leader of the House that we intended moving this motion.

I move --

That this House --

(1) Calls on this Government to make representations to the Federal
Government to --

(a) allow South African Airways to fly into Western Australia after
Tuesday 27 October 1987;
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(b) permit Qantas to operate commercial flights to South Africa;
and

(c) remove economic sanctions imposed against South Africa.

(2) Further calls on this Government to encourage trade, commerce, sport
and cultural exchange between the two nations with the expressed
intent of assisting the economic, political and social advancement of
both nations.

Both the State and Federal Labor Governments are in a mess over the handling of the South
African issue. For some !reason, they decided to single out that country for economic
sanctions because of the way it is run. They have stopped Qantas Airways Ltd from flying to
South Africa and now South African Airways from flying to Australia. Unfortunately, that
policy is damaging the very people it is supposed to assist. It is doing nothing to help the
plight of black South Africans. The policy is also damaging Australia by placing restrictions
on trading activities with our closest neighbour off the west coast of Australia.

Senator Peter Walsh has already referred to Australia's going down the Argentine road.

Mr Parker: He did not say that. He said that if we are not careful, we will go down the
Argentine road.

Mr Clarko: lHe is not careful.

Mr COURT: The member is quite right.

The Federal Treasurer (Mr Keating) has also referred to Australia as a banana republic.
Australia is experiencing difficulties economically because our political leadens are fiddling
on the international stage. To be fair, the former Liberal Prime Minister, Mr Malcolm Fraser,
made a big fuss about stopping Qanta from flying to South Africa. At the same time he
introduced a form of Aboriginal land rights in the Northern Terr itory to make a big fellow of
himself with other African countries. Mr Hawke is currently doing the same thing. He is
now stopping South African Airways from flying to Australia and, at the same time, making
a big fellow of himself on the international stage by talking about a compact with the
Aborigines. He is attempting to be a world statesman while our country has more important
problems.

Next Tuesday, 27 October, South African Airways will fly in and out of Australia for the last
time because it has been banned from making future flights by the Federal Government.
Who will be the loser? Australia will be the main loser because South African Airways has
already taken out full-page advertisements in newspapers advertising that, for the same price,
Australians can fly to South Africa via Hong Kong or Singapore and include a holiday in
those places. South African Airways will find a way to work around the ban.

The concept of economic sanctions against South Africa will harm black South Africans
more than anyone else. This Government has not woken up to the realities of the situation.

Mr Peter Dowding. Is that what black South Africans think?

Mr COURT: That comment is interesting. The front-line black African states still fly in and
out of South Africa and still trade with South Africa. They do not have economic sanctions
with South Africa.

Mr Peter Dowding: Is that what black South Africans think?

Mr COURT: The econom-ies of those States would collapse if they imposed economic
sanctions against South Africa. Qantas flies into Harare, and its passengers then hop on
flights to South Africa. We are the laughing stock of the world.

The height of hypocrisy with this Government occurred a couple of weeks ago when it made
the announcement that one of its companies, GoldCorp, a subsidiary of the WA Development
Corporation, was entering a joint venture with the Anglo-American Pacific Company. That
is a good company with good people running it. I have nothing against it and would do
everything I could to encourage it to operate in Western Australia. They are primarily using
South African technology which leads the world in the treatment of tailings and the
management running the operation are predominantly South African . This same
Government saw fit to persecute our sportsmen and women who wanted to play sport in

4830



[Wednesday, 21 October 1987] 83

South Africa. They attacked people such as Kim Hughes who had the audacity to play
cricket in South Africa! The Government did not mind ridiculing those people and saying
that they should not do that sort of thing but at the same time it has made a business deal with
that country. If the WADC is involved and there is a quid in it for the Goverrnent, it is
okay. Are those the rules under which we shall operate? If Western Australian sportsmen or
women are involved and their careers are at stake the Government sees fit to take any action
it likes. Fortunately those people will not be pushed around.

We have a question here of double standards. The sooner this Government wakes up to what
it is doing and the damage it is causing to both Australia and black South Africans, whom it
purportedly wants to help, the better. Currently our policy does absolutely nothing to assist
the plight of blacks in South Africa and if we act in the ways suggested in this motion to
encourage commerce, trade, sport and cultural exchange, it will assist in breaking down the
barriers in that country. Our present activities in Australia are doing more harm than good.

The Premier continually talks about improving our trade performance. We are currently
fighting a by-election in South West Province and the backbone of that area is export
industries. Some of those industries in a limited way already export their produce to South
Africa. Why do we not allow all those industries in South West Province to trade openly
with South Africa, not to sell goods just to white South Africans but also to the many millions
of black South Africans? If the Government is so keen to improve this State's export
performance why is it not encouraging this trade? Why are not the export industries in South
West Province allowed to trade openly with South Africa?

Mr Parker: There is absolutrely no restriction on trade with South Africa.

Mr COURT: Do we sell alumina to South Africa?

Mr Parker: Yes, we have.

Mr COURT: The Minister is saying that we do not have economic restrictions. It is the
Federal Government's policy not to trade with South Africa.

Mr Parker: The Federal Government has placed no obstacle in the way of Alcoa selling
alumina to South Africa.

Mr COURT: We are now saying that we do not have economic sanctions in this State. What
absolute nonsense! If anyone tries to ship goods from the wharf at Fremantle to South Africa
there is a strike or a stoppage.

I want this Government to stop imposing on the community its double standards with regard
to South Africa and to change the policies it is currently implementing which are damaging
Western Australia. At the same time those policies are damaging black South Africans
whom the Government supposedly wants to help. The situation in which Qantas lands its
aircraft in a country near South Africa is appalling. South African Airways will have to fly
its passengers to Asia and then back into Australia because of the restrictions which will be
introduced next Tuesday. We urge members of the House to support this motion.

MR LIGHTFOOT (Murchison-Eyre) [2.44 pm]. I formally second the motion and in doing
so I would like to add to the debate. It is true that from time to time some stupid decisions
are made by Governments. Decisions are made which in retrospect should not have been
made. In this instance the banning of South African Airways is an act of crass stupidity. It
does this Government, this nation, and this Prime Minister no good to adopt the four-on-the-
floor position and crawl to these nations in Africa, demonstrating his sincere friendship with
the socialist cause by banning this aildine from Australia. The real losers are Western
Australians. If South African Airways jumbo jets do not continue to land. in Western
Australia with their passengers, Australia will lose $18.5 million a year, a substantial part of
which will be borne by Western Australians. It must be of considerable embarrassment to
this little silver-haired Prime Minister when President Kaunda, who likes to think of himself
as being in one of the front-line States, did not go along with banning South African Airways
into his dictatorship.

South African Airways flies into most of the southern African States. It is still going into
Zambia, Zimbabwe, Malawi, and the socialist dictatorship of Mozambique. It is flying into
Swaziland, Lesotho and Botswana. What does this Prime Minister do at the expense of
Western Australia? It tells the airlines that it cannot fly aircraft to this country. What a

4831



4832 [ASSEMBLY]

stupid decision. It must be highly embarrassing to that little man that the countries of Zambia
and Zimbabwe do not now ban the airlines hut have backtracked. The Prime Minister did not
backtrack; he does not have the guts to do that; yet President Kaurida, the leader of a so-
called front line State, has said that it is quite clear that sanctions on air links will not work.
Why is it happening in Australia? It will not do any good for the blacks in South Africa,
whom this Prime Minister purports to help, to ban South African Airways. Western
Australians will pay for it. What will it achieve? People will fly from Western Australia to
Singapore and from Singapore into Jan Smuts airport which sends flights to the places [ have
mentioned. Also its freight carrier, Safair, sends cargo planes most days to almost all parts of
southern Africa. In fact, those countries would probably collapse if it were not for the South
African economy.

I have never seen anything as stupid as this imposition on Western Australia. No wonder
people in this State talk of secession.

A Government member: Who talks of secession?

Mr LIGHTFOOT: I understand that 13 000 fewer people voted for the Prime Minister this
election than in the last election.

I will quickly go through some of the statistics relating to the African economies I mentioned.
The others [ should mention are Angola, Namibia, in South West Africa, Tanzania, and Zaire.
South Africa's leading role in the southern African economies accounts for 72 per cent of all
electricity generated; 97 per cent of all coal mined in the region; 82 per cent of chromium
mined; 70 per cent of all maize grown; 87 per cent of all wheat grown; 67 per cent of sugar
cane produced in that vast region; 39 per cent of cattle; 80 per cent of sheep flocks;, 80 per
cent of motor vehicles; 63 per cent of the tarred roads; 60 per cent of railways and harbours;
and 84 per cent of telephones installed in that huge area. With regard to Safair's flights
throughout Africa, there is little doubt that when in 1979 the rail link between Malawi and
Beira was severed by the Mozambique dissidents, fuel was air lifted from the Jan Smuts
airport to keep the Malawan economy afloat. That goes on all the time. We keep pouring
money into other parts of dictator-ruled Africa, the non-democracies -- and [ think there are
only one or two democracies in the whole of Africa -- yet here is a country which has a
tricamneral system of Parliament, which does give some say to its coloureds and its blacks,
and we impose sanctions against it. I have said before and will say again that I do not agree
with apartheid. If anyone has evidence that I do support apartheid, I challenge them to bring
that evidence forward.

Mr Cash interjected.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: As the member for Mt Lawley said, it simply does not suit them; but why
on earth do members opposite not oppose the Federal Government's policy of selective
sanctions? I can see by all their sniggering sneers that they intend to vote against this
motion -- a motion which seeks to protect Western Australia. The Western Australian
Government is going along with a policy that has been imposed on it from Canberra, yet all
we see is a big yawn from the Premier. His theatrics do not have much effect on me. Why
not go along with this motion; why lose $18.5 million annually for the people of this nation
when that will not achieve anything?

Mr Brian Burke: I think you are a bit manic. I am going to have a fence put up along the
middle of this Chamber; you are dangerous.

Mr LIGHTFOQT: I do not know. Carry Missen is dangerous too, I guess. South African
Airways flies regularly to Harare, and members heard the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
say that when a Qantas plane flies from Perth into Harare in Zimbabwe, it is serviced by
South African mechanics who are flown there from Jan Smuts airport. The plane cannot turn
around unless it gets an airworthiness clearance from those mechanics and technicians who
are flown up from South Africa, and people wishing to travel to South Africa then fly with
Qantas to Karare and catch a South African Airways flight down to Jan Smuts airport.

What a stupid thing that is. and the people who are paying for that are Western Australians.
Everyone in this House should condemn our little, silver-haired Prime Minister for this
policy, and for the adverse effect it has had on the blacks whom he purports to help in that
southern African region. I hope that at least someone on that other side of the House has the
guts to support this motion.
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MR WIESE (Narrogin) [2.53 pm]: I wish to put forward the views of both the National
Party and myself on the motion that is before the House. I am happy to be part of this debate
because the subject we are talking about is a very important one. It is a subject about which
Australians have some very strong thoughts -- both for and against, [ will admit. I believe
that the majority of Australians feel strongly that the way we are treating the Africans in
South Africa and the way that this Government is reacting to South Africa is unfair and
unnecessary, and I go along with that thought. The attitude the Australian Government has
adopted to South Africa is really quite untenable and unjustifiable, and it is a reflection of
that attitude that this afternoon we are debating the imposition of economic sanctions on
South Africa, and the Australian Government's decision that South African Airways must
cease its operations into Australia by 27 October.
I believe that very few Australians would agree with this concept, and that most Australians
are absolutely opposed to it. It seems very much like cutting off one's nose to spite one's
face because we are likewise suffering: Not only ar we not to receive South African
Airways flights into Australia, but also we are penalising our own airline, Qantas, by not
allowing it to conduct flights into South Africa. That is very hard to justify.
Mr Brian Burke: The member for Kalamunda is yawning now. Why is he not taken to task?
Mr WIESE: I do not know what the member for Kalamunda has been up to. I am sorry if he
does not like the subject under discussion. I suspect that probably quite a lot of the
supporters of this Labor Government do not care to discuss the subject because they do not
believe that South Africans are being given a fair deal by the Australian Government.
The concept of economic sanctions is quite anathema to the majority of Australian people.
They do not believe in it; they do not like it; and they do not like the Government's attitude to
South Africa, as portrayed by the economic sanctions. Australian people have prided
themselves on giving people a fair go, and they do not believe that South Africans are being
given a fair go. That does not mean that they have any sympathy for apartheid. I believe that
Australian people as a whole are absolutely opposed to the principle of apartheid and
everything that it means; but they do not believe that the imposition of economic sanctions is
the way to rid South Africa of the evils of apartheid.
[ believe that all the members of the Government, who are basically very much in favour of
trying to bring about equality and improved standards for our own Aboriginal people and are
working towards that aim, are being quite hypocritical when it comes to the situation of South
Africa. How many people are there in this country and in this House who really believe that
by applying sanctions to South Africa -- whether they be trade, cultural, or whatever - we are
going to do anything to break down the barriers caused by apartheid? I accept that sanctions
are a reflection of the belief of a lot of people that apartheid is wrong, but there are very few
people who really believe that sanctions will do anything to change the attitude of the South
African Government to apartheid.
What are we really achieving by applying these sanctions? Are we actually preventing
Australians from going to South Africa? Are we actually achieving any lessening of trade
with South Africa? I believe the answer is no. What we are doing is making any association
between South African people and Australian people more difficult and expensive; and that is
about all we are achieving.
The same goes for trade. We are making it more difficult to engage in trade, but that is all. it
is a strange situation that people are allowed to associate and to trade as freely as they like
with the socialist and Communist countries -- the Premnier has just come back from Rumania,
where he has been endeavouring to secure trade agreements, and we are trading with Russia
and with China, and endeavouring to expand our contacts as hard as we can there, as we
should -- yet sanctions are imposed against South Africa. Indeed, practically the only
country in the world that we are not allowed to trade with or have contact with is South
Africa. I find it very hard to justify that. Having made those remarks and put the point of
view of the National Party, I repeat that we strongly support the motion.
MR PARKER (Fremantle -- Minister for Minerals and Energy) [3.01 pm]: Those of us who
sit on this side of the House continually marvel at the nature of the subject matters chosen
from time to time by members of the Opposition for their matters of public fimportance, and
indeed for other matters they bring forward on private members' day.
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Several members interjected.
Mir PARKER: It is interesting that if one were to analyse the nature of --
Mr Court: Talk about South Africa.

Mr PARKER: [ will make my contribution in the way I see fit; not in the way the member
for Nedlands thinks I should make it. If one were to analyse the nawure of the matters of
public importance presented by Opposition members, I think it is worthy of note that not one
of them has had anything to do with the effective, or otherwise, management of the State of
Western Australia by the State Government. This is yet another example of a matter of
public importance that does not relate to any matter within the State Government's
jurisdiction and which therefore gives us cause for the assumption that the Opposition, like
the rest of the Western Australian population, strongly supports the way that this Government
is managing the affairs of the State.

Mr Court: Where were you last night?

Mr PARKER: I was hosting a dinner for a Japanese delegation, which I would have thought
even the member for Nedlands would believe to be important, despite his limited
understanding of such matters.

The only interesting points that have come from the Opposition's debate on this motion thus
far -- I suppose they are interesting -- are not in any way related to the motion itself. The first
point is that it is apparent that the member for Nedlands does not understand the nature of the
alumina trade or indeed the economic sanctions that have been imposed by the Federal
Government in respect of South Africa. Considering that -- admittedly only in the last few
weeks -- the member for Nedlands has assumed responsibility for commenting on midnerals
and energy matters on behalf of the Opposition, it is interesting that he does not know, for
example, that the economic sanctions imposed by the Australian Government do not prevent
in any way the sale of alumina by Alcoa or Worsley to aluminiumn smelting companies in
South Africa. As it happens, for a range of commnercial reasons -- including the fact that
there has been a change in ownership of at least one of the smelters in South Africa, which
has meant that the new owner has chosen to use alumina from the company's own integrated
operations elsewhere -- it is the case that there has been a decline in the sale of alumina to
South Africa over this rime. However, this has absolutely nothing to do with the economic
sanctions imposed by the Federal Government.

The second point is that it is evident that the lexicon of people whom the Opposition regards
as being socialists or friends of socialists, now includes --

Mr Clarko: According to the TV programme guide in The Western Mail you have now
become an arch conservative. You have given away all your radical ideas.

Mr PARKER: I am glad that the member for Kanrinyup so closely reads articles about me in
The Western Mail, but had he read that article more closely, he would have found that the
comments made about me are not those which he repeated in the House.

Mr Clarko: The policeman who arrested you said that his mates called him a 'wimp' because
he arrested you because you were the smallest.

Mr PARKER: Maybe that is the view of the policeman and the reason I was arrested, but the
important thing we have now discovered is that the Opposition has a lexicon of people it
regards as becoming socialists or being friends of socialists, as well as people it regards as
becoming conservatives. This is not the first occasion upon which this has become evident,
but it is obvious, from the debate thus far, that the Opposition regards, among other people,
the former Liberal Prime Minister of Australia, Mr Fraser, as someone who is harbouring
socialist ideals and indeed panders to socialist nations in Southern Africa. The Opposition
believes Mr Fraser has taken action as a result of that pandering. That was the view
expressed by the member for Nedlands. It is quite astonishing; I do not know how anyone
can have any credibility who stands in this Chamber arnd says that the reason the former
Liberal Prime Minister of Australia introduced land rights into the Northern Territory --
whether he was right or wrong in doing so is another question -- was in order to impress a
range of black nations in Africa. That is what the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said.

Several members interjected.
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Mr PARKER: It is absolutely extraordinary. I have not heard anyone of credibility -- any
commentator of credibility either from within the Liberal Party or the media or anywhere
else -- say they believe that the reason Fraser introduced land rights into the Northern
Territory had anything whatsoever to do with his desire to impress certain people in Southern
Africa.
Mr Clarko: You are a Fraser supporter. You truly must be a conservative.
Mr PARKER: It appears that regardless of the supporters of Mr Fraser, the ranks of the
Opposition are not included among them.
Dr Gallop: Could I suggest that you write a letter to Senator Chancy and ask him what his
views are?
Mr PARKER: In fact I think there were two Western Australian Ministers in the Fraser
Government -- Senator Chancy and Mr Ian Viner, who is now a QC in private practice -- who
were responsible at various times in the first few years of the Fraser Government for the
introduction of land rights for the Northern Territory. It might be very interesting at the next
meeting of the State council to hear a debate between the various factions within the Liberal
Party as to the reasons for the introduction of land rights to the Northern Territory.
The other thing we have discovered today is that the member for Murchison-Eyre has an
aversion to the colour of the Prime Minister's hair and to his size. Certainly that appears to
be the case because the member for Murchison-Eyre made great play about the Prime
Minister in those respects. I suggest that he might like to talk about this particular prejudice
with the Federal leader of the Liberal Party. I would not have thought that such comments
added greatly to the debate in this House for the member for Murchison-Eyre -- or indeed
anyone else -- to discuss issues of this type on the basis of the height or otherwise of the
Prime Minister. I am drawing attention to the fact that we have an Opposition which has
brought --

Mr Lightfoot: That is hypocrisy.
Mr PARKER: What is hypocrisy?
Mr Lightfoot: The Minister said my remarks were irrelevant, yet he now repeats exactly the
same thing, and we are to presume that that is relevant. What is relevant is that we are still
trading with South Africa, and that is hypocrisy. We are still importing millions of dollars a
year in mining equipment from South Africa.

Mr PARKER: And I have made it perfectly clear that there is nothing in the area of trade
sanctions which prevents us from selling alumina to South Africa.
Several members interjected.
Mr PARKER: If 1 may continue, the Opposition has the onus upon it to show why we should
bring a matter of public importance to this House, and why the House should vote on the
matter of public importance. I say that rather than discharge the onus, the Opposition has
spent considerable time maligning the characters of the people charged with the management
of this nation.
The member for Nedlands raised the issue of the decision by Anglo American Pacific
Limited to proceed with the development of the tailings dump treatment at Kalgoorlie, and in
turn the decision of GoldCorp to invest in that project. Firstly, it is not part of the Federal
Government's economic sanctions nor is it part of the sanctions agreed to by various nations
in the Commonwealth, and in the United Nations against South Africa, that there should be
some prohibition on South African companies setting up operations in Australia or Western
Australia. Indeed, Anglo American is a company which has been operating in Australia for a
very long time -- at [east 20 years to my knowledge under that name and under a variety of
other names.
Anglo American has recently taken steps which reduce and dilute the equity held in the
Australian operations by its South African parent -- first, by a back door listing which created
the company Anglo American Pacific Limited. The company at the moment has around two-
thirds African shareholding in it which is not in any sense prohibited or discouraged by the
policies of the Federal Government. That being the case the back door listing of the
company, of itself substantially increased the level of Australian equity in the Kalgoorlie
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dumps proposal. It is important to understand that before Anglo American's public listing
and before the dilution of South African ownership, the company has since 1979 owned the
titles to the dumps in Kalgoorlie. It is not the business of the Western Australian
Government -- it never has been and never will be so far as I am concerned -- to confiscate
the property of anybody without sanction by the rule of law, whether it be South African or
otherwise.

In this instance, a person at Kalgoorlie sought to have the tailings dumps -- owned by Anglo
American since 1979, and upon which they had done a great deal of work both at an
engineering and an economic level to work out the most appropriate method of treatment --
given to him. The person by the name of Savage lodged a plaint, as he was entitled to do,
within the Warden's Court system for the dumps to be taken away from Anglo American and
given to him. That is not an unusual procedure, but the Warden's decision was clear that the
people who had the rights to the dumps were Anglo American and if that company did not
have the rights the last person who should obtain them was the person who lodged the plaint.

Having this recommendation from the Warden, the Government's position was to the effect
that the Government should allow Anglo American to proceed with the operations. That
being the case, and that Anglo American had substantially reduced the level of South African
equity in the operations and had given commitments to further reduce the level of South
African equity and to completely Australianise the company, I wouid have thought it was a
matter for applause that a company like GoldCorp should seek to obtain State benefit from
the development of the dumps, and seek to further enhance the level of Australian
participation and ownership in those dumps.
That is precisely what has happened. GoldCorp has gone into a joint venture with a company
confirmed by the Warden's Court as the owner of the dumps, listed on the Australian Stock
Exchange without any hindrance by any policy of the Federal Government, and
Ausnrlianising in terms of equity. I would have thought that would be seen as a further
benefit to Western Australia and to Western Australian equity holders through GoldCorp.
The technology to be used is South African due to their expertise in these areas. The first
major tailings dump operation in Western Australia was at Wiluna. In order to acquire the
technology necessary for that treatment, Barrack House Mines acquired a small South
African company, and brought it over here. None of that is in any way in conflict with the
policies of the Australian Government nor indeed with the policies which have been adopted
not only by the Australian Government, but also by a range of Governments throughout the
world, including Canada and others normally regarded as being Western Governments.
The third matter of interest which came out of the debate was the view of the member for
Murchison Eyre that we should be dealing and trading with South Africa father than States
which the member described as being socialist dictatorships.

Mr Lightfoot: Or Commists.
Mr PARKER: Or some other form of dictatorship. Let there be no doubt that South Africa is
a dictatorship.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Court: Several million whites vote, so how can it be?
Mr PARKER: South Africa is a dictatorship by a very small group --

The SPEAKER: Order! It is considered by most people in this place that it is not appropriate
for members, having been called to order, to continue interjecting immediately or within
seconds of the resumption of the speech by the member on his feet.
Mr PARKER: South Africa is a dictatorship by a very small group of white people who have
political rights and who operate those political rights in a way which denies a very large
group of black and coloureds any rights regarding the detenmination and operation of their
country.

Several members interjected.

Mr PARKER: South Africa is just as much a dictatorship as many of those other countries in
Africa, which I agree are also dictatorships.

4836



[Wednesday, 21 October 1987] 43

Mr Lightfoot: What about Mozanmbique?

Mr PARKER: I was coming back to that. In his speech the member for Murchison Eyre
suggested that those people, including this Government, who had anything to do with
Mozambique were friends of socialist dictatorships. The most promninent person who has had
a long association with Mozambique -- supporting its cause throughout the world and indeed
in particular with the British Government -- is Princess Anne. She has spent a great deal of
time in fostering relationships, both trading and political, wit Mozambique. She has been
acting as a conduit for information and advice between that country and --

Mr Lewis interjected.

Mr PARKER: Is the member denying that?

Mr Lewis: Is that good?

Mr PARKER: Yes, I think it is good. It is interesting that she would be tarred with the same
brush by the member for Murchison-Eyre as those who were associated with socialist
dictatorships.

The Western Australian Government takes two views in relation to this South African issue.
The first is that it was agreed by our founding fathers at federation that matters of foreign
affairs would be more appropriately dealt with by the Federal Government.

Mr Clarko: What about what happened on the Fremantle waterfront?

Mir PARKER: I do not know what that has to do with this mailer. The member for Nedlands
admitted he was wrong about there being some impediment in relation to alumina First of
all, he said the impediment was related to Federal Government sanctions. He admitted that
was wrong and then said it was affected by union strikes. The fact is that neither the Federal
Government's economic sanctions nor the industrial activities have impeded the sale of
Western Australian alumina to South Africa.

The Western Australian Government believes that the Federal Government is responsible for
foreign affairs matters and while we will, on foreign affairs matters and on other matters,
seek to influence the Federal Government in the things it chooses to do, ultimately the
Federal Government makes the decisions. This is not a matter, unlike others, of improper
interference in legitimate State's rights.

My second point is that die Western Australian Government takes the view that it is
extraordinarily shortsighted for anyone to suggest the fostering of trading relationships with
South Africa at the expense of trading relationships with black African states. There is no
doubt that the future of our trading relationships with Africa lies not with the current regime
in South Africa, but with black Africa.

Recently, the President of the Legislative Council and the Speaker of this House were hosts
to a delegation from Zimbabwe, an African country that is far more democratic than South
Africa. Many trading opportunities were identified as a result of that visit. I suggest that
visit alone was of more benefit to our trading relationship with that country than any other
form of negotiation. Zimbabwe has performed exceptionally well since it became
independent.

Mr Clarko: Is it democratic?

Mr PARKER: It is more democratic than South Africa.

Mr Clarko: It is run by a bunch of thugs.

Mr PARKER: What absolute nonsense. The member for Karrinyup, an Opposition
frontbencher, has said that Zimbabwe is run by a bunch of thugs.

Mr Clarko: They murder their opponents.

Mr PARKER: I will draw those comments to the attention of the appropriate people. The
member miight like to draw his comments to the attention of the President of the Legislative
Council who, together with the Speaker, played host to that delegation. Those thugs and
murderers were entertained by the Presiding Officers.

Mr Clarko: They are shooting each other in the outback of that country.

Mr PARKER: They are shooting each other in the outback of Australia as well, but that
should not suggest that Australia is undemocratic.
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Prom a venal commercial point of view, all of the opportunities that are available to us now
for trade wit South Africa are also available with black African countries. It is in the
interests of Australia that the Federal Government should foster relationships with black
Africa. It is also in the interests of dhe majority of the people in southern Africa.

I am surprised that Mr Hawke's height so offends the member for Murchison-Eyre. I am
surprised also that he is so offended by Mr Mulroney. I do not know what it is about Mr
Mulroney that offends him because, unlike members opposite, he has been a very successful
conservative leader, as was Mr Fraser. It is interesting that those people, and a good many
others, have taken the view that sanctions which have been imposed by the Federal
Government and by other Governments are appropriate and will help in purring pressure on
South Africa to change its policies.

The Government rejects this motion.

MR LEWIS (East Melville) [3.27 pm]: Not one reason has been given by the Government
for the Federal Government's stopping air services by South African Airways to and from
Australia. 'This Government has shown its absolute hypocrisy by approving of aluminium
sales to and gold deals with South Africa and approving also the economic sanctions imposed
against it. Where dollars are concerned, the Government believes it is good for Australia, and
nothing else matters. I thought this argument was about principles. The Government is again
deserting its principles for expediency. It is a Government of convenience. When it suits it,
it changes its mind and does a back flip. At no time has that been more clearly indicated than
in today's debate.

The Minister for Minerals and Energy said that we should continue to sell our aluminium to
South Africa for commercial reasons, but gave no reason for the Federal Government's
stopping flights between South Africa and Australia. Its arguments have been hollow. It is a
hypocritical Government. This debate has indicated the divisions within the Labor Party.
The Federal member for Kalgoorlie, Mr Campbell, has said that sanctions being imposed
against South Africa will be a nonsense. He said that they will only hurt the people whom
the Government is supposedly trying to help. The Government has not refuted that claim.
The divisions within the Labor Party are manifested even more when that doyen of Labor
politics and one of the most respected politicians in this country, Kim Beazley Snr, said that
sanctions against South Africa are a nonsense and that all they will do is hurt the black people
of South Africa.

Can the Goverrnent give me one reason for stopping air services by South African Airways
to Australia? We are cutting off our nose to spite our face. We are pulling people's jobs at
risk; the air service generates $18 million a year in ground services alone and another
$38 million in tourism. More than 15 000 people come to Australia every year on this airline
and they spend more than $38 million.

There is no substance in the Government's argument. The Minister for Minerals and Energy
took a full 28 minutes to say nothing and gave not one scintilla of conclusive evidence or
rationale for the Government's not supporting this motion. This Government is a
Government of absolute convenience, with no substance, doing things when it suits it and
falling into line with obscure Federal policy -- a policy that is supposed to be supporting
South African States although air services are allowed in and out of all those States.

Australia has adopted a ridiculous attitude by saying that South African Airways cannot fly
aircraft into this country. It is nonsense; it is an argument based on hypocrisy and there is not
one shred of principle, commercial reality, or concern for the wellbeing of Western
Australians and Australians generally in the rationale of the argument put forward. The
Minister's argument was a non argument; he did not make one comment about why South
African Airways should cease air services to Australia. I call on the Government to support
the motion.

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

Ayes (14)

Mr Cash Mr Grayden Mr Mensaros Mr Wiese
Mr Clarko Mr Hassell Mr Schell Mr Williarns (Teller)
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Thompson
Mr Cowan Mr Lightfoot Mr Wat
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Noes (25)
Dr Alexander Mr Donovan Mrt Hodge Mrs Watkins
Mrs Beggs Mr Peter Dowding Dr Lawrence Dr Watsa
Mr Bertram Mr Evans Mrt Parker Mr Wilson
Mtr Bridge Dr Gallop Mrt Pearn NM Buchanan aelerj
Mr Bryce Mr Grill MrF P.J Smith
Mr Brian Btuke Mrs Henderson Mr Taylor
Mr Can Mr Gordon Hill Mr Thomas

pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr MacKinonm Mr Troy
Mr Rushton Mr Tom Jones
Mfr Crane Mr Read
Mr Tubby Mr D.L Smith
Mr Bradshaw Mr Marlborough

Question thus negatived.

PUBLIC AND DANK HOLIDAYS AMENDMENT DILL

Second Reading
MR PETER DOWDING (May lands -- Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment)
(3.38pm]: I move --

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The year 1988 is an important and historic year for Australia and all Australians. It marks the
200th anniversary of European settlement of the continent State which commenced with the
arrival of the First Fleet in Sydney Cove in January 1788.
This Bill is an important step cowards enabling all Western Australians to take part, together,
in the Bicentennial celebration activities arranged over the traditional Australia Day weekend
in January 1988. During the initial planning of the Bicentennial year the Prime Minister
proposed that in 1988 Australia Day be celebrated on its actual anniversary daze, that being 26
January. This Government adopted the proposal and by proclamation under the Public and
Bank Holidays Act in March 1986 appointed Tuesday. 26 January 1988 as the date of
celebration of Australia Day in lieu of Monday, 1 February 1988.
However, the Government was conscious of the likely effect this decision would have on a
large number of tourist resorts which rely heavily on the traditional Australia Day long
weekend each year for a significant percentage of their annual incomes. Regard was also had
for the many sporting bodies which run annual tournaments at that time of the year. For
these reasons consideration of action in respect of 25 January 1988 was deferred to allow
discussion with key employer and employee groups through the WA tripartite labour
consultative process and also to invite public comment on proposals for that date. Three
options were open to the Government; it could --

proclaim an additional public holiday on Monday, 25 January 1988;,
leave 25 January as a normal working day; or

enable 25 January 1988 to be taken as a holiday by transferring another holiday to that
date.

The tripartite council reached agreement to the extent that special arrangements could be
made for Monday, 25 January but consensus could not be reached on the means whereby this
could be achieved. After consideration of letters and submissions from a large cross-section
of community interest, it was decided to make 25 January 1988 a public and bank holiday by
transferring the holiday prescribed for 28 December 1987 to that date. The Public and Bank
Holidays Act prescribes two holidays when Boxing Day, 26 December, falls on a Saturday,
as is the case in 1987. The Saturday is a public holiday as is also the Monday following the
Saturday, in this case 28 December. It was possible, therefore, to transfer the holiday
prescribed for 28 December, 1987 to Monday 25 January 1988, without interfering with the
Boxing Day holiday traditionally taken on the day following Christmas. This solution to the
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problem meant that no additional public or award holiday would be granted.
It was envisaged that the Government's decision would be implemented by way of a
proclamation, but as Crown Law advice indicated that there was some difficulty in
transferring a holiday from one year to another under the existing provision, it has been
necessary to amend the Act in the terms of the Bil now before the House. The amendment
will enable a proclamation to be made and wil ensure that 25 January 1988, in addition to
being a public and bank holiday, will be a paid holiday for workers under awards which
currently prescribe a holiday on 28 December 1987. The amendment will obviate the
necessity of having hundreds of applications to amend awards being dealt with by the
Industrial Relations Commission.
In summary, the amendment will result in --

a four-day break, including the weekend, between 23 and 26 January 1988;
Saturday. 26 December 1987 will remain as a public holiday, non-trading day except
for exempt establishments;
Monday, 28 December 1987, wil not be an award or public holiday and therefore will
be a normal trading day.

The normal trading provisions for tourist establishments will, of course, continue to apply
during the January long weekend.
The Government has also been conscious of the need to have regard for trade and business
relationships with the other States. Most of the other States are implementing a holiday by
substituting 25 January 1988 for their Boxing Day holiday. By this amendment Western
Australians wil be able to participate in any national or interstate bicentennial activity should
they choose to do so. However, as has been indicated by a number of community groups, it
is hoped that many famrilies wil actively participate in celebrations planned by their local
authorities and commintees as this is the true spirit of the celebrations.
The Government of Western Australia recognises and supports the objectives of the
Bicentenary which include --

To encourage all Australians to understand arid preserve their heritage, recognise the
multicultural nature of modemn Australia, and look to the future with confidence

And --

To ensure that all Australians participate in, or have access to, the activities of 1988,
so that the Bicentenary will be a truly national program in both character and
geographic spread.

This Bill will enable Western Australians to fully participate with other Australians in all of
the activities planned during the Australia Day weekend in January 1988, drid in so doing this
Government is encouraging families and individuals to join with organising bodies in making
this historic year a successful one.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Court (Deputy Leader of the Opposition).

TRANSPORT CO-ORDINATION AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas -- Minister for Agriculture) [3.43 pmn]: On behalf of the
Minister for Transport, I move --

That the Bil be now read a second time.
At the outset, and for the benefit of members, I should perhaps sumnmarise the main
objectives of this Bill to amend the Transport Co-ordination Act. They are -

to provide a licensing system for commnercial ferry and hovercraft operations;
to provide appeal rights to certain classes of taxi drivers; and
to provide for regulations enabling fees to be charged for the transfer of licences, and
for the issue of number plates for omnibuses.
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With regard to commercial hovercraft and ferry operations the Transport Co-ordination Act
contemplates the licensing of all forms of commercial transport in this State, and section 21
of the Act nominates the various types of licences that may be issued, and how the fees will
be assessed. The Act presently only provides for the licensing of the commercial operations
of aircraft, buses, commercial goods vehicles, country taxis, helicopters and certain classes of
coastal shipping -- basically all modes of commercial transport other than the two which are
the subject of this B ill.

Crown Law Department opinion is that the Act is intended to coordinate, plan and advance
all forms of transport in the State, but due to the narrow definition of certain transport modes,
hovercraft and ferries could not be accommodated within the present Act.

While the intent of the existing Act is quite clear -- and that is that all forms of commercial
transport should be licensed under the Act -- Crown Law opinion further indicated that
hovercraft and ferries could not be appropriately placed in any of the licence fee categories,
and thus a licence could not be issued under the present Act. It would seem that modem
technology such as hovercraft was not envisaged when the Act was originally drafted. This
amendment will rectify those anomalies.

On the basis of equity, it is appropriate that these two modes -- hovercraft and ferries --

should fall within the umbrella of the Act. As an example, aircraft and helicopter services to
Rotnnest Island are required to be licensed, yet the competing modes on the route -- ferries,
and perhaps soon, hovercraft -- do not presently require a licence. It is to remove these
inconsistencies, and to ensure that the public interest in transport services is maintained, that
this amendment has been proposed.

It is envisaged that unrestricted 'as of right" licences would be issued to existing ferry
operators, and to any additional fenry or hovercraft operator who applies for a licence. While
at present no unfair practices exist between the transport modes, or individual operators, the
Government has few powers to remedy the situation if such did occur. Under the proposed
licensing procedures the Government would have the power to endorse conditions on
licences to remedy or minimise any actions by operators that may be deemed to be not in the
public interest -- a power that presently exists in connection with other forms of transport.
Provided ferries and hovercraft were not operating contrary to the public interest, the
Government would have minimal involvement in their operations, apart from the nominal
licensing procedures. I should emphasise that this proposal has not been embarked upon as a
revenue-raising exercise, as the maximum fee proposed is $1 per passenger seat per annum -
the same fee that applies to most tour coaches operating in Western Australia.

The second objective of this proposed legislation is to provide country taxi drivers with
similar appeal rights, as are available to their metropolitan counterparts under the Taxi-Car
Control Act. It will allow country-based taxi operators the right of appeal if they are refused
registration under the Act, in cases where they had previously been registered, but such
registration had expired. Currently, under section 47ZE( I) an appeal to the Local Court
exists only where a registration has been suspended or cancelled or renewal has been refused.
This new provision will extend a driver's appeal rights.

The last issue is a relatively simple one. For many years the Transport Regulations 1967
prescribed fees for the transfer of a licence issued under the Act, and also fees for the issue of
the distinctive red and white TC numberplates that are affixed to all tour and charter buses in
this State.

In a recent revision of the transport regulations these prescribed fees were deleted, as there
was some doubt as to whether the charging of the fees was in accord with the provision of the
Act. This amendment seeks to clarify the position, and remove any doubts that might have
existed, and will give the department a clear mandate to prescribe such fees in the
regulations.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Cash.
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TAX I-CAR CONTROL AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas -- Minister for Agriculture) (3.50 pm]: I move --

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill is a ftuther progression in the provision of an efficient and effective taxicar service
in the metropolitan area. The purpose of this Bill is to provide increased penalties for
breaches of the taxicar control regulations. The existing penalty for a breach of this pant of
the Act dates from 1964 and provides for a maximum fine of $40. However, experience has
shown that with the changing value of money the deterrent effect of the current penalty has
largely been lost. It is therefore proposed that a more appropriate scale of penalties be
introduced in line with present-day values.

Of most concern to the taxi industry is the penalty relating to unpaid taxi fares. There is
strong evidence to suggest that attempted fare evasion is a major contributing factor in many
of the incidents of violence on taxi drivers, ibis Government has a deep concern for the
well-being of the taxi industry and the individual taxi driver. This action to increase the
penalty for fare-evading passengers will provide a much-needed deterrent and will reduce the
number of incidents experienced by the industry. Furthermore, those members of the public
who offend will receive a far more appropriate penalty for the offence committed.
Accordingly, it is intended to increase the penalty for fare evasion to $500. In addition it is
intended chat the penalty for breaches of all other regulations will be increased to $ 100 for a
first offence and $200 for a second or subsequent offence.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Cash.

MINES REGULATION AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 17 September.

MR CO URT (Nedlands -- Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.54 pmn]: I am glad the
Premier has walked in because there was just one member opposite. This legislation covers
four main areas: The establishment of the Mines Radiation Safety Board; the regulation of
winding engines and winding engine drivers by the Department of Mines; the increases in
general penalties for offences; and, the alteration to the constitution of the existing
Ventilation Board. It is in respect of the first, the establishment of the Mines Radiation
Safety Board, that I intend to make most of my commnents in this debate.

Mr Grill: Do you intend to be going for some time?

Mr COURT: No. I am glad to see the Minister for Minerals and Energy has arrived.

The whole question of radiation in the mineral sands industry became a topic of public
comment some three or four years ago, when there was a lot of concemn in the industry about
the effects of some of the old tailings, and the like, that had been left after earlier mining
activities. [ can recall a very emotional photograph in the Daily News, which the Minister
himself might remember. That was of a school in Capel.

Mr Thomas: Topical.

Mr COURT: Yes. It was a photograph of some children playing inside a fenced area. The
area where the children were playing was supposed to be contaminated by radiation in the
soil.

Mr Grill: So it was alleged.

Mr COURT: So it was alleged. There was one thing wrong with the photograph: The rope
which fenced-off the area where the children were not allowed to play, instead of hanging
between the two posts, was going upwards between the two posts.

Mr Parker: It was a windy day.

Mr COURT: It was a windy day from the ground upwards. If we, as members of
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Parliament, use that type of "evidence" we come in for a lot of criticism, but when the Daily
News was asked why it was that the rope hung upwards between two poles, there was simply
a couple of apologetic lines, about three weeks later, explaining that the photographs had had
to be touched up, and the rope had been drawn incorrectly. It was an emotional issue and the
Daily News, in particular, ran it very heavily at the dine.
The Winn report was brought down in June 1984. Professor Winn was the chairman of a
group that reported to the Minister for Health in Western Australia on ionising radiation
associated with the mineral sands industry. The sumnmary to that report recomnmended the
establishment of the Mines Radiation Safety Board. It is several years since that report came
down. I must admit that when this legislation came into Parliament I thought that the
Government had decided not to take any action on some of the recommendations in that
report.

Mr Parker: We did not accept all the recomnmendations.

Mr COURT: I know that the Government did not accept all the recommendations. However,
I intend to indicate to the Government that there are one or two recommendations that have
been accepted which should not have been accepted. I query the necessity to establish this
board. In the interim period, between the presentation of the Winn report and the present
time, there has been a body controlling the situation.
Mr Parker: There has been an interim board pending this legislation.

Mr COURT: I understand what the Minister for Minerals and Energy is saying. The Mines
Department recruited experts to look after the mineral sands industry -- which originally
comprised four companies, but which now has only three -- and to carry out the functions
which will be carried out by the board. The Government, with this legislation, will establish
a board to supervise the activities of those three mineral sands companies. At a time when
both political parties are talking about showing restraint in Government spending, cutting red
tape, and being critical of setting up boards and regulating and controlling industry, I ask the
Minister why it is necessary to establish a new board to look after part of the activities of
three companies. It is not as if we will lose track of the companies. The companies have
shown that they are prepared to abide by the rules when it comes to the problems associated
with their industry. This is an area where I believe the Minister, through the experts in the
Mines Department, could satisfactorily handle this problem, control this situation and control
the mining and processing activities, without establishing what will be a very expensive new
part of the bureaucracy of this State. That is our main concern; we think it is unnecessary.
When we consider the board we see that it is to have the usual make-up that we see these
days, a tripartite structure with an independent chairman, two representatives nominated by
the employers, two representatives nominated by the Trades and Labor Council, and one
nominee each from the Radiological Council, the Department of Mines, and the Department
of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare. So quite a large structure is to be established.
Mr Parker: It does not involve any extra staff. The staff were recruited to do the job, and
they will report to the board.

Mr COURT: But we will have this independent chairman --

Mr Parker; It is a part-time position.
Mr COURT: What sort of salary will he receive?

Mr Parker: He will receive the normal fee set by the Public Service Board for chairmen of
bodies of this type.

Mr COURT: What people will be assisting the board on a full-time basis?
Mr Parker: They will be the people within the Department of Mines who are there now and
have been there since the Winn report was brought down. They have been reporting in the
interim to the interim board. They will transfer over and report to this board, so there is no
increase in personnel as a result of this change.

Mr COURT: Does the Minister agree that the current system is working without any
problems?

Mr Parker: Yes, but the interim board is operating really without authority.
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Mr COURT: What happens if we do not have the board and just have people in the
Department of Mines?
Mr Parker: Theoretically it is possible for the officers of the department to do the job and
report through the State Mining Engineer ultimately to me; but the uniform view of the
committee, which included both industry and union representatives, was that it was better to
have a board which was seen to be independent, was independent, and which could provide
the necessary independence. This was also the very strong view of large sections of the
public who at the time were interested in the matter It is hard to remember because it was
some years ago; but it was strongly the view that was put and it was accepted by the industry.

Mr COURT: We are talking here about the problems associated with the mineral sands
industry, but are there any other mining activities with radiation problems?

Mr Parker: There are other activities where radiation is a factor. For instance, the monazite
processing plant will extract thorium and that also, insofar as there is any radioactivity
involved, will be regulated by this board. It is quite often the case that small amounts of
radioactivity are identified in other areas as well. So, theoretically, the board could be
involved where radioactivity is an issue.

Mr COURT: If Western Australia were to mine uranium, I presume the board would have
some responsibility in this rea?

Mr Parker: Insofar as radioactivity is concerned, yes; anid that is one of the other reasons
there was concern in the industry to have this under the Department of Mines and me. The
industry was concerned that if the board were not created, other boards in the health and EPA
areas would de facto take over responsibility for it.

Mr COURT: I understand the Minister's concern, because the occupational health, safety
and welfare group might want to start interfering in mining activities, an area where they
have built up expertise over the years.

I understand that in South Australia a separate board has been established to oversee the
operation of Roxby Downs and other projects.

Mr Parker They have a board, but it comes under the Minister for Health. I am not aware of
the precise details but I know that Keith Parry always used to say that he wished Roxby
Downs was in Western Australia, because from memory he had 120-odd scientific officers
the Government had to pay as a result of Roxhy Downs.

Mr COURT: Last night in debate we were talking about uranium mining; and interestingly
enough one of the Minister's colleagues indicated that he supported the concept of uranium
mining, Is the Minister prepared to tell us whether he would like to see commercial uranium
mines operating in this State?

Mr Parker: I will tell when it is appropriate. It has nothing to do with this Bill.

Mr COURT: The second part of this legislation deals with the regulation by the Department
of Mines of winding engines and the winding engine drivers. Traditionally, this area of
mining has been handled by the Machinery Safety Division. The surface equipment is
regulated by the occupational health, safety and welfare people, but responsibility for the
winding engines and winding engine drivers is to be transferred to the Department of Mines.

Mr Parker: In general terms the Department of Mines handles anl matters associated with
mines; but rather than duplicate personnel it has been the practice over many years in both
directions for the occupational health and safety inspectors and the Department of Mine
'inspectors to swap. What is proposed here is more than that ad hoc swapping. In the case of
the supervision of winding engine drivers, this responsibility will be permanently transferred
from the occupational health arnd safety people to the Department of Mines, and statutory
responsibility for it should also come under the Mines Regulation Act rather than under the
Machinery Safety Act.

Mr COURT: All the underground equipment for mining and all the mobile equipment which
is used by the mining industry is to come under the Department of Mines?
Mr Parker: Yes.

Mr COURT: And the rest of the equipment which was covered by the Machinery Safety
Division --
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Mr Parker: The winding heads and so on were statutorily under the State Mining Engineer,
but he vested the authority of mines inspectors with occupational health and safety inspectors
because they had the expertise in those areas. They will come over and work for the State
Mining Engineer.

Mr COURT: They will handle the winding?

Mr Parker: Yes.

Mr COURT: The increase in general penalties for offences is understandable, what with
inflation and all. The alteration to the constitution of the existing Ventilation Board is
understood. In talking to members of the industry we were informed that they accept the fact
that this alteration introduces a balance to the board in line with the way boards are set up
these days.

The Opposition supports the legislation, but we wonder whether there is really a need to
establish a board to carry out these functions when they are already carried out by experts
employed by the Department of Mines. I know the Minister has said that the industry is keen
for this role not to be carried out by the occupational health, safety and welfare people and
kept under the control of someone associated with the Department of Mines. I would like to
think in these days, when we are moving to try to cut out the bureaucracy and red tape, that
these functions could be carried out safely and responsibly by the Department of Mines. In
this way we could do away with the need to establish a new part of the bureaucracy, which is
what this Bill is doing.

Finally, does this legislation cover any part of the coalmining industry, or will that industry's
separate legislation remain?

Mr Parker: Separate legislation remains. This Bill makes it clear that machinery winding
drivers in both the coalmining industry and in the hard rock industry are covered by this
legislation. Other than that, the Coal Mines Regulation Act 1946 retains its independence.

Mr COURT: So the only part that relates to the coarntining industry is that to do with the
Department of Mines controlling the equipment and machinery underground?

Mr Parker: Yes. Penalties and other issues will be dealt with separately in the coahmines
regulations.

Mr COURT: I thank the Minister for the answers he has given.

MR THOMAS (Welshpool) [4.11 pm]: I wish to refer briefly to a matter which is nor
directly within the scope of this Bill but which falls within the scope of the principal Act, the
Mines Regulation Act. The Minister has announced that regulations will be laid on the Table
of the House some time this session to make provision for the regulation of scaffolding and
rigging in areas which fall within the scope of the Mines Regulation Act. At present the
regulations made under the Mines Regulation Act are largely silent on the subject of
scaffolding and rigging and fall within the general provisions of the Act which puts
responsibility for safe working practices with the mine managers. That has produced an
anomaly which has been of concern for many years to people dealing with scaffolding and
rigging because there is a very wide definition of "mine' within the Mines Regulation Act, It
is so wide it includes such things as the refineries at Kwinana and railway lines betwe~n
mines and ports. That means the scaffolding and rigging regulations which apply at large
within industry, particularly in the building and construction industries, have not applied in
areas which are the subject of the Mines Regulation Act.

Scaffolding and rigging are regulated largely under the provisions of the Construction Safety
Act, and comprehensive provision has been made for regulating those practices. There is

prvsion for the licensing of scaffolders and riggers, and extensive and prescriptive
reguains about the types of scaffolding to be used and rigging techniques, and they are
necessary and important for the purposes of safe working in those industries. However,
because there is a provision in the legislation which says the old Construction Safety Act
does not apply in areas that are covered by the Mines Regulation Act, it means effectively
that when people went, for example, from the building construction industry onto a site
which was covered by the Mines Regulation Act they were going to an area which was
largely unregulated. This anomaly has been a cause of concern for many years among unions
covering those areas. They have wanted regulations under the Mines Regulation Act
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which would mirror the provisions of the construction safety regulations.
It is understood regulations will be introduced later this session to do precisely that. They
will be welcomed very much by the unions and people concerned with these areas. I
anticipate those regulations will be supported by both sides of the House, and for that reason I
take the opportunity today to speak briefly about them. The regulations have been sought for
a long time and have been the subject of extensive tripartite discussions between the mining
industry, unions, and Government officials.

I was involved at one stage with those discussions and wish to make some comment about
one aspect. The Trades and Labor Council was represented in those discussions in drawing
up the regulations by the late Mr David Skipworth, an organiser with the Amalgamated Metal
Workers Union. I take this occasion to pay tribute very briefly to Mr Skipwortb and the
contribution he made to the regulation of scaffolding and rigging and construction safety
generally. It is fitting that some of his work will finally be reflected in legislation when these
regulations see the light of day later this year. Mr Skipworrh had a deep concern for safety
practices in those industries with which he was connected.

He was not politically very concerned in the wider sense, Many union officials are active in
the Labor Party and political organisations generally. He was a union official first, second,
and last, and his almost primary concern was the welfare and safety of members of his union.
He was only a young man, and he died very tragically last year. It is appropriate that tribute
should be paid to him on an occasion such as this. He was one of the people who pushed for
a long time to have provision made within the Mines Regulation Act regulations to regulate
scaffolding and rigging. I anm sure he would have been very pleased to see come into effect
the regulations which are expected later this year.

MR WIESE (Narrogin) 14.15 pm]: This Bill is aimed at improving occupational health and
safety in mines. The Mines Department is doing an excellent job of overseeing, supervising,
regulating, and ensuring that mining and other work within the mining industry is done under
the safest possible conditions.

The Bill deals with four topics, the first being radiation safety. We recognise the problem
that has come to the surface. so to speak. with radiation in the mineral sands industry. The
Minister has in answer to questions from the member for Nedlands accepted chat this Bill will
impinge or may be applied to any other mining industry which develops in the future and in
which radiation is a factor. The mining of uranium is a classic example of that. The Bill can
undoubtedly be applied to that activity in relation to the radiation factor.

The member for Nedlands made an interesting point, and my thoughts echo his to some
degree, when he queried the necessity for yet another board to be set up. We are establishing
a mines radiation safety board with all the associated personnel and expense and everything
else that goes with it. I cannot help but wonder whether the job we are trying to do and the
task the board will endeavour to cover cannot be done within the auspices of existing bodies,
and perhaps within the Mines Department. It is being handled in that area at present. I echo
the query raised about the need for yet another board in this State.
I note with interest that the Minister's second reading speech referred to the fact that the Bill
vests discretionary authority in the board to advise and consider proposals, make
recommuendations, and where necessary to determine disputes. I would be very interested to
hear the Minister's conmnent as to exactly why this particular task of determnining disputes
will fall to this board rather than to any other present authority in this State whose Task is to
determine disputes. Why is this board to be set up with these powers? What problems are at
the base of the Minister's including that power within this Bill rather than allowing existing
dispute settling mechanisms to operate in this area? [ will be interested to hear the Minister's
comments about that matter at the appropriate time.

I refer to another comment that was made by the Minister in his second reading speech. He
referred to the Winn report, on which this Bill has been based, and said that it recommended
that the board should have the power to give directions to owners, agents, or managers of
mines relating to radiation matters without any prior reference to the Minister for Minerals
and Energy. The Minister has chosen not to accept that recommendation, but has chosen to
make the board responsible to the Minister who wil-l consider the board's recommendations
and give such directives as are considered necessary. I wonder whether that power will
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apply to any recommendations that the board may make with regard to the settling of
disputes. I also wonder whether the Minister will be the person who ultimately gives the
directives that are considered necessary for settling disputes rather than allowing the board to
make recommendations and oversee the implementation of the recommendations.

The second part of the Bill refers to regulations which cover winding engines and winding
engine drivers. The National Party accepts chat this amendment transfers the powers from the
Chief Inspector of Machinery to the Department of Mines. It is a sensible and logical way to
deal with the situation.

The third part of the Bill relates to increases in general penalties for offences. I have never
been convinced that the application of fines has a great deal of effect on ensuring that
everything contained in the Acts is carried out in the way in which it is intended. I am not
convinced that by increasing fines we will be successful in implementing proper safety
measures. That is what is intended in this legislation.

I am pleased that the Minister mentioned the importance of education. He said that education
would have a major importance in achieving proper safety measures in mines; that is the key
to what we are endeavouring to achieve -- a safe working environment within the mining
industry. The way to do that is to educate the people involved in the industry.

I do not believe that penalties will contribute towards achieving proper safety measures.
They should only be used as a last resort and imposed upon persons who blatantly and
consistently breach the pravisions of the Act.
The fourth amendment to the Act is an alteration to the constitution of the existing
Ventilation Board. The National Party has no quarrel with that. It is acceptable to the
industry, and it will achieve a better balanced tripartite arrangement within the board which
must be advantageous to its operations. As a result, another board will operate within the
mining industry. The proliferation of boards is mind-boggling and it must make it difficult
not only for the Department of Mines, but also for the people engaged in the mining industry.

The National Party supports the Bill.

MR PARKER (Fremantle -- Minister for Minerals and Energy) [4.25 pm): [ thank the
members who have contributed to the debate and for both the Liberal Party and National
Party support of the Bill. I have been called on to answer two questions relating to the Bill.

The first question relates to the need for a board. As I have indicated, the chief
recommendation which came out of the Winn report in terms of practicality related to the
types of skills, expertise, and number of personnel that it believed the Government should
have within its ranks in order to regulate the mineral sands industry. The Government took
action to achieve the recomrmendations with which it agreed. The comm-ittee recommended
that there should be a large audit group, but the Government did not think there was a need
for it and, therefore, it was not implemented.

As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said, so far as the basic regulation was concerned the
Government took immediate steps to recruit the appropriate people to undertake that work.
The Winn committee was unanimously of the view that, given the level of public concern --
and it is instructive that the result of the Governm-ent's attitude towards that report is that it is
an issue that has virtually disappeared from the political agenda so far as the public and the
Press are concerned. I am sure that that is because there is a high degree of public confidence
in the way these matters are being run. The committee was of the opinion that the public
confidence should be created. I guess that now, three years later, it is to maintain that public
confidence.

Instead of public servants reporting to the State mining engineer, and he in turn to m e, the
committee was of the opiion that there should be a board which could be independent, be
seen to be independent, and which could regulate the industry. Members of the public and
the mining industry would have access to the board to ensure that their views were heard. I
guess there is a view -- I do not subscribe to it -- that the staff of the State mining engineer's
division work very closely with the industry and are potentially inclined not to pursue matters
as vigorously as they might because of its association with the industry. I reject that view.
However, in this area there has been a great deal of public concern and there is a sort of
mythology about radiation -- a mythology which I believe is completely wrong, but
nevertheless it is one of those buzz words which frightens people when they hear it -- and
there is a need for an independent board.
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The other aspect is that in tenns of Goverrnent bureaucracy and public restraint it makes
little difference to have such a board because the inspectors are already there and they will
report to the board. The only additional activity required would be secretarial work for the
board which is intended to be absorbed by the staff already within the department.

As the member pointed out, a small salary or stipend will be paid to the chairman of the
committee. It is insignificant in terms of the importance of this industry to Western
Australia. If the creation of the board enhances public confidence in the industry and in the
regulation of the industry, not at any cost, but given that the cost is not substantial, it is worth
having,

The second aspect is the independence of the board, and this matter was raised by the
member for Narrogin. The ultimate decision-making power will still rest with the M~inister. I
believe firmly, and I implement it in all of my portfolio areas, that there is little point in
having Governments elected and Ministers appointed if those Governments and Ministers are
to abrogate their powers to quasi judicial or administrative bodies. While we need advisory
bodies expressing their views publicly and fiercely so that the public can understand what it
is that those independent experts feel about tig, the Goverrnent should make the final
decision. The Government is responsible to this Chamber and, ultimately, to the people of
the State for the decisions it makes. I do not make any apologies whatsoever that in this area,
as in other areas within my portfolios. I have ensured that the ultimate decision-making rests
with the Minister and not with a board.

The board will be in a position to make its recommendations, which will be made public. On
technical matters I am sure that it would be a very foolish Minister who was to lightly
dispense with the advice and the views of the board. It is certainly not my intention to do
that. It is absolutely imperative to make clear that those boards are subject to political
control. that is the nature of the system within which we operate and it should be enhanced at
every stage.

Mr Wiese: What about giving the boards power in disputes.

Mr PARKER: That is the point I made. I believe very firmly that it is the Minister's role to
do that; the Government is elected to do that sort of thing and it must make the ultimate
decision. Although the board has the power to decide matters in terms of its views and to put
those views to the Government, it is not the role of the board to determine disputes or to be
the final arbiter on matters. That is the role of the Minister of the day and I have
implemented it in this legislation and in all other legislation with which I am associated.

I thank the Opposition for its support for the Bill. Like the member for Welshpool. I am
pleased that we have finally been able to resolve the matter of scaffolding regulations in the
mining industry. The definition of a mine is so broad that it is important that the scaffolding
regulations be promulgated. I pay tribute to the work done on this matter by David
Skipwonth, formerly of the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union. I commend the Bill to the
House.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

CHILD WELFARE AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 14 October.

MR PEARCE (Armadale -- Leader of the House) [4.36 pml: The Government wil] give full
and due consideration to this Bill and it is prepared to listen to the arguments put forward on
behalf of the Opposition. The Minister for Housing will respond at a later time.
MR CASH (Mt Lawley) [4.38 pmn]: I support the Bill. There is no question that the member
for Floreat, the shadow Attorney-General, considered the current wording of the Child
Welfare Act very deeply before he introduced this Bill. Members will be aware that in recent
weeks we have discussed in this House the dramatic increase in crime in Western Australia
and only two weeks ago I informed the House that latest statistics indicated that crime in
Western Australia had increased by more than 22 per cent in the past year. That
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particular statistic does not necessarily relate only to juvenile crime but in general discussion
on the crime problem it was acknowledged by members on both sides of the House that crime
in Western Australia, and indeed throughout Australia generally, was a consequence of
juvenile delinquency.
We are discussing the problem of juvenile crime this evening. The member for Floreat quite
properly recognises that to maintain the age of adulthood at 18 years and afford to children
all the advantages inherent in the Child Welfare Act is not to recognise the position of society
as we know it today. One has only to go to the Children's Court and see the young people
brought before that court from age 17 years upwards to recognise that in stature they are fully
mature people and certainly in mental capacity they are as mature as they are ever likely to
be. It is, therefore, strange that we should afford those youths aged 17 years and over the
privileges contained in this Act. There is no question that the community recognise s that the
sentencing procedure of the Children's Court in this State in recent times does nor appear to
adequately reflect current community standards.

In my support of the Bill proposed by the member for Floreat, I want to bring to the House
some of the propositions that have been advanced to me in respect of the need to adjust the
age at which a child becomes an adult from 18 years to 17 years. I mentioned to the House
only recently that much of the vandalism in this State was attributable to juveniles. Statistics
do not appear to be available in an age category which would enable one to distinguish the
ages of the children who are presently committing the various acts of vandalism in the State.
However, from experience and from talking to members of the community generally and to
members of the Police Farce and probation service and welfare officers attached to various
Government departments, I share their view that much of the vandalism is caused by children
aged 14 years and above. One is able to accept that the problems of youth often beset those
between the ages of 14 years and 17 years, but I believe that from the age of 17 onwards
those people are adults and should be treated as such.

It is important to stress that the proposal to treat 17-year-olds as adults and to have them dealt
with under the criminal system as adults is not a move to try to incarcerate any more people
in this State. It is well recognised that this State's prison population has almost reached a
situation where it is overflowing. It will be necessary for the Government to address that
problem.

At the appropriate time in this House, I will put a proposition to the Minister representing the
Minister for Prisons that rather than sentencing people to prison for non-payment of parking
fines, we refuse to give them that option, and instead instigate a system where we cancel for a
certain period their drivers' licences. Such a proposal will have a number of advantages:
First, it will save the community something like $100 a day in costs in maintaining that
person within the prison system. Secondly, it will enable those people -- who really have not
committed any great criminal offence -- to remain in society and, one hopes, to work in their
current job and support themselves and their family in a responsible way. I think that
members of the Government will agree that the initiative which I have just mentioned is a
positive one which is worthy of the Government's consideration.

I raise that matter because I do not want it to be said by members of the Government that the
purpose of this Bill is to incarcerate greater numbers of people. There will be occasions if
this Bill is carried when the court deten-nines that the appropriate sentence for an offending
17-year-old in fact is a prison term, and I would respect that court's decision, as I do the
decisions that are generally handed down by courts in this State.

I raise the proposition with the House that the community generally believes that the
sentences that have been imposed on 17-year-alds in recent times have not reflected -the
current community attitudes, and there is a need for change. Until we accept and pass the
legislation which has been proposed by the member for Floreat in the form of this Bill, the
Children's Courts are not going to willingly impose the sentences that I have enunciated to
the House; they are obviously -- as has happened in the past -- going to rely on the provisions
of the current Child Welfare Act.

I notice that the Minister who is handling the Bill on behalf of the Government has returned
to the House, so in general terms I will quickly summarise what f have said to the House:
First, I believe the Bill proposed by the member for Floreat is a positive step in trying t6 stem
the problem of juvenile delinquency in this State. The Bill recognises that 17-year-old
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youths are mature by way of stature and mental ability, and should be treated as such. The
Children's Court, in accepting the various propositions put forward in the Bill, will be able to
rely on the provisions of the Child Welfare Act in respect of those persons whom the
commuunity will generally regard to be children, and allow other courts to deal with 17-year-
olds and above as adult citizens.

There is no question that the community in general supports the propositions put forward by
the member for Roreat. It is fair to say that the sentencing of children is a very complex
question; but it is also fair to say that those young people in our society who have reached the
age of 17 years and who quite clearly are adults in every sense of the word should be treated
as adults and should be prepared to accept the sentences that adult courts would want to mete
out to them in the circumstances in which they might find themselves.

Mr Brian Burke: What are the criteria by which you judge this -- is it their physical stature or
their mental capacity? What are the things by which you judge their maturity?

Mr CASH: In response to the Premier's question, I said it is a very complex matter, and I do
not believe that one can necessarily say that just because someone is call or big or fat, it
would necessarily determine that that person is an adult. In respect of mental capability, I do
not necessarily believe that an IQ test is the single criterion which should be used in judging
whether a person is adult.

Mr Mensaros: You could say to the Premier that in my second reading speech I said that the
choice of 17 years is just as arbitrary as the choice of 1.8 years was some years ago, but of
course there is no doubt that today, children are more mature much younger.

Mr Brian Burke: What I was going to say is why not 16 years?

Mr Mensaros: You have 17 years first and then you go on to --

Mr Brian Burke: Am [ to understand you think the next logical step might be to 16?
Mr Mensaros: It may well be.

Mr CASK: I think the member for Eloreat has addressed the question raised by the Premier,
but I want to re-emphasise that determining a particular age is a very complex question. In
his second reading speech, the member for Floreat made the following point --

Of course, as the present age limit of 18 is arbitrary, so is the proposed reduction of it
to 17. This could as welt have been chosen as 16. However, as every change has to
go through the experiences of time, I thought it more proper to take a smaller step first
towards a change and let it be tested by practice before deciding whether to go
further.

I think the House would agree that that is a very responsible and practical approach to the
problem. In fact, it is one which was obviously determined by commonsense. It is possible
for the Government to throw up all sorts of excuses as to why this Bill should not be
supported. In fact, we heard the other day when we were discussing the vandalism motion
which was before this House how Government members wanted to stand up and keep
pushing the concept of welfare, of pushing more money towards the problem, rather than
recognising the concept of responsibility on the part of both the offenders and their parents.
It is a very complex issue but I believe the community as a whole is crying out for these
changes. I compliment the member for Floreat on bringing this Bill before the House and I
invite the House to support it.

MR WILSON (Nollamara -- Minister for Housing) 14.51 pm]: In the remarks of the
member for Floreat when he made his second reading speech and in the remarks of the
member for Mt Lawley who has just spoken, one of the points that was made and that was
drawn out by the interjection of the Premier was that we are dealing with a judgment which is
a very arbitrary matter. The interjection from the member for Coutesloe was significant
because in the course of that discussion across the Chamber he sought, 1 think -- maybe not
intentionally -- to bring out the factor that is being concentrated upon in spite of the fact that
both the member for Roareat and the member for Mt Lawley have tried to emphasise that in
making this change we are dealing with some very complex issues.
In his second reading speech the member for Floreat referred to the basic age limit in the
United Kingdom -- certainly in England -- and to a number of other age limits under which a
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distinction is made between a person's responsibility as a child and as an adult. As the
member for Mt Lawley has reiterated, the member far Floreat did underline the point that a
decision to move the age barrier from 18 to 17 years is an arbitrary decision and that the
widespread public support to which the member for Mt Lawley refers could well be
supportive of a move to 16 rather than 17 years.

I suppose that if one uses the criterion for which the member for Cottesloe indicated support
by way of interjection -- that is, what he referred to as biological maturity -- one would have
to ask, "Why not 15? In some cases, why not 14, or 13?" 1 make that point simply to
indicate my agreement with both the member for Ploreac and the member for Mt Lawley that
the decision to change the age barrier has to be seen to be an arbitrary decision, whatever
move is proposed.

The member for Floreat indicated in his second reading speech that his proposal to move the
barrier from 18 to 17 years was -- I think I can paraphrase his words -- a moderate and
cautious move, a move that can allow such a change to be tried without its appearing to be an
overly drastic change all in one instance. But I think the substance of the interjection of the
Premier is one that we cannot ignore. When we say that in making this change we are
recognising the fact that young people are reaching maturity at an earlier age and therefore
should be held responsible at an earlier age to measure up to adult responsibility, the danger
is that we are ignoring the complexities involved in that judgment, and the complexities
involved in assessing the degree of maturity required for people to be held accountable as
adults.

I think everybody would know from their own contacts with young people over a period that
those who are 16, or 17, or 18 years of age, and in some cases 19 or 20 years of age, vary
very considerably in the level of their maturity. If we are to make our judgment solely on The
premise that the member for Cottestoe seems to regard as pre-eminent -- that is, biological
maturity, by which I assume he means physical size and capacity -- then of course we are
obviously ignoring many aspects of maturity which would need to be taken into account in
deciding whether a person can respond as an adult in terms of responsibility for his
relationship to others.

Mr Lightfoot interjected.

Mr WILSON: Of course they should be taken into consideration for 18-year-olds. We are
not dealing with that issue at the moment because we are dealing with an accepted situation
with respect to l8-year-olds. The situation we are dealing with is making a judgment now
that we can take that further, acknowledging the complexity of it, and I am suggesting that
that would put at risk some people who are younger.

Mr Lightfoot: But if you accept that 18 is an acceptable age level for maturity and that
children mature earlier these days, why can't we just lower it to 17 years?
Mr WILSON: I would not be prepared, nor should I chink anybody with experience would
be prepared, to accept that all children mature earlier these days.
Mr Lightfoot: Why should all children mature at 18 years?

Mr WILSON: That only begs the question about raising the limit further. The proposal is
not begging that question, it is begging the question that the age limit should be lowered; it is
begging the question in an arbitrary fashion and I am accepting that maybe that is an
inevitable part of the question. However, if we are to move the age at which the barrier is
fixed at the moment downwards to 17 because we are being cautious about the fact that to
move it to 16 could be putting some people of 16 at risk, I suggest that we have to be very
concerned and cautious about moving it at all.
We must have, I think, some deeper consideration and some more detailed consideration of
the complexities involved before the Parliamrent should be content to make that sort of
decision. I do not doubt that the member for Floreat has gone to a great deal of trouble --
obviously, from his second reading speech, he has -- and has undertaken a great deal of
research into the issue, but in my view this is an issue which requires broader consideration
and more cautious consideration than could be given to it in a debate in this place of one hour
or more. I believe that it is the sort of issue, in conjunction with other issues of similar
concern, that would be more appropriately considered by some sort of parliamentary
committee, which would be a more effective and comprehensive means of ensuring that the
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Parliament, in making this move, was in fact moving in line not only with public concern and
agreement but also wit the broader considerations about the complexities to which the
member for Mt Lawley has referred. ibis would ensure that as a community we have a
proper regard for the possible implications for some people of making such a move.
Let us face it: What we are saying here is that we will have young people -- a year younger
that it is possible for them now -- to be put in Fremanitle Prison, Canning Vale Prison and
other prisons throughout the State --

Mr H-assell: If you saw some of them, you would think that is where they should be -- even
you.
Mr WILSON: I[chink that interjection is indicative of the attitude of one particular member
of this Parliament. I am not convinced chat it represents the views of a large number of
people, whether in this Parliamnent or in the community generally. That is why I chink we
should not be pushed with some hase or without due consideration into making such a
radical move from the position that currently pertains in the legislation and in the commnunity.
I will not throw out holus bolus the need for this to be put under some stringent examination.

Mr Cash: Has the Government established any committees to consider reducing the age?

Mr WILSON: No, no committees are currently looking at that as far I know, That is
something I would have to double check with the Minister for Community Services. I am not
sure whether any examination currently is being given to the matter.
However I think I can safely say that the views the member for Mt Lawley raised in his
contribution to the debate and the points that were made by the member for Floreat will be
given very serious examination. I think the moderate way in which the member for Floreat
and the member for Mt Lawley presented their points indicates that there would be quite
considerable support for a serious examination of those recommendations from the point of
view of a comprehensive review, which would take into account the members' concerns but
at the same time have very serious regard for the complexities to which they referred. I am
not convinced chat the work that has gone into this Bill and the consideration that has been
given so far in this debate is sufficient consideration and preparation for the change to be
made.

Therefore, I regret to say that the Government wilt oppose the Bill introduced by the member
for Floreac.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloe) 1 5.06 pm]: There is little doubt that the Goverrnent will
continue to block every move made by the Opposition to try to do something about the
appalling state of juvenile justice in this State. We have just heard art inexcusable speech
from the Minister representing the Minister for Community Services. His speech was
completely lacking in preparation. The Minister for the second week in a row wandered into
the House late when these important issues were raised after a lot of consideration by the
Opposition.

Mr Wilson: I was listening to the debate; I was aware of it.

Mr HASSELL: Was the Minister aware that his colleagues were looking for him?

Mr Wilson: I was at a meeting but I was listening to the debate.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister's own Premier was looking to have him in here to address the
debate.
Several members interjected.

Mr Wilson: You are making a fuss about nothing; just get on with it.

Mr HASSELL: I am not making a fuss about nothing. For the second time the Minister has
displayed a complete disregard for the importance of this issue. For the second time the
Government has simply rejected out of hand an Opposition proposal in relation to what is a
scandalous situation. Having been caught out, the Minister has now dashed out of the
Chamber.

Mr Wilson: No, I am just leaving because I can predict what you are going to say.

Mr HASSELL: The Minister has treated the House with contempt and walked back in to
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interject out of his seat without any justification for doing so. The Minister waffled on in his
remarks but did not get to the substance of the issue, which is that there is an exploding level
of juvenile delinquency and crime in this State. That exploding level is not being dealt with
by the existing juvenile justice system. It is not being dealt with by the system because the
Children's Court is not a court in the accepted sense but is an administrative arm of the
Department for Community Services. Let me make the point very simple and clear: The
judges -- or magistrates as they are called -- in the Children's Court can make whatever order
or recomnmendation they may like, but it is the Department for Community Services, char
determines what happens to juvenile offenders. It is not the order of a court of law; it is the
department, and the department certainly has inherent philosophies about the treatment of
juveniles which means that juveniles are not being dealt with adequately. Juveniles are
consequently thumbing their noses at the courts and are treating the law with contempt.

Only this week I have had drawn to my attention a very serious case involving damages
worth hundreds of thousands of dollars. The parents were taken to view the desecration
caused by their children. I was told that they could not have cared less. I am investigating
that matter further and will say more about it later.

A question on notice about events that occurred in my electorate relating to approximately
230 offences of car stealing received the reply yesterday that indicated that t offenders had
spent a few days in Longrnore. They were then released and completed a community service
order of a number of hours.

Mr Mensaros: And continued to pinch cars.

Mr Cash: Was it a supervised community order?

Mr HASSELL: Who knows? The legislation brought to this Parliament weeks ago by the
Opposition and this legislation reflect our concern at the breakdown or the juvenile justice
system. The Government's answer in rejecting the legislation out of hand was to say that the
issues are complex and that it had not been given sufficient opportunity to consider the issues.

Let me test the sincerity of the Minister who said that perhaps the issue needs to be
considered by a parliamentary committee. I ask him in his absence, and in case he happens to
be listening to this debate as he was listening to the debate when the Premier was busy
looking for him, if he were dinicum in that suggestion, why did he not indicate that the
Government would move for the setting up of a Select Committee instead of indicating, as he
did, that the Governiment would reject the Bill? Obviously he was not dinkum but was
simply trying to make it sound nice when he, on behalf of the Government once again,
arbitrarily rejected the legislation because it is Opposition legislation.

When I suggested to the Minister by way of interjection that some of the young offenders
should be in Fremantle Gaol, he challenged me. Does the Minister understand the
seriousness of the offences, including the bank robberies and the screamning down the
highways of this city in the middle of the night at 150 kilometres an hour in cars endangering
the lives of the public and especially the lives of members of the law enforcement agencies?
Does that not warrant some punitive serious puniishment so that these children, whatever their
socioeconomic backgrounds, get the message that that conduct is not acceptable? One thing
is for sure: While we do not punish wrongdoing, the law will be treated with contempt and
that is what is happening.

The Minister said that by lowering the age of juvenile responsibility to 17 years which is,
after all, a most conservative and careful reduction, we may be putting some children at risk
because some are less mature than others. The same argument applies to 18-year-old
children. However, in his haste to reject the legislation simply because it comes from the
Opposition, the Minister overlooked the fact that adult courts are capable of assessing the
youthfulness of offenders and do so now in relation to youthful L,8, 19, 20, and 21-year-olds.

As I intetjected earlier, it has been acknowledged scientifically that the age of maturity on
average has lowered and the law has failed to reflect that change. The Minister has
overlooked the fact that when the legal age of maturity was 21, the same 18-year age limit
applied to the Children's Cowrt. When the majority age was reduced to 18 on the basis that
maturity was being reached earlier, no adjustment was made to the age for appearances
before the Children's Court.
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The Minister and the Government are not ditkum. We do not accept the absurd arguments
put forward by the Minister. Anybody who listened to those arguments carefully, as I did,
knows that the Minister has not done his homework. The Government was poorly
represented in this debate today. The truth is that the Minister was called on at the last
minute to make a speech rejecting this legislation simply because it came from the
Opposition. That is no way to treat Parliament.

The Minister said that the Government cannot consider the issue in a debate of an hour or
more. This issue has not been considered in a debate of an hour or more;, it has been
hammered out in the community for years. It has been studied carefully by the shadow
Attorney General, and it has been carefully drafted and cautiously presented. It is not a
radical change. It does not seek to reduce the age to 16 years, as could be justified. All we
have said is that we should consider this matter cautiously by looking at what is done in the
United Kingdom and, 1 think, in another State of Australia, where the age has been reduced to
17 years, We have asked only for a trial period here. We have a problem with the juvenile
justice system as we explained last week. The Government will not change it by setting up a
new Children's Court as it has said it will do in the last few weeks of this by-election climate.
Every time the Government is criticised for this new crime wave, it answers by saying that it
is setting up this new Children's Court. We do not know how it will be set up or whether the
punishments ordered by it will be carried out because, as I pointed out last week, the
Government has deliberately closed down the facilities that were available to deal with some
of the juvenile offenders. In particular, I pointed to Hiliston which was a well-run, well-
managed training centre for young offenders at which they were taught trades and discipline.
That was closed down.

Mr Gordon Hill: I can give an answer to that question. It is a matter of public record that
under the present system a panel makes a recommendation to the Department for Community
Set-vices, and the department may not carry out that recommendation. It does not necessarily
have to. Under the new system the court, headed by a judge known as the president, will in
fact carry out those decisions without reference to the Department for Community Services.
Mr HASSELL: We are yet to see that. It is all very weUl for the Minister to make that
statement; but what if there are no facilities and no places for the offenders to go to?
Longmore is grossly overcrowded.

Mr Gordon Hill: A whole range of options is open to the court.

Mr HASSELL: A whole range of options is open to the court now but, in fact, the kids are
going home, back into the community in many serious cases. I have given a couple of
examples this evening and I will give more in the weeks ahead. The evidence is available.
The juvenile justice system is not working. The Government has no answer to it, and yet it
has simply decried the specific reform proposals the Opposition has put forward in successive
weeks. We do not pretend that this Bill on its own solves the problems; we do not pretend
that the problems are easy; and we did not pretend last week that the proposal to impose a
requirement that parents pay restitution would solve all the problems. However, this Bill, last
week's Bill, and Professor Edwards' report five years ago, were directed towards introducing
the concept and the element of responsibility. That has been lacking in this whole area. That
is why the Government is not only narrow-minded and bigoted in simply rejecting this
proposal, but is also short-sighted. It will not be able to live with the new children's court
proposal forever. It is not the answer to all the problems and some of these issues should be
dealt with immediately.

The Minister simply came into the House arid rejected the proposition. Let us go over that
proposition very simnply and clearly. The average age of maturity of young people has
reduced over recent years. Therefore, it is appropriate to adjust what is acknowledged to be
the arbitrary division between the children's and the adults' courts. It is appropriate because
of the lowering of the age of maturity for that adjustment to be downwards. We have
conservatively proposed that it go down by one year to 17 instead of 18. The Government's
answer is that the issue is complex and it has not had time to think about it. If the
Government asked the Department for Community Services it would tell the Government not
to do it; if the Government asked the police, they would tell the Government that it should do
so because the police know what is going on and they do not have the welfare mentality of
treating offenders as though they can be fixed up by a magical course of treatment. The
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police know how serious it is when kids are racing through side streets in residential areas at
speeds of 150 kilometres an hour; the police know how serious it is when kids are breaking
into chemist shops to get drugs; the police know how serious it is when kids are holding up
banks to get money to buy drugs; and so on.

The police, lie the rest of the community who are not filled up with al sonts of theoretical
notions learned at the Curtin University of Technology or some other academic institution,
believe something needs to be done shout it, and so does the Opposition. We have brought
forward a proposal to do something about one aspect of the problem; the Goverrnent offers
no solution except a stonewalling rejection. The Minister has been caught out because he
suggested that perhaps we should consider putting it to a Select Committee, but he
demonstrated the emptiness and hollowness of his suggestion by saying that the Government
would reject the eml instead of putting it to a Select Committee.

The Government has a lot to answer for in relation to this area, and it will have a lot more to
answer for in the months ahead because these issues have been brought into the open and the
Government has had an opportunity to do something about them. It is refusing to do so for
narrow, bigoted reasons. I support the eml.
MR DONOVAN (Morley-Swan) [5.25 pm]: I take issue with some of the comments made
by the member for Cottesloe on this serious matter, and also raise two fundamental problems
with the Bill before the House this afternoon. The fundamental problem is that when talking
about lowering the age limit in the judicial system -- in this case the juvenile justice system --
we are talking about questions of maturity and development. We are not simply talking about
questions of law and sanction. There is no magical cut-off point at which one can safely say
that somebody who turns 17 years of age in 1987, unlike his brother or sister who turned 17
in 1986, has reached a stage of maturity by which he or she can therefore be judged as a
mature and responsible adult. [ repeat the Minister's point that we are not dealing with the
question of 18 years but the proposition in a Bill which suggests lowering the age from 18 to
17 years.

Mr H-assell: The same argument applies to 18-year-olds.

Mr DONOVAN: I know the same argument probably applies to 18-year-aids, but we cannot
correct that situation by dropping the age to 17 years.

Mr Hassell: The adult court can take those factors into account in relation to a 17-year-old
just as they do in relation to an 18-year-old.
Mr DONOVAN: The second problem raised by this Bim, which is much more fundamental,
is it implies -- though not necessarily by intent because I am sure the member for Floreat did
not have this intent when he introduced the Bill -- that by reducing the age of adulthood or
maturity, one reduces the rate of juvenile offences in the community. It does not do that; it
simply calls the offenders adults. The offenders are dealt with in an adults' court, and it can
then be said that the number of offenders in the Children's Court has been reduced. That is
ridiculous nonsense. There are no easy solutions to this problem of juvenile offenders, and I
hope to canvass some of those issues at a later stage.

[Questions taken.]

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.15 pm
Mr DONOVAN: I do not think it is appropriate to start in on a year one sociology lesson, but
there are some issues that need to be addressed when we in this State start talking about
reducing the age of culpability, the age at which people can be imprisoned, and the age at
which youth can, at a more intense level, be exposed to a criminal career. That is the effect
of reducing the age limit as suggested by ths Bill. It exposes youth at, an earlier age to a-
criminal career.

I want to refer briefly to the question of adolescence. I do not think that issue can be resolved
simply by attaching an arbitrary age. I take the point made earlier this afternoon that if that is
the case, why are we talking about reducing the age from 21 to 18 years? I remind members
that that debate is largely irrelevant, although it is one for which I have a lot of sympathy,
because this eml proposes to reduce the age from 18 to 17, in some cases from 17 to 16, and
from 16 to 15 in relation to the children's panel.
Adolescence, as every mother and father knows, is a very difficult period. It involves a
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growing-up stage in which youth are required to walk their developmental path between
dependency on parents and family on the one hand, and autonomy as aduths on the other
hand. Most parents with teenage children will attest to the fact that it is not an easy stage of
development for young people. That period involves taking on the world as it is with fairly
limited skills and fairly limited experience. It is a period full of conflict for most young
people and that conflict is not resolved by the attachment of an arbitrary age chat says that
someone is now an adult whether he likes it or not and he will be treated as such before the
law. Maturity in that sense requires the ability for one to accept adult maturity. It requires
the ability for one to accept the sorts of responsibilities and obligations that the member for
Cortesloe referred to earlier this afternoon.
Members might say chat there are hundreds more children today knocking off motor vehicles
and getting drunk than there were 10 years ago and that the solution to that, therefore, is to
punish them more often. They might say also that this is academic theory, but we know from
practical experience chat punishment alone simply does not act to prevent criminal behaviour,
be it among adults or juveniles. It simply does not work that way. Punishment before the
law is not a predictable deterrent to criminal behaviour. It is especially not a deterrent to
criminal behaviour among youth and it is especially not a deterrent to criminal behaviour for
people who are not yet mature in the sense of the word as I mean it here tonight. Punishment
is also not a proven deterrent to children who are trying to find a resolution to the conflict
between childlike dependency and adult-like autonomy. It simply does not work.

That kind of application of an age rule may well address problems that establishments like
this House may have with the perceived increase in juvenile crime. It does not address the
psychological, emotional, and biological problems associated with growing up.

The level of maturity that is implied in this Bil requires an additional and accelerated
development to adult life at a time and in a social context in which pressures upon young
people are increasing, not decreasing, when there are pressures upon young people to skill
themselves for the work force and for social life, pressures upon young people to grow up to
the harsher realities of political and economic life, and pressures upon young people to deal
adequately with their peer groups and with family and community circumstances. This Bill
will accelerate and intensify those pressures.

The member for Cottesloe raised a number of quite challenging and, I admit, important
points. He referred to the problem of youth and parents treating the law with contempt.
There is no evidence to suggest that if parents and youth treat the law with contempt when
they appear in the present juvenile justice system, they will treat the law with any less
contempt by our saying that we can punish them at 17 int a way that we cannot at present until
they are 18.
There are limitations to the Children's Court system in this State as there are elsewhere- The
solutions to the problems posed are not to be found in an arbitrary change of age to 17 for
culpability under certain circumstances and sentences under certain circumstances.

The member for Cortesloe said that the Bill, among other things, reflects a breakdown in the
juvenile justice system. If there has been a breakdown in that system, it does not arise from
an age group. It arises from the present set of social and economic circumstances in which
we find ourselves as a society. We cannot change that simply by saying that we will treat
people at 17 the way we treat them currently at 18.
The member for Cottesloc suggested also that what was needed to instil this sense of
responsibility and obligation was a punishment message. He suggested that we needed to get
the message across to children who steal motor vehicles by punishing them. I am not sure
whether he is right about that in principle; I have my own views. In fact, the evidence bears
out the fact that it does not work. What he is saying is not simply that we should punish
youth for stealing motor vehicles; he is saying that we should reduce the age level at which
we do punish them. l am not sure that that is a solution to the problem confronting us.

*The member for Cottesloe said that it was scientifically acknowledged that the age of
maturity has lowered. There are some schools of thought that suggest that the age of maturity
has lowered. However, others suggest the age of maturity, far from having reduced, has risen
and that some young people are more immature at 21 than others are at 18. The
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scientific debate is really not a reliable gauge by which to judge the decision as to whether we
should lower the age in the juvenile justice system.

The member for Cottesloe charged the Government with rejecting this legislation simply on
the basis that it originated within the ranks of the Opposition. It is simply not the case that a
rejection of this Bill is based on its originating from the member for Floreat and the ranks of
the Opposition. The fact is that the Bill stands rejected because it simply does not achieve the
set of circumstances that the member for Floreat wanted to achieve. The Bill does not
address the problem of maturity and it does not address the problem of reducing the crime
rate among the youth. It simply recategorises a large percentage of them as adults. The
member for Cottesloe implied that the police uniformly say from their experience that these
people should be punished adequately. Whereas the Department for Community Services
believes they should be treated as adults. That sort of polarisation is too simplistic to apply to
the complex problem of youth behaviour in society today. Certainly, the police have their
views about the situarion. By the way, I have a great deal of admiration for the patience
displayed by the majority of the Police Force in this State to the sont of problems they are
confronted with among youth and adults. However that patience does not render the police
as having a special expertise about what age and under what circumstances youth should be
treated as adults. That decision correctly belongs to this Parliament and not to the Police
Force.

By the same token, the Department for Community Services has a brief and body of
experience even though it does not achieve the results we would like it to achieve. It has
experience in the field of working with young people in a great range of areas. While I often
respect the department's judgment, it is not its place to ultimately decide at what age youth
should be treated as adults. I would want to listen to what the department said because I
regard its input as valuable. In the end, it is the responsibility of this House to make that
decision.

I said at the outset that while the intentions of the member for Floreat were indisputably well
founded, confronting as he did an increased rate of criminial behaviour among youth in this
State, the actual effect of this Bill is simply to categorise one set of people as adult when the
majority of them are, in fact, still juvenile. Including in the adult court those who would
otherwise be in the Children's Court simply creates the illusion of a reduction in the
Children's Court's figures. It does not create a reduction in juvenile crime. In that sense, the
Bill suggests an easy solution to a complex social problem. I do not believe that the problem
is that simple; the Government does not believe that it is that simple. The Minister said that
he is determined, on behalf of the Government, that the problem will not be addressed in
those simplistic terms. At the very minimum, it requires detailed study and evaluation.

Youth crime cannot be reduced simply by calling some of them adult and some of them
children. Let me test that a little. If we were to adopt that course, what would we do tee
years hence when the level of offending increases among 16-year-olds to the level we
currently see among 17-year-olds? Do we then say we must reduce the age of culpability and
imprisonment to 16 years? We cannot adopt that course because in 10 years' time do we find
society gaoling people at the age of 12 years? What about in 20 years' time? At what time
do we stop and say that we will go so far and no further? Perhaps the age limit will be
decreased to such an extent that we will find five-year-olds being imprisoned. We must
address the question of where we draw the line in relation to crimintal culpability and the
power of the State to imprison children.

Finally, I draw the attention of members to some of the secondary impacts of this kind of
approach to legislation in relation to juveniles, If we are to reduce the age of culpability and
impnisonment to 17 years, at what age do we then adopt measures in legislation to protect
children? I refer particularly to an instance that is sadly increasing today; that is, child sexual
abuse. Do we say that a 17-year-old girl, who is capable of being imprisoned because she is
to be treated as an adult before the court, no longer has the protection of the State in the
instance of sexual abuse, child abuse or child neglect?

Mr Mensaros interjected.

Mr DONOVAN: On the contrary. The member for Floreat is talking about one issue and I
am talking about another. At present a person, male or female, can be charged with sexual
abuse of a girl or boy up to the age of 18 years. I am not talking about carnal knowledge, I
am talking about child abuse.
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Mr Mensaros. interjected.

Mr DONOVAN: I appreciate that we would then have an inconsistency. The member for
Floreat is saying that a girl can be imprisoned at the age of 17 years because she is to be
treated as an adult in the adult court system for the offence of breaking and entering or
stealing. To be consistent do we then not have to say that that girl is no longer a child before
the Children's Court and, therefore, does not have the protection of the Child Welfare Act in
relation to other issues?
This rebounds into other areas. For example, in the industrial forum at what stage is a child
to become an adult and at what stage does an adult cease being a child? When it comes to
education in the school system -- if we take the age of 17 as the adult benchmark before the
law -- do we also draw a proportionate reduction in age for compulsory education? Would
we then say that a person could seek an exemption to leave school at the age of 14, instead of
the age of 15? What would we do about the question of parental rights and responsibilities?
The sad part about this kind of legislation in relation to youth is that it is all very well to say
to the justice system that this child will be treated as an adult at 17 years of age. It is quite
another thing to say that the child must now be treated as an adult and the parents'
authoritative responsibility must cease, because that will be the long-term impact of the
introduction of this sort of legislation.
In conclusion, I believe the intentions of the member for Floreat in moving this Bill were
sincerely directed at a problem of increased juvenile crime and the cost of that crime upon the
community. I suggest that the way to go about addressing that problem is not simply to
reduce the age, because the effect of that will be to challenge somewhat naively the problem
of development from childhood to adulthood on the one hand, and to simply take one bunch
of Children's Court statistics from the Children's Court and put them in the Police Court on
the other hand. If we then say that we have reduced juvenile crime, in fact we have not.

I do not think the Bill addresses the problems, and I urge the House to oppose it.

MR LI(;HTFOOT (Murchison-Eyre) [7.41 pm]: I speak against the suggestions of the
previous speaker, the member for Morley-Swan. May I outline how I see the benefits which
would flow if this amendment were incorporated in the Child Welfare Act. There is little
doubt, and I think both sides of the House agree, that children, who today by definit ion are
under 18 years of age, are generally mature. It may be a phenomenon which occurs
throughout all ethnic groups in the world that children mature earlier as the centuries
advance.

Mr Peter Dowding: You sound like an instant scientific expert.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: I am not, but I have as much right to speak on this Bill as an intellectual,
rich lawyer like the Minister.
Mr Peter Dowding interjected.

Mr LIGHITFOOT: The Minister can try to put me off if he wishes. I may not be the
authority on marriages, but I have five children of my own, and that entitles me to speak on
this Bill, which I intend to do. If the Minister wants to get personal I can get personal as
well.

There is little doubt that children mature earlier. I take your subtle hint, Mr Speaker. I see no
reason why the age of marriage, or the age of consent, should not conformn to the age of
maturity, or the age of adulthood. We have children, by definition, issued with drivers'
licences. They have all the responsibility which goes with the severe repercussions of those
licences. The devastating effect which children under the age of 18 have on the roads is well
known; perhaps the greatest of all are the fatalities and serious accidents. I see no reason why
the acceptance of the drivers' licence should not go hand-in-glove with the acceptance of
mature adulthood.

I amn opposed to the argument of the member for Morley-Swan. The Bill is designed to cut
down the number of serious crimes considerably. Iff1 was 17 1 would think of the
repercussions of any offence or misdlemeanour I may commit, which may be a slap on the
back of the wrist with a wet bus ticket. When one is 18 years old one comes under the full
brunt of the police court. Members cannot tell me that the incentive is not theme; if one is
thinking about committing an offence, one would not do it if some severe penalty was at the
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end of that proposed crime. However, if one is 17, one can carry out that crime with
impunity. There seems to be little relationship between the crime and the punishment if one
is under 18 years. There is no doubt that under the age of 18 there is little chance that an
offender will receive a punishment which will fit the crime.

The member for Moore told us the other day of a child who came into a shop in Moora
wearing a pair of boots that he had stolen. The shopkeeper could do little or nothing about it.
All he could do was look at the boots which had come out of his shop. Because of the
Children's Court, he could do nothing about it. It was quite extraordinary.

Mr Cash: The child was proud of what he had done.

Mr LIGHTFOOT: He seemed to be. He had got away with it, and there is no doubt that he
will offend again. I wonder how many of these offences are repetitive on the basis that the
punishment is not seen to fit the crime. How many of us know of children of 17 years of age
who have chests on them like the welcome mats at hotels? Members cannot ten me that they
are physically children any longer.

Several speakers have asked why 17 years should have been chosen as an arbitrary figure.
Some line must be drawn, and years ago 18 was chosen as the arbitrary figure. Why did we
choose to drop the voting age from 21 to 18? The same thing is suggested tonight. This
amendment should reduce the age of responsibility in most cases from 18 to 17 and from 16
to 15.

The member for Cortesloe, himself a qualified and very eminent lawyer, said that the
magistrate still has the initiative. He can still find mitigating circumstances and bring them
into any sentencing. [ have trust in the courts, and I believe they would consider anything
which mitigated in favour of a 17-year-old and judge him according to those circumstances
which deserve special consideration.

I was 16 when [ joined the Army. [ put my age up.

Mrs Beggs: Cheating, were you?

Mr LIGH-TFOOT: I am pleased that someone is listening. It is not one of my best subjects. I
went to the Seymour School of Infantry, and by the time I finished I was 17. My mother
found that I was on my way to Korea, and that tells members how old!I arm. I was summarily
dismissed, only to be called up a few months later for national service.

What 1 am saying is that I was mature. I expected to and would have played my part in
manhood at the age of 16 or 17 without waiting until the age of 18. I see no meason why
today, some decades later, those who are children by definition should not assume their roles
in an adult way of life as I did when I was 16 and 17.

The Minister for Housing suggested that perhaps the Government should establish a
committee to examine this issue. If this Bill is to be rejected by this House, that would be the
second best solution; the establishment of a Select Committee would satisfy a large section of
the public of Western Australia about whether there is reason to reduce the age of
responsibility to 17 years. Obviously that also applies to the reduction from 16 to 1.5 years.

I think both sides would agree, albeit with varying intensity, that the crime wave must stop.
This has been an earnest attempt by the member for Floreat to redress that aspect of juvenile
crime that is burgeoning and that is so worrying not only to the parents of those children but
also to all sections of the community. I urge this House to give serious consideration to this
Bill, although we will probably divide on party lines again. There is great merit in what the
member for Floreat has done and I commend the Bill to the House.

MR MENSAROS (Florest) (7.51 pm): I certainly appreciate the interest which has been
shown by members to this measure, and [ thank everyone who participated in the debate,
which I think was a reasonably calm and to-the-subject debate, unlike many of them.
I will say at the beginn~ing that, contrary to some perceptions, I deliberately did not want to
tackle any aspect of the age limit other than the criminal jurisdiction of the Children's Court.
That is one of the reasons that this comparatively simple Bill which includes only one
principle is so lengthy -- [ tried to go through the Child Welfare Act and sort out those
provisions which had nothing to do with the criminal jurisdiction but were more on the
welfare side which, rightly or wrongly, I did not tackle.
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The other thing I want to raise -- and this has been commented on, particularly by Opposition
speakers -- is the question of whether enough consideration has been given to this measure. I
suppose one can always claim with any measure that not enough consideration has been
given but so far as it has been possible to consider things without a large army of assistants
and experts, I think that has been done.

I am not at all ashamed to say to the House that most of the inspiration I had was from talking
to police officers. It was a coincidence to some extent that I had these talks because my car
was stolen, as a result of which I had to confer with a number of police officers who were in
the situation all the time. I had already prepared a Bill, not only this one but also several
others, the first and central aim of which was to reduce the tremendously increasing crime
rate, especially the juvenile crime rate.

The SPEAKER: Order! Could I just ask for a couple of things to happen? If the member
would speak up just a little and if other members would tone down their conversations just a
little, it would be very helpful.

Mr MENSAROS: I appreciate the pragmatic knowledge and the theoretical knowledge of
those police officers, and the practical cases they told me about. Contrary perhaps to the
theoretical or academic perception that age or the penalty given do not make any difference, I
was told quite convincingly that to some extent in their experience the crime rat reduces
when a youngster reaches the stage where he consciously knows he will come before
ordinary courts and cannot get away for the same offence with a token punishment which in
many cases is not executed. As the member for Contesloe rightly said, it is not up to the
judging officer but to the welfare department.

Several very interesting examples were told to me, which of course I had no reason to doubt.
One was about two young boys in Mandurab who, out of the dole payment, bought home
computers and recorded the stolen or unlawfully used motor vehicles on these, and competed
with each other. The other story which one of the police officers told me is that the
youngsters would go up to Perth in a stolen or unlawfully used car to a football match and if
they could not park the car sufficiently close to the gate, when coming back they did not
bother to go back to that car but pinched another one and went back to Mandurah in that.

These are only small instances but they indicate that something ought to be done, and the
advice was very much that lowering the age barrier would make people conscious of the
consequences of their offences. They would no longer regard it as child's play, and the crime
rate might be reduced.

I would like to dispel the perception expressed by various members, especially the member
for Morley-Swan, that all we want to do is to hit everyone with higher penalties, and that we
believe that by imposing higher penalties we will solve the problem. Nothing could be
further from the truth. It is very difficult to explain but I never thought that way, despite the
fact that we do advocate that in certain cases. I agree with the member for Morley-Swan that
in many cases if someone is sent to prison he or she, and particularly he, is exposed to a
criminal career. I appreciate that and [ have experienced it as a lawyer a very long time ago.
During my chequered life, as a very young man I lectured in criminal law so l am not entirely
strange to the subject and I know very well that the aim of the penalty is the least revenge by
society but it is primarily either a deterrent or, if the deterrent does not work, rehabilitation.

There is no doubt, and nobody can argue, that certain people are beyond the point where they
can be either deterred or rehabilitated. So the ideal situation of reducing crime -- whether the
criminals be juveniles or adults -- is to separate the people who are, let us call them habitual
criminals. I am not referring to that term in the way in which the Criminal Code dues; where
it is used as a technical expression. The Supreme Court in particular tags those people with
that term and they then receive a penalty that has no fixed term. I am using the ternm in a
commonsense way. If people are habitual criminals there is very little hope that after serving
their sentence, be it short or long, they will not immediately join the ranks of other criminals
and return to the same criminal activity. One has only to talk to other people - not only law
enforcement officers but also the judiciary -- to know that that is the case. That was the
central aim of the Opposition and myself as legal spokesman in the B ills I introduced.

In the matter of parole I said that we should not take into account primarily the behaviour of
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the prisoner, because he is smart enough to behave in prison. Unless he is a sanguine person,
what advantage does he have in making trouble? But as soon as he gets out he commits the
same crime again. This goes right through, so when it can be reasonably established or
expected that we are dealing with a habitual criminal -- and I use that expression now for
those who are almost beyond the point of being rehabilitated -- we should increase the
penalty not only to serve as a deterrent but also to protect the society. That is what I said in
connection with parole: Unless we look after the interests of the victims and society they will
be victims again and again. So that is the aimn of the Opposition: To use the higher penalties
in those cases where we really cannot deter or rehabilitate people.

'This eil does not propose harsher penalties at all. It simply reduces the age. A lot of people
have argued about this, but there is absolutely no doubt that as society has developed the
maturity of people has also changed. The Minister's argument was that this does not apply to
every case. Of course it does not apply to every case. One could cite examples of laws
introduced by Parliaments of various party majorities -- the age at which one can obtain a
drivens' licence has been reduced to 17 years. In the eml which is presently before the other
place, the age of enrolment for voting will come down to 17. This means thac a person will
not miss out on being able to vote if he is even only 18 years and one day old. He can enrol
when he is 17 years of age and by the time he is 18 he can vote. I have already mentioned
another example of a Government Bill introduced in England -- I specify England because I
amn not sure whether it applies in Scotland -- which lowered the age, and I have not heard or
read of any complaint about it.

Although it is arbitrary, and I was the first one to say that, and that has now been
acknowledged, it is no argument for the Minister to say that therefore we should never have
any change. That was the implication of his philosophy.

Mr Wilson: That is not the necessary implication of what I said. If you recall, what I said
was that any change like this, which I consider to be a drastic change, requires much further
investigation.

Mr MENSAROS: The Minister did say that more research was needed. I maintain that the
Opposition has done as much as it could. The Government has not done any research at all.
It is therefore the duty of the Opposition to introduce something by way of legislation. The
Government's reply could have been different. If the Government seriously maintained that
research and consideration is needed, as the member for Cotresloe said, the Minister could
have suggested setting up a Select Committee, or given an undertaking to the House that the
Crown Law Department would seriously consider it. That would not have taken long
because several reports have already been prepared.

The Government's preparation -- and I am not saying this critically but as a matter of fact --
was that 15 minutes during which time the member for Mt Lawley was on his feet. That was
the time which the Minister used to confer with his colleague, then he came back and made a
reasonably good speech off-the-cuff, not having studied the subject before at all.

Mr Wilson: I must say I admit that. I was not expecting this matter to come into Parliament
today.

Mr MENSAROS: That applies to the two Opposition members who perhaps have not
studied the Bill, yet their comments were so much better. Of course, the member for
Cottesloe has vast experience both as a previous Minister for Police and Prisons, and as
Minister for Community Welfare. Because of the accompanying circumstances, which we all
admitted, neither party was against reducing the voting age from 21 to 18 years. I can still
remember it. I was sitting. behind the Government when it was done, and the Opposition did
not oppose it. The drinking age was reduced from 21 to 18. Nobody opposed it. There was
no argument about more consideration or research being needed. Another example, as I have
just said, is the age of enrolment. It is no argument to keep the status quo of the Children's
Court's jurisdiction because no change has been made for the last 100 years.

Mr Wilson: To the same degree you must acknowledge that there are now people who are
arguing for changing the law in some States of the United States to increase the age for being
eligible for a licence and, in some cases, even the drinking age.

Mr MENSAROS: That could well be the argument, but I do not think that substantiates the
argument that Children's Court jurisdiction should not be changed. Indeed, it rather
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reaffirms it. The Governiment knows there is a problem with increasing juvenile crime. I
suspect, and I would go as far as to say that I strongly suspected before, that because the Bill
was initiated by the Opposition the Government will reject it. The Opposition has not done a
bad job in trying to argue its "case"; it could not have done very much better.

I do not want to extend the rime spent on this Bill. The Minister has announced his lack of
faith in the Bill. I simply observe that this is one of the five legal private members' Bills
which I have introduced where the Government has not stolen the idea after the Bill has been
introduced, and announced that it will do likewise. It is somewhat ilogical, because on the
question of parole the Government has indicated it will do something. There are various
other matters which I have introduced -- some are still due to come up for debate -- upon
which the Government has said it will act. The Government in this case has deprived itself of
the excuse of saying, "We are already contemplating doing the same thing and therefore we
will not accept your ideas."

Mr Wilson: It could mean, to some degree, that we want to think more about it.

Mr MENSAROS: My contention is that the Government should have thought about this
before now. I conclude by saying that even if this Bill is thrown out by the Goverment,
because it is an Opposition-initiated Bill -- which I very much expect will happen -- at least
the Opposition has achieved consideration of the matter.

The public's judgment is that the Opposition is right in introducing this Bill. I hope and trust
that that will provide a spur to the Government to think about it and come back to it as soon
as it possibly can. The Government should not be concerned that some of its members who
were kind enough and considerate enough to speak on the measure may have to eat their
words because the Government, after consideration, may come back with the same proposal.
or perhaps even a lower age. I would support it. This is the game one plays in Parliament.
Those of us who are reasonably experienced know that we should always be cautious not to
stick our necks out.

I formally recommend the passage of the Bill. I am satisfied that we have done our duty and
hope that something comes out of it one way or another.
Question put and a division taken with the following result --

Ayes (15)

Mr Bradshaw Ms Cowan Mr Liglu foot Mr Watt
Mr Cash Mr Grayden Mr Mensaros Mr Wiese
Mr Clarko Mr Hassetl Mr Schell Mr Williams fTeller)
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Thompson

Noes (24)

Dr Alexander Mr Donovan MU Kodge Mr Tayior
Mris Beggs Mr Peter Dowding Dr Lawrence Mr Thiomas
Mr Bertram Mr Evans Mir Marlborough Ntis Watkis
Mr Bridge DrGallop Mr Parker Dr Watson
Mr Bryce Ms Grill Mr Pearce Mr Wilson
Mr Canr Mr Gordon Hilt M& P.J. Smith Mrs Buchanan (Teller)

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr MvacKinnon My Tray
Mr Rusbton Ms Tom Jones
Mr Crane Mr Read
Mr Tubby Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Blaikie Mr Brian Burke

Question thus negatived.

Bill defeated.
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OPPOSITION PROMISES

Cost: Motion
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [8.11 pml: I move --

That this House notes the credibility gap involved in the State Opposition's calls for
smaller Government and reduced taxation whilst at the same time committing itself to
expenditure promises with a cost estimated so far by the State Treasury of
$576 million.

It was the eighteenth century philosopher and social critic, Voltaire, who once wrote, "I have
never made but one prayer to God, a very short one: '0 Lord, make my enemies ridiculous.'
And God granted it". Our prayers on this side of the House have also been answered by the
Opposition as it continues to makes itself look sily by promising in the same breath small
government and lower taxation and a whole range of public expenditures, capital and
recurrent. As the Premier said last week, the numbers simply do not add up and we are left
witnessing an enormous credibility gap the exact magnitude of which cannot be precisely
specified, but which, nevertheless, can be said to be substantial, particularly if we remember
the Opposition's support for the spending cuts proposed by its Federal counterpart at the last
Federal election. These were estimated to knock $200 million off the revenue side of the
State's accounts.
Members would do well to remember that figure in tonight's debate. A total of $200 million
was to be knocked off Commonwealth revenue to the State of Western Australia, or just
under six per cent of the State's total revenue for 1987-88. We need to remember that figure
during this debate if we are to take the Opposition's claims in the area of budgetary
management seriously.
The Opposition does not understand that we have now entered a new period of politics where
sustained realism and honesty, rather than illusory promises and hypocrisy, influence the
minds of electors. The change in politics began in the late 1960s and early 1970s when the
national economies of the western world began to experience what we now call stagtlation or
the concurrence of inflation and unemployment. At that paint in our history, it became clear
that, to quote the former Labor Chancellor of the Exchequer, Denis Healey, "the party is
over
Mr Lightfoot interjected.
Dr GALLOP: I was interested tonight to hear that the member for Murchison-Eyre took hold
of his manhood at age 15. He certainly has had a firm grip on it ever since.
Political leaders who believe they can woo voters with party-time logic will inevitably fail.
Party-time logic is logic not backed up by empirically verified propositions about the way our
society and economy works and outlined in a way that indicates both the revenue and
expenditure-side of the Government ledger.
John Howard learnt this lesson the hard way at the last Federal elections. His sums did not
add up in the way that any reasonable person could accept. One might think that the State
Opposition would take note of this simple lesson of contemporary politics. Certainly, the
economics commentator, Maxirnillian Walsh, tried to teach it to them during the Federal
election, bui they still do not listen at the level of State politics.
Before we turn to the credibility gap, it is worth reminding ourselves of the revenue
expenditure record of the Burke Labor Government as opposed to its Liberal predecessors.
In 1983, Labor inherited a Liberal deficit of $14.1 million.
Mr Lewis: How much?

Dr GALLOP: $14.1 iflion. For the years 1974 to 1983, Government expenditure grew at
an annual average rate of 16.9 per cent.

Mr Lightfoot; Where did you get these figures?
Dr GALLOP: They are on the public record.

From 1974 to 1983, the annual average increase of Government expenditure of the Liberal
Governments in real terms was five per cent. The Court and O'Connor Governments did not
practice small Government. When the economic historians come to analyse the specific
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patterns of expenditure in these years, I am confident that they will discern ad hockery,
political chicanery, and inefficiency. The Government sector was growing, but not in ways
that indicated a rational allocation of resources to areas of need and not in a manner that
guaranteed an efficient and effective delivery of services. In a sense we had the worst of all
worlds. We were left with the inheritance of a public sector that was bloated, inefficient, and
inappropriate for the times that had emerged,

The task of improving the structure of performance of that public sector has been given top
priority by the Burke Government. That is the record of previous Liberal Governments and
their followers here this evening who preach the virtues of small Governmnent and low
taxation.

In the five Budgets since 1983, Consolidated Revenue Fund expenditure has grown at an
average annual rate of 8.7 per cent which converts to 0.95 per cent in real ternms. Those
figures are very easy to work out from the published record of accounts produced in the
annual Budget. There is a very simple contrast with the Liberal equivalents of 16.9 per cent
in nominal terms and five per cent in real terms. Under the so-called small Governments of
Sir Charles Court and Ray O'Connor the average annual rate of growth ran at 16.9 per cent
and five per cent. Under the so-called big Government of Brian Burke, the figures are 8.7 per
cent and 0.95 per cent.

Several members interjected.

Dr GALLOP: In each of these years Budgets surpluses have been recorded on the current
account. In 1987-88 it is estimated that a surplus of $1 million will be achieved by the Burke
Government.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! I really should not have to say this again. Members know my views
about interjections. I am quite happy for members to interject but I will not have them
interject in the manner just demonstrated. Interjections should be made in a proper manner so
that they can be heard by everyone and they should not be shouted over the person on his
feet.

Dr GALLOP: There have been surpluses in each of the Budgets during the years of the
Burke Government. In other words, the $14.1 million deficit inherited from our predecessors
has been progressively and responsibly eroded by the Burke Government. The State's
finances are now healthier than they have ever been, yet the Opposition is still complaining.

On the capital side of the question the Government's record is equally impressive. New
money borrowings by the Western Australian public sector will fall by eight per cent in
nominal terms in 1987-88. It will be the fourth successive year of a real decrease in
borrowings and the third year of a nominal fall. When Labor came to power new money
borrowings were just under five per cent of gross State production. In 1986 the figure was
2.8 per cent and it is estimated at 2.3 per cent for 1987-88. That is small government in
action.

Importantly for those on this side of the House, the State's finances have been tumnd around
without sacrificing the traditional Labor goals of public expenditure in the interests of
economic development, social justice --

Point of Order
Mr THOMPSON: Under Standing Order No I it is the well established practice of this
House that members should not read prepared speeches when addressing the House. I submit
that this is very much a prepared speech and is in breach of the practices of the House.

The SPEAKER: My observation of what is happening is that the member may be referring to
fairly extensive notes but he is not actually reading his speech. As it is not the member's
usual practice to refer to extensive notes, I intend to allow him to do so on this odd occasion.

Debate Resumed
Dr GALLOP: To be fair to the Opposition, it would probably say that it is not enough simply
to refer to the surpluses that have been produced on the current account by the Labor
Government. The fact is that very small rates of growth in public expenditure and the
achievement of Budget surpluses do not in themselves indicate an administration committed
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to small government and certainly that point needs to be raised in any debate of this nature.
After all it could be said that the surpluses are based upon excessive levels of State taxes, in
which case the existence of a balanced Budget is of no use at all from the point of view of
small government. That is indeed what the Liberal Party frequently says. Indeed, the
member for Murray Wellington said that tonight.
Let us turn to the facts on this crucial question of whether or not the Government budgetary
expenditure based upon particular revenues represents big government in the context of
overall production in Western Australia. At this point in the debate it is very important that
we refer to a key figure on page 15 of the Government publication "Budget Outlook
1987-88". That figure gives a measure of State Government expenditure as a percentage of
gross State product from 1983, when the Burke Labor Government came to power, to the
present. The first official estimates of gross State product were only published by the ABS in
June 1977 and they covered the period 1977-78 through to 1983-84. However, we have
available the National Institute of Economic and Industry Research figures which provide
estimates, and those estimates of gross State product are used in the Budget outlook analysis
of Government expenditure as a percentage of the gross State product. It is interesting to
look at these figures which I am sure all members of the House would agree are a good
indication of the way Government operates in the overall economy.

The figure on page 15 indicates State Government expenditure under the CRF heading as a
percentage of the gross State product. That figure fell from 16.5 per cent in 1983-84 to 14.2
per cent in 1987-88. In 1986-87 the figure was 14.4 per cent. The Western Australian State
Government now makes a 13 per cent smaller claim on the State cake than was the case when
it first came to power. It is interesting to note that the budgeted expenditure as a percentage
of gross State product in 1987-88 will be at its lowest level for a decade. In 1979 it was 16.1
per cent. We should note the very clear implications of these figures. If the Opposition is to
claim that the Burke Government is a big spending, big taxing Government, it must say the
same about the Court-O'Connor Governments, and even more so. If we look at the
percentage the Government expenditure takes of the gross State product, more was taken in
the years of the Court-O'Connor Government than during the years of Burke Government.
That is a very important set of figures.
It is interesting to note that the Liberal Opposition is not loath to criticise the expenditure and
social policies of the Fraser Government to which it appeared to be opposed at the time. But
when one compares the expenditure revenue record of the Fraser Government with the Court
Government, it appears to be very much on the cheap side. Of course, the Liberal Opposition
did not like the Fraser Government because of the so-called socialist policies it introduced in
the areas of human rights and Aboriginal land rights. If they were honest about their Liberal
predecessors, their economic critique should be more severe. Of course, they cannot criticise
the Governments of Sir Charles Court and Mr O'Connor. They are hung up on that subject
and for some reason they will not criticise Sir Charles Court and his public expenditure
revenue record. In fact, the figures indicate that that record was worse than that of the Fraser
Government.

Mr Lewis: What is your opinion of Cecil Rhodes?

Dr GALLOP: That is a pathetic interjection.
Mr Lewis: Was he a good man?

Dr GALLOP: He certainly did one good thing: He set up an excellent scholarship system for
students from the Commonwealth.
The fact of the matter is that the Burke Government is not representative of big goverrnment-
under any reasonable defintition of the term. It is interesting that those who use the term do
not provide a very precise definition, and it is important that those who say that the Burke
Labor Government is a big taxing Government and a big spending Government provide a
clear and precise definition df those terms. I would have thought one definition that they
could use is "a Government that clearly restricts the rate of economic growth through its
public expenditure revenue policies.' However, we certainly could not say that about the
Burke Labor Government, as my colleague, the member for Welshpool. will illustrate in his
contribution to this debate. I believe that makes mincemeat out of the Liberal argument about
our type and style of Governument in this State.
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Interestingly, if we look not only at the real rate of expenditure increase in the years of the
Burke Government -- which I said earlier came to just under one per cent; about 0.95 per cent
per annum -- but also at those figures expressed in per capita termis, it is obvious to those who
study these mailers that as population growth proceeds, the demands on Government grow at
the Same time because it is the role of Government to provide very basic services to the
population of the State.

So a good measure of real expenditure is to look at real expenditure per capita under the
Burke Government. In 1984 there was a population increase of 1.4 per cent; an increase of
two per cent in 1985; and an increase of 2.6 per cent in 1986. 1 think we can say that in real
per capita terms, there has not been an increase in Government expenditure in the years of the
Burke Labor Government, which is further evidence that the Government has been
responsible in its approach to the financial management of this State.

The public expenditures that this Government has believed to be necessary to keep intact the
State's basic economic and social services have been financed largely through the economic
growth which has occurred in this State, rather than from taxation increases. As has been
pointed out on many occasions, it is misleading to judge a Government's fiscal performance
by an examination of increases in taxation collections -- as the Opposition frequently does --
without raking into consideration the overall revenue situation and the level of economic
activity.

It is well recognised that during periods of economic growth and expansion -- even if existing
rates of taxation are maintained -- the level of per capita taxation receipts will rise in response
to the increased economic activity and levels of transaction. That is a very important fact
which is accepted by economists. Even if the rates of taxation are maintained, the level of
per capita taxation receipts rises as there is economic growth in a community.

That is precisely what has happened in Western Australia under the Burke Labor Government
and precisely what the Opposition does not seem to understand about the way that we
currently finance our public expenditures. Indeed, I believe a response is warranted from the
Opposition on that fundamental fact of economics if it is going to start using figures in the
revenue area.

In the general political context that exists in Canberra, we have a Government which is very
reluctant to hand out money to the States and has introduced overall fiscal policies which
have seen the share of Goverrnment expenditure in the Gross Domestic Product fall --
something that the Reagan Government in the United States has not achieved and which lies
behind many of the international economic difficulties that face us today, but which we in
Australia have achieved under the economic leadership of Paul Keating. In that political
context, in which the Government has been reluctant to hand out money -- and we know that
48 to 50 per cent of the State's revenue comes from the Commonwealth -- it is a remarkable
record of the State Labor Government to have been able to reduce the rate of payroll tax. At
present the minimum rate of payroll tax in Western Australia is 3.5 per cent, compared with a
corresponding rate of five per cent in all other States. That is a remarkable record in the
specific financial context that exists in Australia at the present moment.

Mr Thomas: That is very good for business also.

Dr GALLOP: Exactly, and that is precisely the answer to the question which was asked by
the member for Murchison-Eyre a little bit earlier.
Two important general points need to be taken into account in relation to the financing of this
modest expansion -- and I chink it is modest -- in Government expenditure by way of
economic growth rather than taxation increases. First, the rate of expansion of Government
expenditure has been less than the growth in the economy, as is shown by the declining share
that Government expenditure rakes of gross State product. That would indicate to me that we
do not have big government in Western Australia; we do not have excessive levels of
Government expenditure. Rather, we have a Government which is committed to restraint.

Secondly, we have had significant rates of growth in the private sector of the economy, and
the Opposition cannot stand the fact that while the Labor Government at both Federal and
State level has been in power it has supervised the economic management of this country and
this State, and we have seen more people employed and more goods and services being
produced in the private sector in the years since [983.
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If we look at gross State product and at the figures from the national institute, we see that
they have risen by over 14 per cent in the last five years. It is not enough for the Opposition
to say -- as the member for Mt Lawley did on one occasion -- that if they were in power,
there would be greater increases. What one has to look at is the record of the Burke
Government alongside the record of other State Governments -- and, indeed, the records of
other States in other comparative countries -- and there we see a fine economic record. It is
interesting to know that this is a decisive refutation of the argument that the Giovernmnent of
Western Australia has acted as a brake on the growth and development of the State. Two of
the fundamental propositions that the Opposition has put forward about economic
development in this State have been proved to be wrong. The frst proposition is that the
State Labor Government takes a greater share of the cake than the Liberal Government did
when it was in power; and secondly, the Labor Government has acted as a restraint or
obstacle to the growth and development of the State.

We have seen the record of the Burke Government, and I will now move on to the
Opposition. Despite the Opposition's very vocal commitment to small government as the
central element of Liberal philosophy -- I have always believed the Liberal philosophy of
laissez faire means dog eat dog. I have had clear confirmation of that by reading a recent
speech by the Leader of the Opposition delivered to the Press Club in Perth. In that speech
the Leader of the Opposition refers to the notion of 'lassie fare", which would appear to be a
perfect confirmation of the fact that a laissez faire philosophy is about dog eat dog.

In the same breath that the Liberal Opposition says we can have and indeed ought to have
significantly lower levels of taxation and public expenditure, it says we can spend more on
behalf of a range of interested groups in the community. Indeed, in the recently completed
Budget debate we saw another example of the "promises mentality' of the Opposition. In
speech after speech the Opposition promised particular types of expenditure, most of them
capital but some recurrent for interested groups in their constituencies or the community at
large. The only one true to his philosophy was the member for Murchison-Eyre when he
argued for radical cutbacks in expenditure in the area of Aboriginal affairs. He is true to his
principles, unlike other members of the Opposition.

Mr Lightfoot: I asked for radical cutbacks.

Dr GALLOP: The member showed a degree of honesty that his colleagues did not.

It is interesting that the Opposition, in matters budgetary, make virtually no attempt to act as
an 'alternative Government willing to make distinctions between various demands placed on
Governments from time to time and to make judgments as to need. The Opposition simply
says to anyone who comes along -- with the honourable exception of the member for
Murchison-Eyre -- "We will do it.' People come knocking at the door and the Opposition
says, 'Yes, we will do it: how high will we jump?"

As recorded in the Press recently, in the last 15 months Opposition Press releases reveal 170
separate requests for extra expenditure, some recurrent and some capital, from members of
the Opposition. Remember, the Opposition has said not simply that we ought to redirect
spending in this State to areas it regards as important, but also that we should reduce the level
of expenditure and taxation as a proportion of the State product.

For obvious reasons it is not possible to cost all of the proposals that the Opposition puts
forward; but the Treasurer has informed us that of the 72 we can cost there is a bill of
$576 iflion; $488 million of that capital and $88 million recurrent. One can only wonder
what the real figure would be if we could cost all the proposals, because there are occasions
on which the Opposition makes generalised commitments to more expenditure in an area but
does not specify the precise figure. They are put forward as promises, and I wonder whether
we can take this list of promises seriously. The list is a long one, and I will refer to some
items.

Mr Bell has said fuel tax revenue ought to be spent on roads rather than subsidising
Transperth -- $45 million. The Leader of the Opposition said on 17 July 1986 that we ought
to continue State Government subsidies to permanent building society borrowers -- another
$18 million on the current account. The Leader of the National Party said at the time of the
argument on technical and further education -- and I cannot remember what the Liberal
Opposition spokesman said at the time but I am sure he was not supporting the
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Government -- that we ought to fight those cuts; another $9 million. Vic Ferry, the fanner
member for South West Province, said that Westrail operations in the south west should not
have been cut -- another $1.5 million. The list continues with more relief for land farners, by
writing off bad debts -- another $5 million -- a promnise made on 13 November 1986.
An Opposition member interjected.

Dr GALLOP: Turning to the capital side, the Treasurer has given the figures, and I am sure
if Opposition members ask nicely he will consider that request.

An Opposition Member: The Treasurer changes his mind from morning to afternoon.

Dr GALLOP: Looking at the capital side we see the list adds up to $488 million of promises.
I will mention some of the promises.

The member for Gascoyne, who is not with us any more, made many promises in this House
while spokesman on transport mailers. He proposed to improve the public transport system
for the northern suburbs -- $150 million. The member for Murchison-Eyre earlier this year
argued for the extension of the North West Shelf gas pipeline to Kalgoorlie -- between
$60 million and $90 million. Mr Laurance proposed that road construction should proceed at
250 kilornetres per year, not 80 kilometres as currently -- $34 million.

The problem for any Government in the area of public expenditure, let alone a Government
promising expenditure and tax cuts -- and let us keep in mind that is what the Opposition
promises -- is to pilot the great ship of state in new directions. This is difficult to do when so
much expenditure is effectively predetermined by the normal day to day processes of
government. Of course, it is possible to do it. and that is why we elect new Governments, but
it takes time and requires patience.
Turning to the area of recurrent expenditure, up to 80 per cent of the Budget is taken up by
wages and salaries of employees and debt servicing costs. These are important figures to
keep in mind when discussing budgetary matters.

As this Government has found when coming to grips with public expenditure, personnel
levels are a vital consideration. This Government in the last year has managed to achieve a
three per cent reduction in this area. It has faced up to the real role that wages and salaries
play in Government expenditure. To control Government expenditure, the personnel
question needs to be tackled. Is this fundamental truth of budgetary politics being outlined
by the member for Lower North Province, Hon Norman Moore, when he speaks to teachers?
Is it being outlined by the member for Murray-Wellington when he speaks to nurses in this
State? Is this fundamental truth being outlined by the member for Mt Lawley when he talks
to police officers? Is this fundamental truth being outlined by the Leader of the Opposition
when he talks to public servants? In modern politics, any responsible politician should be
outlining these basic factors of recurrent expenditure and the role that personnel levels and
wages and salaries play in the total figure.

If we turn to the capital side a similar argument needs to be put forward. Hon Joe Herinson,
the Minister for Budget Management, has informed me that each year probably between
$700 million and $900 million of the Budget is virtually work in progress, part of two or
three-year rolling capital expenditure programmes. Our capital works programme is just over
$1 billion, so the figures he mentioned are a very significant proportion. This work in
progress virtually determines what needs to be done each year. It is true that in time a new
Government has the chance to change the direction of capital expenditure and to do new
things, but only after the very basic social and economic infrastructure is catered for. A good
level of capital expenditure each year is absolutely necessary, as I am sure most responsible
members of the Opposition will agree, and it encompasses virtually non-political
commitments for upgrading our social and economnic infrastructure. So we have that basic
commitment, we have those works in progress, which make up a very large proportion of our
Budget on the capital account.

It is interesting that one area where there is a degree of flexibility is housing, where we have
shown a clear commitment, currently running in this Budget at $164 million. Given that this
is one area for flexibility, I wonder whether the member for East Melville has agreed within
his own party ranks to cut housing expenditure in the interests of his own leader and other
Opposition members in their infrastructure promises. I wonder whether he has made that
sacrifice in the interests of those other promises, because this is one area where there is a
degree of flexibility in the short term.
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What the Opposition needs to do if it is to be taken seriously as an alternative Government is
to show how its proposals would slot into this existing budgetary pattern which is? to a fairly
significant degree, predetermined in the short to medium term. The Opposition needs to
show how its expenditure promises on the two accounts of the Budget can slot into that
pattern. if it is to be taken seriously and if we are to give some degree of plausibility to its
promises.
On this side of the House we are fair about these matters and I ought to say that it is true that
the Opposition does propose to cut public expenditure in certain areas. Usually, however, the
Opposition's commitments to cut spending do not add up with the commitments it has
already made to increase spending, let alone leave any room in the Budget for expenditure
cuts. I will give one example of this process. In the Leader of the Opposition's own speech
in the Budget debate, to be found in Hansard on pages 3856 to 3865. he proposed some cuts;
he proposed to abolish the police publicity campaign, an estimated saving of $500 000; he
promised to abolish what he called the Government's advisory system, which he said would
save $3 million; he promised to abolish Price Check, with a saving of $250 000; and he
promised to cut the Government's advertising budget by 10 per cent, which would save
$1.5 million. So the total savings he proposed were in the order of $5.250 million. In that
same speech he had the chance to outline real cuts in expenditure, but what he proposed were
increases: An extra 120 policemen, an estimated cost of $3.5 million; funding for the Braille
Library, $50 000; more staff for Government agencies dealing with alcohol and drug abuse,
$1.6 million: and extra support for scouts and guides, $200 000. All of these expenditures in
themselves are good expenditures and no-one would argue about that. But when we see these
expenditure increases alongside the proposed expenditure cuts we find he has proposed
$100 000 more in expenditure than in savings. In that speech the Leader of the Opposition
had a classic opportunity to show his true colours to the House, and indeed he showed them;
he showed that he was not willing to cut public expenditure or, to put it another way, he was
not willing to show where precisely he would cut public expenditure. Instead he engaged in
nitpicking.
If we turn to the Liberal Opposition's own much paraded publication entitled "Creating an
Enterprise Climate" all we see are generalisat ions without any substance. We are told
quangos will be cut by 20 per cent, but which ones? We are not told. We are told they will
put "the brakes on Government" but no specific proposals are put forward, no details are put
forward to the people of this State as to where expenditure will be cut and to what extent
expenditure will be cut.
Mr Thomas: Did they define incentivation in that?
Dr GALLOP: No; it has been forgotten.
This document is a good example of the vacuity of current Liberal thinking. On this side of
the House we are fair about this and the Premier tells me that the cost of the Opposition's
proposals to cut expenditure, where we can find them and cost ten, do not add up to the
proposals to spend more money; we are left with a gap to the tune of about $27 million in the
area of recurrent spending, and this would probably be a very conservative estimate of the
first part of the Liberal credibility gap.
To that figure we need to add two other elements when we talk about the Opposition's
credibility gap. To return to the initial point I made, something which needs to be
remembered and rammed home in this debate is that this State Opposition supported its
Federal counterpart at the last Federal election where the Federal Liberals promised that
$1.5 billion would be cut from Comnmonwealth moneys given to the States. Of course that
was a false estimate because of mathematical errors. As well, it was necessary to include the
functional transfers to the States that were proposed by Mr Howard, the Federal Leader of the
Opposition. The figure then was something like $2.9 billion, and we remember the argument
very well. About $200 million of that figure was to be WA's share of the cut. The State
Opposition proudly supported that cut in Commonwealth revenue to the State. We can only
assume that the State Opposition supports that step in principle.
Secondly, and more importantly, we need to note the amount of payroll tax that is taken up as
Government revenue each year, an amount of $365 milli. On many occasions, most
recently at the Liberal Party State conference, the Leader of the Opposition pledged that he
would abolish payroll tax in this State, even though it contributes about nine per cent of total
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State revenue and about 40 per cent of all State tax revenue. Admittedly he has said it would
take time to abolish payroll tax, but nevertheless he has made a clear commitment to abolish
that tax and take away $365 million. Let us look at those two sets of figures -- the
expenditure and revenue commitments put forward by the Liberal Opposition and the
National Party in the course of their Press statements in the last couple of years. Let us put
those promises on one side against the two general factors which are a cut in the
Commonwealth grant which would have come if there were a Federal Liberal Government,
and the cut from payroll tax being abolished. The reduction in State revenue would be about
$565 million, or about 15.9 per cent of the total.

Here we see the Liberal balance sheet so far: Expenditure on the current account, on the
basis of what it has put forward in various Press releases, is up by nearly $30 million;
revenue is down by over $550 million if there are State and Federal coalition Govenrments,
and revenue is down by over $350 million if there is a State Liberal Government without a
Federal counterpart.

We cannot take the Opposition seriously on budgetary mailers when we look at the size of
those figures. I amn drawn to the remarks of Maximilian Walsh in The Sydney Morning
Herald on Monday, 8 June when he said of Mr Howard --

That John Howard, the Leader of the Liberal Party, believes the route to success is to
bribe your way into office with tax cuts, cuts which will damage a weak economy, is
an indictment of him and the party he leads.

That is not a perfect analogy to state matters, but the State Opposition's credibility gap is
equally significant. Let me summarise the main points I have tried to put forward tonight.
First, the level of Government expenditure as a percentage of gross State product has been
falling under the Burke Government and is lower now than it was in the days of the Liberal
Government. I look forward to the time when the Opposition will acknowledge those figures
and roundly condemn, on the basis of analogy with their criticisms of our Government, the
Governments of Sir Charles Court and Ray O'Connor. The Opposition has the chance to do
that tonight.

Secondly the Burke Government has been able to finance a good proportion of its
expenditure from a very strong performance in the economy rather than from increases in the
rates of taxation at State level.

Mr Court: You said one of the reasons you had increased revenue this year was the boom in
the stock market. How will it go next year?
Dr GALLOP: We cannot tell, can we? However, it is clear that the $150 million which the
State Government put aside and which the member for East Melville said should have been
spent in this Budget will be a very useful piece of revenue in any difficult economic situation
which may emerge.

Thirdly, the Liberal Opposition's revenue and expenditure proposals have been costed to
reveal a massive deficit on the current account. This deficit rises even more if Federal
Liberal proposals for cuts in funding to the States are taken into account. The figure ranges
from $380 million to $580 million. The Liberal Party Opposition no longer attempts to
present itself as an alternative Government, it merely seeks to win support by engendering a
climate of fear in matters related to law and order or by offering the people smaller taxes and
greater expenditure at one and the same time.

Mr Court: You are very sensitive about law and order aren't you?

Dr GALLOP: Not at all. Our Government has a fine record on law and order, and we tackle
crime in this State, which is more than I can say for our predecessors.

In respect of the First strategy, the Opposition has lost all sense of decency. In respect of its
second strategy which has been the main point of my comments tonight, it has been exposed
as less than honest with the electors of Western Australia. The Opposition's claim to the
throne in this State is very shaky indeed.

Mr THOMAS: I formally second the motion.

MR COURT (Nedlands -- Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [9.06 pm]: That was an
interesting performance by the member for Victoria Park -- a very academic performance
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which was well read. Unfortunately it reminded me of my economics lectures at university.
They were pretty boring, too.

This motion is an absolute joke. The member raised the issue of Government expenditure
and as the motion says, the Opposition calls for smaller government and reduced taxation.
That is quite right. It is a major problem in this country, and there is a need for smaller
government and reduced taxation. The member said we have been making commitments for
more expenditure. If we are talking about credibility of the Opposition and the Government
let us go no further than what is happening at present in relation to the South West Province
by-election. Let us look at who is promising what and who is trying to pork-banre! that
electorate in an attempt to win the election.

All the work the member put into his speech tonight will be blown to bits when we explain to
the House what this Government has been doing in the weeks leading up to this by-election.
A member of the media said to me during the suspension of the sitting for tea this evening
that the Government has been promising a fortune in the south west. It is interesting to look
at what the Liberal Party has promised and what the Labor Party has promised because it
makes an absolute mockery of what the previous speaker was trying to say. He said the
Labor Party had been restraining expenditure; it must be getting pretty desperate. Let us talk
about the Busselton Jetty. The Premier said he would not make an announcement about it
before the by-election because he would not be seen to be playing politics. It must be a sign
of panic when, a couple of days before a by-election, the Government says it will spend
$500 000 on the Jetry-
Mr Thomas: Because everyone kept challenging him.

Mr COURT: One week the Premier says that he will not make a commitment about the
Busselton Jetty and in the following week he makes a commitment about it.

The Opposition has gone through all the Press releases and newspaper cuttings which outline
the Liberal Party's commnitments and the Labor Party's commitments for this by-election
campaign. The Liberal Party has made the following commitments: A Bunbury concert hall,
$2.5 million; the Busselton Jetty restoration, $500 000; new police stations, $1 million; a
regional hospital, $2 million; the Margaret River Hospital; loans assistance to the St John of
God Hospital; school of tourism; a conservation and management plan for the south west
caves; 12 additional police officers; assistance to the wine industry; a road programme; the
Ludlow conservation programme; a reversal of the Labor Government's centralisation policy
for agricultural services; a scheme allowing Homeswest tenants to buy their homes at a
discount -- all of these are at minimum cost. The Opposition is prepared to accept that them
will be disputes about the way in which it has carried out its costing. However, it has
estimated that the commitments it has made would cost $8 million.

Mr Grill: We say double that.

Mr COURT: The figure can be quadrupled if the Government likes -- it is still only half of
what the Government has promised. As I said, the Liberal Party is prepared to accept a little
flexibility.

If we go through the spending commitments made by the Government -- I am referring
simply to Press releases and newspaper articles in recent weeks in which the Government has
said that it will do certain things -- the cost of the Labor Party's commitments is seen to be
between $66 million and $77 million.

Mr Grill: The difference between yours and ours is that most of ours are private enterprise.

Mr COURT: None of the items to which I refer involves private enterprise expenditure, they
are Government expenditure commitments. Even if members want to dispute some of the
commitments we have a situation where we are talking about $8 million as against $66
million and $77 million. The Labor Party has been in that electorate saying that it will do this
and that. The Minister for The South West has the nerve to come into this House tonight and
say that the Government has been responsible when it comes to expenditure cuts and yet
Government members go to the South West Province --

Dr Alexander: You are piqued because the Labor Party has so many seats in the south west.

Mr COURT: I am not upset about it. I amn saying I have sat in this House for an hour
listening to members of the Labor Party trying to say that the Opposition pronised certain
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commitments and expenditure progranmues that are untreasonable. We are in the middle of a
by-election campaign and we have costed our commitments -- we are talking about $8
million as against $66 mill ion to $77 million. That is the reality of the South West Province
by-election campaign. Before the Minister comes into this House and starts carring on
about who is promising what and Government members, in their highfalutin academic talk,
go on about the elasticity of supply and demand, the reality is --

Several members interjected.

Mr COURT: The Liberal Party's commitment is for 12 additional police officers in the south
West.

Mr Thomas: How many State-wide?

Mr COURT: How much did the Labor Party promise to spend on advertising the Police
Force? It was $500 000. Why did the Government spend $4 million to buy, of all things, a
radio station? Why does the Government want to own 6PR? The Federal Governiment
already owns three radio stations in the metropolitan area and subsidises another two and now
this Government has bought 6PR. Who knows what it will do with that radio station?

Mr Cash: The Premier probably thought it was a good idea on the day.-

Mr COURT: Yes. The Government is spending money as though it has money comidng out
of its ears. Do not give the Opposition any nonsense about who is promising what. The
Opposition can show that in one campaign alone, which the Government is desperate to win,
the Government is promising anything to win the seat. The Opposition has costed the
Government's promises and its own promises and there is a great big difference.

The next point [ want to make with regard to Government expenditure is that it is important
in any organisation, no matter how big or how small, that the leaders set an example in
controlling expenditure. If the boss of the business drives a flash car, eats at flash restaurants
and the like, he has great difficulty convincing the people working for him that they should
not be doing the same. The example has to be set by the people at the top. That is not what
we have seen in this campaign. Members opposite think it is very clever to use taxpayers'
funds as part of their campaigning programme. In recent weeks they have thought nothing of
having lavish breakfasts, luncheons and dinners in the different areas in which election
campaigns are being held. They have invited hundreds of people to functions under the guise
of telling them about a certain scheme. When one asks questions about what the functions
cast it might only be $3 000 here and $3 000 there, but it all adds up. This Government is
totally abusing its position. It has staff working full time organising functions.

Mvir Hassell: Have you seen this? The Premier invited Government employees to a
sundowner at the Bussell Motor Hotel on Tuesday between 5 30 pm and 7 00 pm at no
charge.

Mr COURT: That is interesting. This has not been prearranged. The advertisement invites
all Government employees to a sundowner at the Bussell Motor Hotel. Is it legal under the
Electoral Act to bribe people? Can the Premier say, "We will give you a free drink", as part
of an election campaign? As I understand it, that cannot be done. I wonder what the
Premier's attitude is on this? Does he think his Government can invite people to a function
and provide free drinks. as part of his party's campaign?

Mr Brian Burke: Do you mean my money or the State's money?

Mr COURT: Any money.

Mr Brian Burke: [ do not think it matters whose money itris.

Mr Cash: Do you consider it to be an offence?

Mr Brian Burke: It depends what the Act says.

Mr Thompson: Did you man this function last year?

Mr Brian Burke: What function are you talking about?

Mr COURT: We are talking about a sundowner which was held at the Bussell Motor Hotel
last night. The Premier invited Government employees to a sundowner at the Bussell Motor
Hotel on Tuesday, 20 October between 5 30 and 7 00 pm at no charge.
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Mr Brian Burke: We must have had 30 or 40 of chose so far. That is how we keep in touch
with the Public Service

Mr COURT: It is only four days before the by-election and the Premier is inviting
Government employees to a function at which free drinks will be provided.

Mr Brian Burke: If I had known that you were going to be unpleasant to me I would not have
come into the Chamber.

Mr COURT: The Premier conned them into turning up with the offer of a free drink and then
did not even grace thern with his presence as part of the deal he advertised.

Mr Brian Burke; May I ask you something? How do you think it will go on Saturday?

Mr COURT: Extremely well for the Liberal Party.

Mr Brian Burke: So you do not agree with your leader. Your leader said one per cent to two
per cent.

Mr COURT: Whereabouts?

Mr Brian Burke: In South West Province.

Mr COURT: I am not going to give the Premier a percentage figure. The Pyrmier asked me
how I thought the election would go on Saturday and I said it would go quite well.

We are talking about Government expenditure. During this campaign the people in the
Gascoyne electorate have been irked by the excessive use of charter planes in that electorate.
They have seen chartered jets flying into Carnarvon. Government Ministers get off, have a
quick luncheon and disappear again. They come in and out of the town. At Exinouth the
other day a Minister flew in on a charter plane, promised $200 to some coy group in the town,
another $200 to a child care centre, and then flew out again. He promised $400 and flew out
again.

Mr Brian Burke: We had 96 people at a meeting in Exnmouth, so do not tell us we did that.
Mr Burkett said it was the biggest political meeting he could rememnher in Exrnouth. He said
it was five times bigger than the previous biggest Labor meeting.

Mr COURT: Who paid for the drinks?
Mr Brian Burke: The Government paid for the drinks, of course.

Several members interjected.

Mr Brian Burke: What is wrong with that? We invited the public along.

Mr COURT: At least the Premier is being honest: He said it was the biggest political
meeting in Exnmouth's history. Ninety-six people camne along and the Government paid for
the drinks. That is what we are talking about.

Mr Brian Burke: What's wrong with that? It was a public meeting to which all were invited.

Mr COURT: The Premier has been using and abusing the taxpayers' funds as a part of his
election campaign. He thinks it is clever to advertise "no charge" for drinks for those people
who attended his Busselton meeting. At Exrnouth he is proud of the fact that the Department
of Premier and Cabinet pays for the drinks which are put on up there. It is an absolute
disgrace!

Mr Brian Burke: It is similar to the meetings which Mr Pike used to have when he invited
people along to all sorts of drinks every Friday.

Mr COURT: Did Mr Pike have those meetings one week, two weeks or even two month~s
before an election?

Mr Brian Burke: Yes, he did.

Mr COURT: No, he did not.

Several members interjected.

Mr Brian Burke: We encouraged him to have them right up to the day before the election.

Mr COURT: I cannot believe that the Premier is actually proud of the fact that the
Governiment has been using taxpayers' funds as a part of its electioneering campaign. It has
been shamelessly carrying out that practice
(51)
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The Government has tried to play every trick in the book. The Minister for Labour,
Productivity and Employment sent a teanm to Bunbmry and Busselton. It just so happens that
between 5 and 7 October a team of people did a doorknock of employers throughout the area
asking a few questions about apprenticeship positions. We saw tonight what is happening
with apprenticeships in the SEC. The Government is up to all these little tricks. The Premier
talks about the activities of a former Liberal Minister. That is nothing to what members
opposite have been doing. Because they have been getting away with it they are getting a
little slack, but the taxpayers do not like Ministers jetting into a town and promising a few
hundred dollars on the condition that they have their photographs taken so that some
publicity can be got out of it.

Mr Brian Burke: That was not a condition.

Mr COURT: Come off it! The group did not even ask for the money. The Government rang
up and said, "If we give you $200, let us have a photo taken so that we can have some
publicity."

Mr Brian Burke: They said that, did they?

Mr COURT: That is exactly what happened.

Mr Brian Burke: You said they said it. You withdraw that. You are going to be shown up
for telfing fibs.

Mr COURT: Mr Premier, the group did not ask for any money. The Minister said, "Here is
$200; we would like to have our photo taken giving it to you." A toy group and a child care
centre.

Mr Parker: Which Minister was it?

Mr COURT: It was the Minister for Community Services, Kay Hallahan.

Mr Parker: You are saying that Kay Hallahan rang this group; they did not ask for any
money --

Mr COURT: They did not mention money. She camne in on a charter plane and offered them
$200 and then flew out.

Several members interjected.

Mr COURT: Madam Acting Speaker (Dr Lawrence), we could talk all night just on the way
this Government has abused taxpayers' funds in the lead-up to the by-elections. It is now so
blatant that it is starting to work against it. The member for Victoria Park obviously put a lot
of preparation into his speech to lead this debate on this motion for the Labor Party. He was
trying to convince this House that it is the Opposition which has been promising a lot of
expenditure items, and that the Government has been acting responsibly. In the South West
Province by-election we have listed the commitments we have made and those the Labor
Party has made, and there is a massive difference. The Premnier has stated that "the essential
difference between the Government and the Opposition in the by-election was one of
credibility". He is quite right. I want to show four examples of why he is right. He is
claiming that the Liberals are pork-barrelling, when Labor's commitments a-re nearly 10-
times more costly than ours.

Secondly, it is mnore than a coincidence that certain arrangements and actions have taken
place during the by-election. I gave the example of departmental officers being sent to
doorknock in Bunbury and Busselton during the campaign, supposedly on some sort of
survey not to do with the campaign. The Premier has admitted tonight that the Government
has used taxpayers' funds to pay for drinks and the like at these functions which have been
held. I cannot believe this. It is nothing short of bribing public servants, saying, "Come
along and get a free drink." This is four days before the by-election.

Thirdly, we have had many previous experiences where the Premier's word is often not worth
the paper it is written on. We have had the example of Busselton jetty, a classic indication of
how the Premier operates. He refused to give any indication of the Government's intentions
regarding the jetty, saying that the Government will not do anything about it before the by-
election. As the Government starts to panic closer to the by-election it changes its
commitment and says it will do something.
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In summary, there is a major credibility problem. It lies with the Government. We
appreciate the fact that the Government has brought forward this motion this evening during
private members' business, because it has given us the opportunity to show that the
Government has made many more expenditure commitments in the South West Province by-
election than we have, and to raise this question of the wastage; the use of taxpayers' funds in
this campaigning exercise. If the Premier and the members opposite believe that they can
start buying free drinks for people, and having cocktail parties and getting up to all these little
tricks that they have been performing in recent weeks, it is a disgusting performance. In
some cases I believe it would contravene the Electoral Act.
MR THOMAS (Welshpool) [9.30 pm]: I wish to speak in favour of the motion which has
been moved by the member for Victoria Park and in doing so to talk in a wider context about
the matters that he spoke about. I do not believe that we can have a debate on those martens
without looking at them in a wider economic context and looking at them over time.

A good place to start in that exercise is to look at the state that Australia was in when the
Labor Party first came to power in 1983 at both the Federal and State level. When the Labor
Party came to power, this nation was in one of the most serious positions it had ever been in.
Unemployment was at record levels since World War II. The economy was in a state of
recession and experienced that year what economists called -- quite strangely -- "negative
growth." The economy had actually receded for the first time since the Depression of the
1930Os.

Mr Lightfoot: I do nor remember any comments about negative growth.

Mr THOMAS: There was negative growth in the 1982-83 financial year.

Mr Lightfoot: I do not know what figures you are quoting, but I do not recall that.

Mr THOMAS: I am not reading my speech and I do not have the numbers with me, but I can
obtain a reference for the member.

The community was paralysed and people were set one against the other, and industrial
unrest was at an all-time high. Inflation was also high. The response of the then Govermnent
was to continue in much the same vein as it had for the previous nine years, which had got us
into that position. The Government imposed a wages freeze, a unilateral action to freeze
wages, which was for the most part taken without any consultation with the work force that it
would affect, and it was therefore destined only to provoke industrial action and be
ineffective.

The response of the Government in all economic matters was simply to berate the unions.
One could think that things have not changed. If one comes into this Chamber when there is
any economic debate, one will find that at least one or two members on the other side will get
up and berate the unions. The response of the then Liberal Government at State and Federal
level has always been to blame the trade union movement if there was any problem; and that
has been the extent of its economic analysis.

If one looks through the debates that took place at that time, one would often find rhetorical
calls for restraint in public spending, which was one of the prescriptions which the then
Liberal Government would put forward as being the way that we should be able to get out of
what were then perceived to be the economic problems of the country. The Government
would call for restraint on public spending, and that was a very important and direct part of
its rhetoric. However, the extent of its action in that area was to call for restraint in public
spending because it could not deliver. The Liberal Government had nine years at Federal
level -- and somewhat longer at State level -- to deliver restraint to public spending, yet it did
absolutely nothing.

It is interesting to go back further than that and to work out just how we got to the position
that we are in today. The Fraser Government came to power in 1975 after the fall of the
Whitlam Government, and it berated its predecessors and blamed the Whitlam Government
for the plight that Australia was then in and for the economidc problems that Australia was
perceived to have. The Fraser Government blamed the Whilamn Government for those
economic problems for many years into its term of office, yet during the time between the fall
of the Wrhitlamr Government and the fall of the Fraser Government, there was a 250 per cent
increase in unemployment.
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If one recalls the rationale for the ctrisis tha: was invoked -- or provoked -- by the Liberal
Party in 1975, one of the major rationales for destabilising the Federal Government and
bringing about its fail was the fact that the country was in some sort of economic crisis.
However, when the Fraser Government left office, unemployment -- which is probably the
most important economic indicator -- had increased by 250 per cent over a nine-year period.
That is an outstanding record.

Mr Lightfoot: This is part of the jobs that Prime Minister Hawke alleges he has created; like
the breaking of the bread and the fishes, he created the jobs. What happened in fact was that
the drought broke; the world economic situation improved; and the price of gold went up;
that is where the jobs came from.

Mr THOMAS: That is gibberish, and if the member wrnl allow me to go on, I will explain
why.
Mr Lightfoot: You were very, very lucky when you came in, and your Federal Governm-ent
was very lucky.

Mr THOMAS: Not only did unemployment increase, but also the simple fact of the matter
was that the Liberal Government which was in power failed to adjust to the changing
circumstances and to the fact that there was an increased rate of unemployment; relatively
speaking there was a reduced taxation base to support the people who were dependent on the
Government for unemployment benefits; and failed to adjust to the fact that there was an
ageing community and there was, therefore, a greater number of people who were dependent
upon the Government for maintenance of their income.

In fact, during the period between the Whitlai Government and the Hawke Government,
there was a 50 per cent increase in the number of people dependent upon the Government for
their income maintenance relative to the number of taxpayers; that is, to the taxation base of
the Government. So we can see that Australia was in a parlous situation in 1983 when the
Labor Government came to power at both State and Federal level, and that situation came
about during the time when the Liberal Government was in power; and those Governments
had done nothing; they had not adjusted to the fact that the circumstances had changed very
markedly since the early and mid- 1970s.

Mr Lightfoot: The price of oil came down by half; that is what happened. You were very
fortunate, and you know that is true.

Mr THOMAS: The fact that the price of oil has come down has been a mixed blessing for
this State.

The Federal and State Labor Governments that came to power in 1983 were Governments
whose time had come. They had a prescription. They were in the right position to govern the
country and to provide the leadership which was required at that time. Probably the single
most important economic tool which has been used in this country -- certainly in recent
limes -- is the National Accord between the trade union movement, the employers and the
Government to provide a framework within which wage fixation and other matters can be
determined. One has only to think about it to realise how important that is.

One of the most important statistics that is cited -- and it was cited a lot by the Fraser and
Court Governments -- is the level of industrial unrest. Trade unions were blamed for every
economic ill that ever occurred. However, the Fraser and Court Governments never bothered
to consult with the unions and to take them into their confidence and to regard them as a
group in the community which had a legitimate voice in the economic planning of the
country. One does not have to be too smart to know they are very important. Tirade unions
are affected by Government decisions and they ought to be involved in the economic
planning of the country.

A different response which has been exhibited by the Labor Governments at State and
Federal level is to say that is a wrong approach; it is wrong to berate people and to constantly
blame the other side for the ills that beset the country. Rather, it is much better if people sit
down together around the table and recognise the fact that trade unions have a right to be
involved in the economic planning of the country.

The historic accord, the summit, and the various devices which have been used by both the
State and Federal Labor Governments to involve the trade union movement in economic
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planning have been astoundingly successful, and I think that members opposite should at
least have the good grace to acknowledge that there has been a very remarkable contribution
by the Labor Party to the economic welfare of this country.
The accord is well known, but I would like to refer to an example within the State Labor
Government -- which the Liberal Government had nine years to think about doing but which
it would never have conceived of. I am referring to the Western Australian Iron Ore Industry
Consultative Council, which is a tripartite consultative body set up as a joint initiative
between the Commonwealth and State Governments, involving employers and unions
involved in the iron ore mining industry to consult generally and to be a forum where
information can be transferred and where the work force would be able to have its two-bobs
worth when it comes to the planning of its industry, and where the employers could pass
information to the work force. The consultative council has been a very successful forum. It
is not a body which deternines industrial relations issues; it is an industry body rather than an
industrial relations body. However, it has coincided with a very substantial reduction -- to
the order of a quarter or a fifth -- in the level of industrial disputation which existed in prior
times.
Almost every week somebody will get up in this House and say quite correctly that this State
is dependent on its major export industries for the health of its economy. Everyone agrees
with that. We used to hear the Opposition say year after year that the trade union movement
in general -- and particularly in the iron ore industry -- was responsible for giving Australia a
reputation for unreliability as a supplier, and we were, therefore, putting our industries at
peril because it made other industries, such as those in Brazil and India perhaps, somewhat
more competitive in talking to the major purchasers.
They used to say that constantly, yet here we have the trade union movement getting involved
in consulting with employers and gaining an awareness of the overall position of their
industry in the economies of the State, the nation and the world. That infusion of knowledge,
awareness and responsibility has resulted in a very substantial reduction in the number of
days lost in the iron ore industry and has made that industry more competitive in a trme when
times are hard.
Mrf Lightfoot: Charles Court had a lot to do with that as well.
Mr Cash: Do you believe that in the past radical elements in the trade union movement were
responsible for the loss of some contracts for the export of our iron ore?
Mr THOMAS: I do not believe they were. I do not subscribe to those theories. There has
been an astounding turnaround. The lesson was the announcement made yesterday by the
Minister for Minerals and Energy that an agreement had been reached with the Japanese for
an increase in Western Australia's market share of the Japanese marker which is the major
market for iron ore in the world.
Mr Lightfoot: Is that an increase in tonnage?
Mr THOMAS: I cannot be precise. It is an increase in market share at a time when the
market is declining. That is a very significant achievemenr which could not have been
achieved while the Liberal Party was in Government.
In relation to the attitude of State and Federal Labor Governments towards unions and the
beneficial effects that has had on our economy I point out that overall there has been a
reduction in real wages. One only has to remember back to the decade I referred to when the
Liberal Government was in power at a State level to recall that the then Liberal Premiers
were constantly saying that wage levels were too high and had to be reduced if the economy
was to be made competitive. It was almost a catchcry. They did not do anything except
provoke disputes and create a divisive mentality where people went out to get the best that
they could in a dog-eat-dog situation- There was no notion of overall responsibility or
involvement in the community or the economy.
Under dhe accord and the industrial relations fostered by Labor Governments at a State and
Federal level the trade union movement has cooperated with the Government and employers
to preside over a reduction in real wages. This is a tremendous achievement and one for
which the trade union movement and its leadership deserve eternal credit. Yet they do not
get any. How often do members opposite who said it was necessary to reduce real wage
levels say that Simon Crean is doing a good job and should be congratulated for the
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contribution he is making to the national wellbeing and the national economy? How often do
members opposite congratulate major figures in the trade union movement? What about Jack
Marks who has been berated for being appointed to the Theatre Arts Board where he wants to
make a voluntary contribution to the arts community. He has been criticised for that; but
there is a person in the minting and manufacturing industries who has probably contributed
more to the economic health of those industries in this State in recent years than any other
people, and he gets not a word of credit or encouragement. Members opposite do not have to
agree with his politics, but they could give credit where it is due.
The trade union movement has presided over a real reduction in wages and has persuaded its
members -- and on the whole it is accepted although not universally -- that for the good of the
country, themselves and their children it is necessary to exercise wage restraint. T'he
corollary is that business should exercise responsibility and there should be price restrain:.
Various schemes have been devised to ensure that the other side of the bargain which the
trade union has struck is met. We have heard members opposite go on for hour after hour
criticising the Price Watch scheme, saying it is a waste of money and it did not achieve
anything.
Mr Court: I will give you one thing, the price of shares went down.
Mr THOMAS; That is true.
In my electorate, which is a working class area, people have been very appreciative of the
Price Check scheme, and they use it to plan their budgets and make scarce dollars go fuirther.
It is their belief -.- on anecdotal evidence at least -- that it has been effective in keeping down
retail prices in stores which are the subject of the scheme. More important than that, people
talk about the paltry amounts of money involved in administering the Price Check scheme.
But if' there is not a perception in the workforce that the other side is keeping the bargain why
should the workforce do so? Why should it not go and get whatever wage increases it can?
By threatening what is the best way of showing that the other side of the bargain is being
honoured members opposite are putting at some risk the whole notion of having an accord
between Government, employers, and unions. There has been no positive contribution from
members opposite on these matters for which the Labor Government has been responsible,
and the Opposition has not even had the good grace to give credit where it is due.
What has the Labor Government achieved apart from revolutionising relations between
labour, Government and capital in this country? It has presided over major changes in public
finance as opposed to the time when Liberal Governments were in power and the size of State
and Federal Budgets when deficits grew inexorably for nine years. That trend was totally
reversed in 1983 when the Labor Governm-ent came to power. Since then there have been
inexorable reductions in Government expenditure as a proportion of gross national product
and, in particular, an inexorable reduction in the size of deficits as a proportion of gross
domestic product.
Again, that was the ideological catchcry which was part of the philosophy of the Liberal
Government and subsequently of the Liberal Party. The Opposition has not had the good
grace to give credit where credit is due in relation to the fantastic unprecedented reductions in
Government Budgets and, in particular, of Government deficits. Labor Governments have
had to spend money wisely, with rigorous establishment of priorities. It has also meant that
the public sector has had to be managed efficiently. An inefficient public sector cannot be
afforded any more than an inefficient private sector if this country is to be competitive around
the world.
What has the State Government done in this area that the Liberal Party has never done? It
has looked at major institutions within the State public sector to see whether they are needed;
whether they are being run as efficiently as possible and whether the money could possibly
be better spent elsewhere. Major institutions such as the Building Management Authonty,
the former Public Works Department, were subject to the scrutiny of the Functional Review
Committee and subject to restructuring with the resultant saving of millions of dollars.
The Government did not find any support from the members opposite. The Opposition
simply finds someone who is disadvantaged, or dissatisfied with the changes taking place -
and inevitably with any change someone is disadvantaged. The Opposition attempts to curry
favour among the dissatisfied sections and opposes the proposed changes. One has only to
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look at the Opposition reaction when the PWD was restructured in 1984-85, and when the
Minister for Education presided over the changes in the technical and further education
section of the Ministry of Education. Numerous restrictive work practices within TAFE had
come about and enormous amounts of money were being wasted on salaries for employees in
that area. The amounts of money were not contributing to education in this State, but were
going into the pockets of those people fortunate enough to work in the area.

The Minister for Education had the courage to take those matters head on and to bring about
the restructuring of the system. A demonstration followed and took place in the public
gallery. On that day we had the Liberal members opposite playing to the gallery, trying to
curry favour with the TAFE teachers, criticising the Minister for Education for something
that the Opposition should have done years ago. Does the Opposition still believe that the
restrictive work practices which were then prevailing within TAPE should not have been
eliminated? Does the Opposition believe they should be reintroduced? Does the Opposition
have a position on the issue at all? I do not think it does. Certainly at the time, the
Opposition added nothing positively. One would have thought it could have at least given
some support to the Minister in what was a difficult programme, although one well worth
embarking upon.

In terms of the State Government's practice of managing the public sector, one should look at
the approach which has been initiated for the first time in this State by the Burke Government
in establishing the Western Australian Development Corporation, and in establishing an
assets management approach to managing public assets vested in the Government.
Recognition has never been given in this State to the property owned by the Government as
assets. These can be looked at in a private sector sense and managed as assets in order to
produce the best return for the owners of those assets -- the public of Western Australia. The
WADC was established to do that. Over the years, a number of different assets have been
allocated to the corporation to manage for the benefit of the State. No group or structure
within the public sector has been subjected to more criticism by the members opposite --

particularly the member for Nedlands -- than this corporation. The WADC has done a
tremendous job in maximising the benefits which accmue to the people of Western Australia
from the State's assets.

Mr Court: What are Govemnments elected for if not to make sure they are looking after
Government assets?

Mr Parker: The Opposition did not do it when it was in Government.

Mr Court: What nonsense. The member keeps saying that the WADC is there for the more
efficient use of Government assets. That is what the Government is elected for.

Mr THOMAS: Precisely. The elected members of the Government, and in particular the
Ministers, do not do everything. They employ people, and those people at the WADC are
responsible to the Government.

Mr Court: Why should the WADC get involved in the treatment of tailings dumps at
Kalgoorlie?
Mr THOMAS: What would the member prefer?

Mr Court: I would like to see Anglo American Pacific involved as they are now, with a
Western Australian company as a partner.

Mr THOMAS. The WADC has been subject to a lot of criticism by members opposite. If
public assets are involved -- as they very often are -- why should not the WADC, on behalf of
the taxpayers of Western Australia, ensure a maximum return? The WADC has a
tremendous record and has been exceedingly ininovative-in its approach. The Opposition i
incapable of understanding this, and certainly of supporting it.

in sumnmairy, the motion moved by the member for Victoria Park is worthy of support for the
reasons given in relation to the Opposition's position in terms of the promises it makes -- not
only relating to the by-elections, but also over the last 12 months. Every time anyone puts
forward a proposal, whether in respect of the maintenance of restrictive work practices in
TAPE, or a covered area for the Booragoon Primary School, if the Liberal Party thinks a few
votes may be involved, it cannot resist. It does not have the disciplie to say chat perhaps the
matter should be looked at in the overall context.
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As the member for Victoria Park pointed out, the sum total of those promises would be
fiscally irresponsible if met. In fact, the promises would be impossible to meet. it is not
surprising that the Opposition would have such an irresponsible and practical position in the
economy at die present time. When in Government the Opposition did not have the
flexibility or vision to adapt the approach it took to government; it did not have the
understanding to recognise that during its nine years in Government, Australia had changed
substantially. It did not realise that its approach to government may have been appropriate in
1974-75, when it first camne to power, in a financial sense; but by 1982-83 when it went our
of Government the approach was totally inappropriate and totally irresponsible. The
Opposition track record is deplorable and it is therefore not surprising that the alternative
which it puts to this Government is absolutely outrageous.

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) (10.00 pm]: The motion before the House refers to a credibility gap
and there is no question that after having listened to both the member for Victoria Park and
the member for Welshpool it is obvious that the Government's credibility is in absolute
tatters. It appears to me that the member for Welshpool did not think much of the motion that
was before the House because it took him 29 minutes of ranging wide over other subjects
before he decided to address the motion in the final minute that was available to him.

The SPEAKER: If I had been in the Chair that would not have happened.

Mr CASH: [ believe that to be the case, Mr Speaker. Had you been in the Chair you would
have heard him speak about the failings of the Hawke Labor Government and other tragedies
which beset the Australian economy as a result of its financial mismanagement. The member
for Welshpool tried to steer clear of the motion before the House. I guess that that is
understandable when one measures up the comments and contribution made by the member
for Victoria Park. He, of course, wanted to speak about academic socialism and how that
affects Western Australia. As the various members on both sides of the House moved out of
the Chamber it indicated clearly to me that they were totally bored with his contribution and
believed that it had little merit or little value.

When one speaks about credibility and tries to relate it to the Government, it is important that
members recognise that the way in which the Government determines its decision-making is
for the Premier to rise each morning, walk outside, put his finger up to the wind, and decide
which way the wind is blowing. Once he decides that, he then decides to make his decisions
for the day. How often have we seen a situation where, no doubt, the Premier has risen in the
morning, put his finger to the wind, decided die wind was blowing in a particular direction,
and gone on radio to announce a few of his pet theories only to find that soon after lunch he
has once again gone outside, put his finger to the wind and realised that the wind had
changed direction? What does that mean? It means that the policy of the Government in the
morning changes in the afternoon. It all depends on just which way the wind is blowing.
How can a Government that determines its policy and direction by a Premier who seeks to
see just which way the wind is blowing at any time be given any credibility at all? Tonight
that was demonstrated by both the member for Victoria Park and the member for Welshpool,
and they have destroyed any last vestiges of Government credibility that may have been
within this House. It is really a case of the Premier and the Government of this State
deciding how they will form their policies by the direction of the wind and hours later, once
the direction of the wind changes, changing their minds and going back on their promises.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition made that clear tonight when he mentioned the debacle
of the Busselton Jetty. Mr Speaker, you will remember when the Leader of the Opposition
was in Busselton recently because of the by-election. He was asked a question about whether
the Liberal Party was prepared to spend money on the renovation of die Busselton Jetty. He
replied that a Liberal Government would commit funds to the restoration of that jetty. Later
when Government members were in that town they were challenged as to whether the
Government was prepared to commit funds to that project. Again it was a case of the Premier
putting his finger to the wind in the mornLing and deciding which way the wind was blowing.
He said that the Govetrnment would make a decision on the Busselton Jetty after the by-
election- For some days that was the policy and the stated position of the Government. Is it
not interesting that yesterday afternoon, in this House, when the question of the Busselton
Jetty was raised again, and the Premier was asked what his latest position
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was, he stated clearly to the Ho~se that the Government's position was that it would not give
a commitment on the Busselton Jetty until after the by-election, which is to be held this
Saturday.

Lo and behold what did we find out when we read this morning's newspaper? We found out
that yesterday afternoon the Deputy Premier was in the south west and he decided to put his
finger to the wind to see which way the wind was blowing. He decided that there was a need
for a change and that the Government had to make a commitment on the jetty. At the very
rime the Premier was saying that the Government would not make a commitment on the
Busselion Jetty until after the by-election, the Deputy Premier was in the south west saying
that the Government had changed its mind and was now prepared to concede that it was
wrong and it would spend money on the jetty.

Mr Williams: He had obviously seen the latest survey figures.

Mr CASH: The member for Clontarf is right and the Government decided it was time for a
change. What credibility is attached to a Government which changes its mind and policy
because of the changes in the direction of the wind? No credibility whatsoever.

Talk about a sham! Earlier tonight the member for Victoria Park suggested that the
Opposition had made various promises in respect of the by-election that is being held this
weekend. There is no question of that. The Opposition when invited by residents of the
South West Province made a number of commitments on what it will do when it is returned
to Government in the near fujture. For the benefit of Government members I will point out
some of the commitments the Opposition has made. In general terms the Liberal Party's
commitments will cost in the order of $8 million, and I have documentation which shows that
the various promises made by the Government will cost in excess of $66 million.

The Liberal Party has made a commitment to provide benefits to the south west as a whole
and part of those benefits will include tax concessions to encourage new businesses to
establish in the region. The Liberal Parry is interested in improving the business
arrangements and organisations in that area and it wants to encourage new businesses to
establish in the south west region. Another commitment was announced by the shadow
Minister for Housing, the member for East Melville, and it will not cost the Government a
great number of dollars. It will be of benefit to the citizens of the south west. This will
enable current Homeswest tenants to buy their homes at a discount. If the proposition
advanced by the member for East Melville were carefully studied it would be seen that the
proposal would save money for the Government. It would not cost any money whatsoever.
Another area in which we are prepared to make a commitment to the south west is the
declaration of the priceless area known as the Boranup State forest. We are prepared to
declare it as a national park and that has been very well received in the south west.
The other point worthy of mention is that we intend to preserve the Legislative Council as a
House of Review and the Premier has given no commitment on that whatsoever.

Dr Gallop interjected.

Mr CASH: I listened earlier for a full hour to the member for Victoria Park and I learned
very little. The argument he put forward failed miserably because it was very much based on
the academic socialism in which he obviously believes. He should not try to say the things he
ought to have said in that hour during my speech. He failed to convince the House to support
his motion and he will obviously suffer the consequences in due course.

Let us talk again about credibility: 1 want to draw the attention of the House to the
advertisement which was earlier held up by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. I hold it up
again for all Government members to see. It is headed by a State crest and reads --.

The Premier invites all Government employees to a sundowner at the Bussell Motor
Hotel Tuesday October 20 5.30 pm to 7.00 pm.

At the bottom it states "No charge". I wonder whether that could be a breach of the Electoral
Act; couched as it was in the words used, supported earlier by the Premider's comments that it
was intended that this should be a political meeting and that the State would pick up the bill?

Mr Brian Burke: You are the most dishonest man in this Parliament.

Mr CASH: The Premier should not forget that he must include himself in that statement, and
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he and I know that when it comes to dishonesty he wins the race by a mile. He should not
talk about dishonesty; it is not one of his best subjects and ir is not a debate he will win.

Mr Brian Burke: I have never been a City of Stirling councillor.

Mr CASH: I am sure the Premier has not been a City of Stirling councillor; I doubt whether
it would accept hint I can remember when the city had 13 elected councillors in the days
when the Premier was the member for Balcatta and lacer the mnember for Balga, and he tried
to influence the council to such an extent chat he was referred to as the fourteenth councillor.

This advertisement tries to induce Government employees, who no doubt live within the area
bounded by South West Province, to attend a sundowner at the Bussell Motor Hotel on the
condition that drinks will be supplied free of charge -- the State Government will pick up the
bill, but they must understand that it is to be a political meeting.

Mr Brian Burke: Who says that?

Mr CASH: That was confirmed by the Premier tonight in this House. HeI also confirmed that
similar functions had been held in Exrnouth in recent days. While the House contemplates
whether the Premier is in breach of the electoral laws, I will inform members about a few
other functions held recently in South West Province, the bills for which were picked up by
the State.

On 11I September a breakfast was held for approximately 100 people. The Premier spoke at
that breakfast on the Budget, and of course it was free. How coincidental that only a few
weeks before a by-election the Premider should go to Bunbury to conduct that breakfast
meeting when he only wanted to talk about the Budget; of course, the by-election did not
matter at that stage.
On 20 September a cocktail party was held in the south west for approximately 450 people.
That was the Sunday before the rnl-fated Cabinet meeting which members will recall. Again,
the pretence was that the function would enable the people of the area to meet the Cabinet
Ministers. We all know that that ill-fated Cabinet meeting backfired on the Government-, the
Government planned to get marvellous publicity from that meeting in the Busselton area but
because it was not sure of its commitments on the day and created some confusion, the local
Press was not prepared to give the Government the run it had expected. On 7 October
another breakfast funded again by the Government was organised by Women's Enterprise for
about 40 people. I understand that that is a Government-funded department. It was
organised for the benefit of the Labor Party as it fought the south west by-election.

I understand a publicity function is being held tonight -- again, the bill will be picked up by
the State Government -- to talk about the Bunbuiy regional plan. Free drinks will be
provided at this cocktail party for all those who attend. What is the real purpose of this
function? It is not just to talk about the Bunbury regional plan, it is to talk about politics and
the by-election that will run on Saturday. I wonder whether the Government thinks it has
spent enough of the people's money, of the public purse, to buy the election on Saturday. I
also wonder whether the electors of South West Province have already seen through these
rather crass practices of the Premier who chinks he can buy the people off by putting an
advertisement in the local Press which states that the Premier invites all Government
employees to a sundowner. What an absolute joke.

Mr Brian Burke: Are you saying that these people paid me to vote a certain way?

Mr CASH: No, I am not saying that they paid the Premier to vote a certain way. I am
suggesting an argument could be raised that the Premier has breached the Electoral Act. It is
important that he knows this now.
Mr Brian Burke: Is being paid to vote a certain way breaching the Act?

Mr CASH: It is a matter of interpretation and it is a matter of the court making a decision.

Mr Brian Burke: It might be a suggestion of someone being paid to vote a certain way.

Mr CASH: The Premier confrnms what I said; it is not for me to make that decision, it would
be up to a court. Given this particular advertisement, some of the promises the Government
has made in the south west in recent times and the free drinks it has offered people to attend
its functions, it mnight be deemed to be in breach of the Electoral Act. Tonight in this House
the Premier admitted that they were political functions and the State would be picking up the
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bill for them. That is not all. I have another one, and it refers to a function being held by the
South West Development Authority. [ wonder whether that will also turn out to be a political
party thrown by the Premier at the expense of the State. Let me read a letter which was
received by a resident of the Bunbury area from the South West Development Authority.
Mr Brian Burke: The South West Development Authority does not vote on anything.
Mr CASH: Members can see the way the Premier operates. I want members to recall my
words. I suggested to this House that this Premier twisted and turned when he was put on the
spot. [ did not suggest that the South West Development Authority was going to vote on
anything, but out of this Premier's mouth has come a suggestion that he believes the South
West Development Authority is about to vote on something.
Mr Brian Burke: I said it was not going to.
Mr CASH: I am not sure what the Premier is talking about. He has changed his mind again.
He did not even run outside and put his finger in the air.
Mr Brian Burke: The South West Development Authority cannot rezone anything.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Thomas): Order!
Mr CASH: Mr Acting Speaker, I appreciate your calling the Premier to order, because I
agree with members on this side of the House that he appears to have become irrational. We
have seen this from time to time when the truth is told about this person. Let us not worry
about that for the time being. Let me tell members about this letter which some residents of
Bunhury received from the South West Development Authority. It reads --

Dear Mr and Mrs --

It gives the names, but [ do not intend to read those to the House because we know what
happens when this Premier is given the names of people who give information to the
Opposition. The letter goes on to say --

Bunbury and the South West are set to enter an exciting growth phase with the
redevelopment of the Bunbury City Centre.
Significant new investment opportunities will emerge as the overall planning strategy
unfolds in the next few months.
The first stage, development of Lots 1 and'3 -- the former railway marshalling yards
land -- will begin soon following the announcement by the State Government of the
successful developer.
I am pleased to invite you to meet Hon Pam Beggs MLA, Minister for Tourism and
Acting Minister for the South West and the project developer at a reception on Friday,
October 16, 1987, from 5:30 pm. to 7:00 pm; on the 8th floor of the Bunbury Tower,
61 Victoria Street, Bunbury.
Development plans for Lots I and 3 will be on display together with --

Then a sentence has been obliterated, and the letter finishes off in this way --

Your reply by Thtursday, October 14, --
It gives a phone number. To continue --

-- would be appreciated.
I wonder whether the Government applied any pressure to the South West Development
Authority to hold that function only two days before the by-election which is coming up this
Saturday. I guess it is fair to assume that that might be the case, given the comments made
by this Premier earlier tonight.
Mr Lewis: Why do you not ask them how long those submissions had been open? Ten days.
Mr CASH: I take the point of the member for East Melville. This Premier agrees to do
things in a politically expedient way. If it means tenders must be run for only 10 days on a
very important deal --

Mr Lewis: A tender worth $22 million, yes.
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Mr CASH: -- a $22 million project, as the member says, that is the way this Government will
go.
Mr Grill: The tenders were open for weeks, you bunch of donkeys!
Mr CASH: The Minister should not have come back. I told the Miister he should go back
to Crawley.
Several members interjected.
Mr Brian Burke: Before this session is finished we will. not be missing only the member for
Gascoyne.
Mr CASH: I hear what the Premier says, and he might be right. I will be pleased to
contribute to that situation. What was the Minister saying over there? I thought I told him
earlier to go back to Crawley and mix with his rich mates. Go on.
Mr Gril: I think you have already heard rhat the tenders were open for weeks.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CASH: I wonder whether the challenge by the member for Bunbury was on the words I
used -- "rich mate" or "rich member.
Mr P.J. Smith: You are despicable!
Mr CASH: We were all going down to Bunbury on that trip on the Ausfralind until
somebody said that the member for Bunbuty would be on the train, so everyone backed off.
Quite clearly, the motion moved by the member for Victoria Park this evening did not
engender much confidence in this House. Most of the Government members walked out, and
in utter boredom many of the Opposition members left, The motion has had no impact
whatsoever. It was an exercise in academic socialism and should have been bound into book
form and circulated to members to save them having to sit here for a complete hour while the
member for Victoria Park read that dissertation to us.

Amendment to Motion
In view of the motion and the comments which have been made in this House tonight on the
Government's tremendous credibility gap, I move an amendment --

To delete all words after "credibility" in line 1 wit a view to inserting the
following --

vacuum in relation to Governiment bona fides whilst the policies and practices
of the Government include,
(a) continued high levels of State taxation, and the accumulation of

substantial funds for electoral campaign purposes;
(h) continuation of payroll tax as a major source of State revenue, when

the now Premier prior to 1983 indicated his intention to rid the State of
payroll tax;

(c) the continued failure to apply the principle of responsibility in relation
to juvenile offenders and the adoption of a welfare approach which
leaves victims with no redress and no restitution;

(d) failure to uphold family values by having joined an agreement to allow
overseas pornography into Australia, having promoted and supported
the legalisation of homosexuality and prostitution and having
supported new and extended forms of gambling in this State;

(e) submission to the Commonwealth over its planned introduction of the
Australia Card, a national data and surveillance system directed to
individual Australians;

(f) continued support of the B.E. and other militant unions together with
support for compulsory union membership contrary to the wishes of
most working people;
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(g) the making of numerous political appointments for political purposes
Of politically motivated and identified persons; and

(h) suppression of scandalous information about the conduct of the
Government concerning areas of Government responsibility such as
Teachers' Credit Society.

MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) [10.29 pmJ: I second the amendment, and in doing so I
have some news for the Premier. I have had the opportunity, since he revealed to us earlier
tonight that he has committed Government funds to run a political function at which food and
drink were offered --

Mr Brian Burke: There was no food.

Mr THOMPSON: He has admitted there was drink. This party was conducted since the
election was declared and in the period immediately prior to the election. I want to read to
the House a couple of extracts from the Electoral Act which will demonstrate quite clearly
that members of this Government are in breach of the Electoral Act, and I suggest that action
should be taken against them. I have been here long enough to learn from my own
experience, and I am sure those who sit on the other side of the House would not disagree
with me, that the 44-gallon drum of plonk that was offered at a particular function in the
3Cimberley some time ago was in contravention of section 181 of the Electoral Act. The Act
says --

Bribery

18 1. Any person who --
(a) promises, or offers, or suggests any valuable consideration, advantage,

recompense, reward, or benefit for or on account of, or to induce any
candidature or withdrawal of candidature, or any vote or omission to
vote, or any support of, or opposition to, any candidate, or any promise
of any such vote, omission, support, or opposition. ... shall be guilty
of bribery.

The Act goes on to give a specific definit ion of bribery --

182. Without limniting the effect of the general words in the preceding section,
"bribery" particularly includes the supply of food, drink, or entertainment after the
nominations have been officially declared, or horse or carriage hire for any voter
whilst going to or returning from the poll, with a view to influencing the vote of an
elector.

Does any member of this House think that the function at Bunbury was held for any purpose
other than to influence people in the way they vote? That function was held for that purpose,
and the Government knows it; it would not have done it if it had not thought it would
influence their votes. In funding that particular function, the Premier, the Government, and
the Labor Party are in breach of the Electoral Act. I have not seen more blatant breaches of
that section of the Act than in this particular round of by-elections. Action should be taken to
bring these matters to the attention of the appropriate authorities.

Mr Brian Burke: The member for Vasse was one of the people at that function at Bunbury.
We were not trying to induce him into anything.

Mr THOMPSON: The Government could well have been trying to influence him, if not in
voting for its candidate, then certainly trying to influence his voting or actions in some other
way. There is absolutely no doubt that the pork-barreiling that has been going on down there
in particular, and also in the Town of Gascoyne, has reached epic proportions which, in my
view, are in complete breach not only of the spirit of the electoral laws, but also the letter of
the electoral laws. This Goverrnent stands condemned for its actions.

It is not only the members in this House who have formed that conclusion. When I was in
Exmnouth earlier this week a member of the community undertook to send me an invoice
which pertains to the conduct of a function in Exmnouth which the Premier attended, where
refreshment was provided, and the charge for that particular function was incurred by the
Government. I have not yet received a copy of the invoice, but when I do I can assure the
House that it is my intention to see whether that particular function was in breach of the
Electoral Act.
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'-I Brian Burke: That is the function that I told you about before to which we invited a
v. Aole lot of Liberal people and Labor people.

!-.r Court interjected.

Mr THOMPSON: I ask the Premier ib e was in Exmnouth for the weather.
Mr Brian Burke: It was good weather, yes.

Mr THOMPSON: The Premier was in Exmouth for the express purpose of pu'mping up the
prospects of his candidate in the election, and in so doing he offered the people who attended
that function food and drink in complete breach of the Electoral Act.

One of the elements of the amendment moved by my colleague, the member for Mt Lawley,
relates to the conduct of the Builders Labourers Federation and other unions in this State.
Members will recall that last night I asked a question without notice of the Minister for
Labour, Productivity and Employment with respect to a campaign which is currently being
waged by the building unions in this State under the banner of the Building Trades
Association, which is a group of building unions. The intention of that campaign is to extort
$20 per week per employee from the employers of building workers in this State on the
pretext of it being a severance and redundancy claim.

When the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment was confronted with this
proposition last night he virtually suggested that no such activity was occurring. Copies of'
tomorrow's edition of The West Austrlian are circulating in this Chamber, and one can see
that in it the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment has adhered to his point of
view, and said that claims that such a campaign is being waged are greatly exaggerated. A
little further on in the article to which I refer, which appears on page 28 of the paper, the
Assistant Secretary of the Construction Mining and Energy Workers Union, Nit Rick Todd,
said that more than 27 contractors had indicated they would be willing to pay the claim. Not
only is the campaign being waged, but it is also proving to be successful. That particular
activity is completely outside the wage guidelines, and is in breach of the building workers'
code of conduct that this Parliament was parry to passing some time ago.

It concemns me that this Government is prepared to wave the big stick. at employers if they
show any willingness to capitulate to the gangster tactics which are being applied, but at the
same time support the unions. It closes its eyes to the fact that these unions are adopting
these intimidatory actions. There can be absolutely no doubt that this action is taking place.
For the Minister to suggest that it is not in my view brings his credibility into question,
because only last night, prior to my asking the question, I handed the Minister a copy of a
facsimile message from Coldale Constructions Pry Ltd wherein is set out the problem with
which that particular building company is confronted. They are being threatened with
industrial action by the Building Trades Association unless they capitulate to a demand to pay
$20 per week per man into a redundancy fund. In addition to that they have already had to
suffer other similar campaigns during the last 18 months which have resulted in $37.30 per
man per week being granted as a result of other claims.

This action is all happening outside the Industrial Relations Commuission, although I must say
that a matter is to go before the commission next Monday, which will be the first opportunity
that the commission will have to deal with this matter.

I believe the Government ought to show the employers that it is prepared to take a stronger
line with the unions. It is interesting to note that the Minister for Labour, Productivity and
Employment has said that any employer who capitulates to the union's demands is going to
be denied access to Government contracts. However, the Minister has said absolutely
nothing about the actions that have been taken by the union. I believe the Minister is
abrogating his responsibility. He just wants to turn a blind eye to the things that are occurring
on building sites in this city. He is prepared to simply shrug his shoulders and say it is not
happening. He cannot justify his claim -- as is published in today's paper -- that the
suggestion that this campaign is being waged has been greatly exaggerated, because he was
provided by mue in this Chamber last night, and also by the management of Coldale
Constructions Pty Ltd, with a telex message, and the telex message which I gave the Minister
yesterday is a copy of a telex message which was sent to the Minister at the same time as
mine had been sent. The Minister cannot turn a blind eye to this because although he may
think that has satisfied the situation, it certainly does not satisfy us and it does not satisfy the
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building contractors in this city who are being subjected to this gangster-style activity.

The sad thing is that the reputation of the trade union movement generally is being tarnished
by the activities of a relatively small number of unions, which in my view are simply using
their industrial muscle to extort and obtain a benefit to which they are not entitled. There are
proper procedures for workers and unions who believe that their pay and conditions are
below what they should be, and that is by resort to the appropriate commission. These unions
are not prepared to go to the comnmission. Instead, they are able to use their muscle to simply
extort money from builders by suggestion.

Mr Brian Burke: No one supports that.

Mr THOMPSON: The Minister does.

Mr Brian Burke: He does not. It is not fair to say that he supports anyone extorting anyone.

Mr THOMPSON: He turns a blind eye.

Mr Brian Burke: He does not.

Mr THOMPSON: What action has he taken on the complaints made by Coldale
Constructions?

Mr Brian Burke: The truth is the Minister has done more than any other Minister in this
State's history to bring a sensible approach to industrial relations.
Mr THOMPSON: [f the Premier is not prepared to accept that particular example -- and it is
clear that he is not -- I will give him another example.

Mr Brian Burke: I was here last night when you handed the Minister the telex, and within 10
minutes you expected him to give some definitive statement. You are not dinkum.

Mr THOMPSON: The Minister has had all day, because in today's paper he is saying the
same thing -- that it did not happen -- but the union is saying it did happen.

Mr Brian Burke: Stop playing politics with an important issue.

Mr THOMPSON: l am not playing politics. Let us look at another example of that to which
I have referred. [ raised with the Minister weeks ago the problem that is being confronted by
the contractors in this State who supply scaffolding to building sites. What has happened is
that Kevin Reynolds of the BLF has confronted each of the scaffolding contractors with a
draft agreement which they are advised they must sign in order to correct certain anomalies
as the unions see them. What the unions have don3- here is to trump up a safety issue. They
say there is a problem with the scaffolding planks on a number of sites in the Perth region --
2 670 scaffolding planks.

Mr Brian Burke: You cannot just dismiss it by saying they have trumped up a safety issue.

Ms THOMPSON: They have, and if the Premier wants to have a look at it he will know that
it is a trumped up case.

We passed legislation earlier this year to revamp the construction safety laws, and there is an
appropriate authority to determine whether these scaffolding planks are unsafe. There has
been no resort by the union to the correct authority. They have taken the unilateral decision
that these planks are unsafe and have simply said that until such rime as those planks are
replaced, the equipment will be black banned. However, they have only selected certain
contractors; they have not selected those contractors who have capitulated to these claims for
additional payment and additional conditions. If that is not an inappropriate use of union
power, I have yet to see it. The union has not resorted to the Industrial Relations
Commnission to have its pay claims determined and it has not gone to the appropriate
authority to establish whether the scaffolding planks which they think are unsafe are actually
unsafe. It is a crying shame that people who are trying to carry on a legitimate business are
being subjected to the thuggery that is going on on many of our building sites. I appeal to the
Government to step in and do something to help those building contractors who are being
subjected to unfair treatment by some of these unions.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House).

4887



POLICE AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) [10.49 pm]: [ move --

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of this Bill is to amend the Police Act to provide for the reappointment of police
officers who resign to contest an elecrion. Members will be aware that just prior to the last
Federal election earlier this year, a detective, Paul Filing, resigned from the Police Force to
contest the Federal seat of Cowan in Western Australia. He believed at the time of his
resignation that the Police Act provided sufficient means for him to be reinstated into the
force without loss of rank or privilege should he fail to win that seat. It so happened that,
while Mr Paul Filing fought a remarkably good election on behalf of the Liberal Ponty,
regrettably he was not successful in that election. Later he reapplied for his position in the
Police Force, only to be cold that under present legislation the commnissioner apparently did
not have the aJthority to reinstate him at his previous rank; that is, the rank he had attained
prior to his resigning to contest the Federal seat of Cowan.
It seems there is some confusion in Government circles as to whether there is a need to
amend the Police Act to enable police officers who resign prior to an election, be it at State or
Commonwealth level, for the express purpose of contesting that election, to be reinstated into
the Police Force without loss of rank or privilege should they fail to be elected. I say there is
contusion insofar as the Minister for Police and Emergency Services wrote to the Leader of
the Opposition some time ago when the Leader of the Opposition and I raised with him the
matter of Paul Filing's reinstatement into the Police Force. The Minister advised by letter
that he believed the advice that had been tendered to him indicated there would need to be an
amendment to the Police Act if police officers were to be able to be reinstated without loss of
status, both privilege and rank.
The Opposition has waited for some time for the Minister to introduce a B ill to amend the
Police Act to do the various things that I understood were generally agreed between the
Leader of the Opposition, myself, and the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. I
must say is is with some disappointment that I tell the House that some months after the letter
was received from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services we are still waiting for the
legislation to be introduced into this House for the appropriate amendments to be moved.
Mr Gordon Hill: Where is the confusion?
Mr& CASH: The confusion is obviously in the Minister's letter. I do not know whether he
read the letter prior to signing is, but certainly in the letter he sent to the Leader of the
Opposition, and also in Press statements he put out and comments he made in this House, he
indicated quite clearly that he was confused about the matter. I can only believe that other
people on his side of the House are also confused.
Mr Gordon Hill interjected.
Mr CASH: Can I just say to the Minister that there is an agreement that I speak for only a
limit, ed time tonight to enable a Government member to address the House on another matter.
So perhaps in due course when the Minister has the opportunity to respond he will bring up
then all the things he wishes to say.
The aml will amend section 12 of the Police Act by inserting a new section 12A which will
generally enable a police officer to resign to contest an election, be it Federal or State, so long
as he fulfils various requirements. Set out in the Bill are the various conditions that police
officers will have to meet, should they wish to resign to contest an election, and later, should
they fail to be elected and want to re-enter the Police Force.
The proposition is a sound one. It is a reflection on the Government that it did not bring the
Bill into the House. However, I made a public statement some months ago that in
continuation of my support for the police in this State I would see that a Bill was drafted and
that the appropriate legislation was brought to this House, and I invite the Government to
support it.
I talked earlier of the contusion that obviously besets the Minister, and there is also some
confusion in other circles. It relates to section 213A of the Electoral Act and that section of
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the Acts Amendment and Repeal (Disqualification for Parliament) Act wherein, under
schedule 5, part U), it appears to me and to others to enable the Governor to require those
persons -- including a person who is a member of the Police Force appointed by the Police
Act 1892 -- to stand down from their positions and remain on leave for the duration of an
election period. That is the confusion to which I alluded earlier.
But, putting all that confusion aside, I am placing a Bill before the House on behalf of the
Opposition. I believe, as does the Opposition, that it is worthy of support and the support of
the Government is solicited to indicate not only to the Police Force in Western Australia and
to the Opposition but also to the community in general that the Government is itself prepared
to support the Police Force in this State.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Gordon Hill (Minister for Police and Emergency
Services).
ACTS AMENDMENT (LEGAL PRACTITIONERS, COSTS AND TAXATION) BILL

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

Second Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the second reading.
MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands -- Minister for Works and Services) [10.58 pm]: I
move --

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The major proposal in this Bill is to establish an independent body to consider the manner in
which legal professional costs should be fixed and reviewed from time to time. Costs are the
remuneration which a legal practitioner receives for professional services to his client. At
present there are various scales of costs relating to different types of legal work.
Most, but not all, courts have their own scales of costs. The Supreme Court scales, which
apply to proceedings both in that court and in the District Court, are fixed by the judges of the
Supreme Court. The Local Court scale of costs is fixed in rules which are made by the
Governor. Other scales of costs apply in other special jurisdictions including, for example.
the Workers' Compensation Board. Scales of costs also regulate nan-litigious work,
including grants of probate, administration of wills, and general conveyancing matters.
These are fixed either by the judges of the Supreme Court or by the judges together with the
Banristers' Board.
When considering costs a distinction is made between 'solicitor and client" costs and "party
and party" costs. The former are the costs owing by a client to the client's own solicitor. The
client has an obligation to pay the reasonable costs of work properly undertaken by the
practitioner, although in most cases the scales of costs will limit what may properly be
charged. As an alternative to the scales the amount of costs may be agreed in writing
between the practitioner and the client. Written agreements to charge on a time basis are now
common. The agreement may be varied or cancelled if a judge determines that the amount of
agreed costs is unreasonable.
A practitioner may not sue to recover costs from a client until a signed bill of costs has been
served on the client. If the bill is not itemised, the client can require an itemnised bill. If the
client is not satisfied with the itrmised bill, it can be "taxed" or reviewed by an officer of the
Supreme Court. Party and party costs are those costs which a court may order one party to
litigation to pay to another party. The court may fix the amount of costs it orders one party to
pay to the other or the amount of costs may be assessed by a taxing officer of the court by
reference to the relevant scale or scales.
A review of the manner in which the scales of costs are established has not been undertaken
for many years. Submissions for increases have usually been based on consumer price
increases. It has been recognised for some time thai the present costs system is not
satisfactory from the point of view of either the profession or the public. In February 1980,
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die then Attorney General, Hon I G Medcalf, QC, MWC, appointed a committee of inquiry --
the Clarkson committee -- into the future organisation of the legal profession. One of its
terms of reference was to report on "the appropriate body to carry the responsibility for fixing
and/or promulgating scales of costs for various types of legal work".
In May 1983, the conmrittee recommended that a costs committee should be established
comprising legal practitioners and non-lawyers and with the function of fixing scales of costs
in respect of all legal services other than Supreme and District Court scales. In respect of
those courts it was suggested that recommendations would be made by the committee to the
judges. The costs committee was also to reappraise the basis upon which costs are calculated
and allowed. This Bill gives effect to the major thrust of the Clarkson committee's
recommendations but expands and modifies the proposed arrangements in a number of ways.
It is proposed that central to the new system of costs fixing should be a legal costs committee,
to consist of a chairman, being a serving or retired Supreme or District Court judge or a
practitioner of not less than eight years' standing, two members who are practitioners in
private practice appointed from a panel nominated by the Law Society, and three non-
practitioner members, at least one of whom is an accountant.
The Government proposes that half the committee members be non-lawyers. This reflects the
view that there is a need to move from. a completely self-regulating profession. To meet the
position on any occasion that the commnittee is evenly divided, the Bill provides that the
chairman has a casting vote. The Bill provides for deputies to be appointed for the chainnan
and the ordinary members. As recommended by the Clarkson committee, the costs
committee will be funided by the Government. The committee may make arrangements with
the relevant Minister and the Public Service Board for the use of the services of Government
employees, Proposed section 58T sets out the matters in relation to which the committee may
investigate and report to the Attorney General. It is proposed that the committee not be
confined to making determinations relating to costs in particular classes of business.
It is also proposed that the committee consider the basis of the fixing of costs, including the
use of scales rather than time costing or some other method of costing. Accordingly, section
58T is widely drafted but particularly directs the attention of the committee to the question of
scales of costs. As well as its reporting functions, the committee is to make determinations
set out in proposed section 58W, regulating the remuneration of practitioners in respect of
both non-contentious business and all classes of contentious business.
The Clarkson committee recommended that one body have power to regulate costs in both
contentious and non-contentious business but restricted the role of the comm-ittee to the
recommendation of costs in Supreme and District Court matters. The latter aspect of that
recommendation has not been adopted. It is proposed, however, that the committee be
required to consult with the relevant courts and tribunals when fixing costs to any
jurisdiction.
As well as consulting the relevant courts before making a determination, the comnmittee is
required to give public notification of its intention to make the determ-ination and to receive
submissions. When making its determination on new costs scales, the costs committee will
no doubt take into account a wide range of considerations. In particular, it is not intended
that the committee should necessarily accept current scales of costs as establishing an
appropriate base against which future adjustments should be made, whether by reference to
movements in wages, the CPI or any other such measure. Rather, it should start from first
principles to determine what is fair and reasonable remuneration having regard to more
general considerations. It has now been the case for many years that increases to the scale
have proceeded on an assumption that the base is correct and that the only real question is the
nature of the updating mechanism. That may well be right but it ought to be questioned.
Among the factors which might be considered in that context are the impact of a combination
of progressive or sliding scales of fees and infation, the impact of technology on office
production costs and legal research and preparation, and the increasing workload that
practitioners can undertake as a result. A broader approach of this kind should ensure that the
comm-ittee's determinations are appropriate to prevailing econom-ic and organisational
conditions.
Given the importance of this matter to the general purpose of the legislation, the Attorney
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General considered it advisable to specify that his comments in relation to these matters were
intended to attract the application of section 19 of the Interpretation Act. The committee is to
review its determination on a two-yearly basis -- proposed section 58X. In addition, the
Attorney General may request a determination at any time. Proposed section 58V provides
for a review of the committee's role by the Attorney General in five years' time. A report
based on that review is to be laid before each House of Parliament.

In respect of solicitor and client costs, the Clarkson committee commented that the existing
rules were largely satisfactory but recommended a number of amendments. These included a
recommendation that the time within which a client might require an itemidsed bill of costs be
extended from one month to three months. It is proposed that a 30-day period be provided.
There will be a further 30-day period within which the client can seek to have chat bill
taxed -- see proposed sections 65 and 66.
To balance the respective interests of practitioner and client the Bill makes it clear that the
right of the practitioner to recover his money arises from the time the bill is delivered. This
would enable a practitioner to sue for recovery where it was thought that a client had no
reason to leave the bill unpaid or was delaying payment.

A taxing officer will be able to stay proceedings for recovery of costs in a bill which he is
taxing. Tis is to ensure that the practitioner does not recover judgment for an amount which
is subsequently disallowed. Where there is a written agreement as to costs, proposed section
66A ensures that the taxing officer will give effect to it as at present, but allows him to refer
the agreement to a judge for review at the request of the client. At present a person must
institute separate proceedings to have a written agreement reviewed. This provision short
circuits that procedure.

To ensure that the taxing officer, who is an officer of the Supreme Court, has access to all
relevant information which might affect the reasonableness of the bill, proposed subsections
68(2) and 68(3) enable the taxing officer to refer the bill of costs to an officer of the court or
tribunal in which the costs were incurred for a report.

The Bill also provides in proposed section 65(3) that the practitioner should include in each
bill of costs a notice of the client's right to require an itemised bill, and of the right to require
taxation.

In addition to the costs provisions, the Bill makes a number of unrelated minor amendments
to the Legal Practitioners Act. In relation to professional discipline, section 37 of the Act is
repealed by clause 7. Section 37 has provided that a practitioner who failed to comply with
certain trust account provisions could be dealt with under the disciplinary procedure in part
rV of the Act. This raises the possibility that, by implication, breaches of other sections of
the Act could not be dealt with under the disciplinary provisions. Repeal of section 37, and
the amendment to section 81 which is effected by clause 19, will together have the effect that
any breach of the provisions of the Act by a legal practitioner can be dealt with either under
the disciplinary provisions of part IV or be treated as a contempt of the Supreme Court
pursuant to section 8 1.
Clause 7 inserts a new section 37, which is designed to meet a concern expressed by the
Barristers' Board, but to do so in a way which rninimises the impact on legal practices so far
as that is possible. The Banristers' Board was concerned with two methods of dealing with
cheques. In one case, cheques were made payable to the practitioner, but were endorsed over
by the practitioner to some other person intended by the client to be the ultimate beneficiary.
This practice increased with the introduction of the financial institutions duty and avoided the
trust account provisions of the Legal Practitioners Act. It was lawful for a practitioner to
endorse over a cheque provided there was a specific direction from the client or other person
from whom the funds were received. However, as such a direction did not need to be in
writing, and no record was required to be kept, there was obviously scope for abuse and for
disputes as to what the client's instructions had actually been. This type of cheque was dealt
with by rule 95A, made by the Barristers' Board in 1984. However, that rule was thought to
require some clarification and refinement. It is also desirable chat its effectiveness should be
put beyond doubt.

The second type of cheque which occasionally caused concern was a cheque payable to a
third party which was sent to a practitioner. It was therefore thought desirable by the board
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that some record should be kept of the receipt and disposition of such cheques. Under die
proposed amendment in respect of cheques payable to the practitioner but intended to be
endorsed over to some other person there must in future be a written direction as to the
intended use of die cheque. It is made clear that any writing which clearly indicates the
manner in which the cheque is to be dealt with is capable of constituting a written direction,
sodthat no specific form is required.
It is also provided that where a cheque must be dealt with as a matter of urgency, for
example, because there is an undertaking or court order that a sum be paid within a limited
time, die practitioner may deal with the cheque without prior written authority. In that case,
however, he must send to the client written notice of his intention to do so.
Cheques which are made out to a party other than the practitioner will not require a written
direction as the drawing of die cheque in favour of a named party is itself a clear indication of
the client's intentions. However, a written record of the transaction must be kept and
retained. Where a cheque is paid into the practitioner's trust account the provisions of new
section 37 will not apply.
The provisions of new section 37, together with existing provisions dealing with trust
moneys, are intended to ensure that it will be possible either to trace all transactions involving
money received by a practitioner for the benefit of some other person, or to deal with the
practitioner for default if he fas to do so.
The majority of competent practitioners already keep records of money received and disposed
of, so these provisions should not cause undue inconvenience to them. To the extent that
they do cause some inconvenience, the public interest in ensuring that money can be easily
traced and that disputes do not arise as to the disposition of money is seen as outweighing
that minor consideration. That, as I understand it, has been and remains the position of the
Barristers' Board.
Clause 6 recognises the creation of the office of the Australian Government Solicitor. It also
allows the Crown Solicitor of the State, the person acting in Western Australia for the
Australian Government Solicitor, and the Director of Legal Aid, to have articled to them a
number of articled clerks which is not subject to limitation by the Act.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Mensaros.

BILLS (2): RETURNED
I. Blood Donation (Limitation of Liability) Amendment Bill.
2. Constitution Amendment Bill.

Bills returned from the Council without amendment.
House adjourned at 11. 13 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
MINSTERS OF THE CROWN

Overseas Travel
1902. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Under each of his ministerial portfolio responsibilities, how many times has
the Minister travelled overseas at public expense -

(a) in the current financial year;
(b) in 1986487?

(2) Which countries were visited on each of the trips?
(3) (a) Has the Minister made arrangements for any future overseas trips at

public expense;
(b) if so, where to?

(4) Has the Minister authorised overseas travel at public expense for any other
member of Parliament --

(a) in the current financial year;
(b,) in 1986-87;
(c) if so, who, and where to?

(5) (a) Has the Minister authorised or undertaken to authorise any future
overseas trips at public expense by other members of Parliament;

(b) if so, who, and where to?
Mr BRIDGE replied:

Please see reply to question 1890.
ENERGY: ELECTRICTrY

Production: Cost
2026. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Minerals and Energy:

What is the average unit cost of production of electricity produced by the
State Entergy Commrission?

Mr PARKER replied:
Electricity is supplied throughout the State by SEC WA through the
interconnected grid and non-interconnected systems. The cost of
producing electricity will vary within the interconnected grid as a result of
which power stations are used for generation; the type of fuel burnt at the
power stations; the geographic location of the load; the time of use of the
load; maximum demand; and consumption levels.
The cost of producing electricity in the non-interconnected system is
dominated by the cost of fuel as a result of the need to use distillate or fuel
oil.
Although it must be recognised that a single average cost of producing
electricity for SECWA could be quite misleading, the avenage cost of

- - producing electricity - including some-purchases from other panics - sold -

to customers in the interconnected and non-interconnected systems during
1986-87 was l0.6c per kWh.

FACTORS WA
Receiver: Directions

2048. Mr COURT, to the Premier:
(1) Did the. Government give any directions to the receiver of Factors WA

when that business was sold?
(2) Was the Government involved in discussions with the receiver over the
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sale of Factors WA?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

I am having examined the matters raised by the member and will provide
him with a written response as soon as possible.

TRANSPORT: WESTRAIL
Expenditure

2077. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for Transport:
(1) What was the total capital expenditure of Westrail -- Western Australian

Government Railways Commission -- during the financial year 1986487?
(2) What pmr of this amount, expressed in money and percentage trns, has

been sourced --
(a) from borrowing through the capital loan fund;
(b) borrowing from outside capital loan funds;
(c) from the instrumentality's internal sources - funds from

depreciation, special reserve funds, etc?
Mr TROY replied:
(1) $31259365.
(2) (a) Nil;

(b) 7 745 000 -- 24.8 per cent -- trough Treasury Corporation;
(c) 23 078 132 -- 73.8 per cent. This figure is made up from the

following --

Railway assets purchase fund 12 072 305
CRF 93 877
Borrowings carried over from

previous year 10f911-95D

2307132
WATER AUTHORITY

Expenditure
2080. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1.) What was the total capital expenditure of the Water Authority of Western
Australia during the financial year 1986-87?

(2) What part of this amount, expressed in money and percentage terms, has
been sourced --

(a) from borrowing through the capital loan fund;
(b) borrowing from outside capital loan funds;
(c) from the instrumentality 's internal sources - funds from

depreciation, special reserve funds, etc?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) $150 552 000.
(2) (a) Nil;

(b) $54 200 000 -- 36 per cent;
(c) $59 237 000 -- 39.35 per cent.

AGRICULTURE: FARMS
Salt Encroachment

2126. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Agriculture:
What programmes of action involving what current rare of annual
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expenditure are pursued by the Western Australian Government in relation
to the loss of farm lands by reason of salt encroachmnent?

Mr GRILL replied:

The Department of Agriculture spent $822 993 on salinity research and
control in 1986-87. In addition, assistance to soil conservation districts of
$120 000 was provided for projects associated with salinity control. The
Federal Government, through the national soil conservation programme,
also contributed $400 000 to salinity and water control projects.

The research programmes by the salinity and hydrology research branch
are detailed in the 1986-87 annual report. Expenditure in 1986-87
compared with that in 1982-83 -- actual and adjusted to 1986-87 values --
is --

Catchment hydrology --
Pert-based
Narrogin-based
Merredin-based

Rehabilita
Research 1

Total

actual

261 496
42084

1982-83
adjusted

353 020
56813

nion agronomy 125 805 169 837
aboratory 84661 117002

$516053 $696672

PROSTITUTION: LEGALISATION
Standards

1986-87

325 070
*75 534
59 386

214045

$822 993

2136. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:

How does the Government explain the difference in standards it applied
when banning topless barmiaids from hotels, and its current decision to
legalise prostitution activities thereby legitimising those activities in the
public arena and giving them official recognition?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

The matters referred to raise substantially different issues and do not bear
comparison in the manner attempted by the member.

ENVIRONMENT REVIEW
ROG. Chin'leborosrgh and E.M. Keating

2145. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Environment:

(1) Has be seen the Western Australian environmental review 1986 on behalf
of R.G. Chittleborough and E.M. Kleating of September 1987?

(2) What is the Government's response to this report?

Mr H-ODGE replied:

(t) Yes.

(2) This report was prepared in draft form by the committee associated with
the State conservation strategy, and elements of it provided the basis for
section 5 of the State conservation strategy.

LAND: NATIONAL PARKS
Mineral Exploration

2147. Mr BLAIKIE, tothe Minister for Minerals and Energy:

(1) Will he give details of all national parks where --

(a) mineral exploration licences are current;

(b) mineral exploration licences are sought;

(c) mining activities are taking place;

(d) mining activities have been requested?
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(2) In relation to (1 )(a)-(d), what is the Governnment's --

(i) policy:

(ii) party platform?
Mr PARKER replied:

(1) (a)-(b) Exploration licences have been applied for or are current in the
Rudall River, Hamnersicy Range, Chichester Range, Cape Range,
Kalbarri, Frank Hann, Cape Arch, Fitzgerald River, and
D'Enurecasteaux National Parks;

(c) three cases of mining activity occur in national parks; each case
involves small limestone pits that were approved prior to the
creation of the parks;

(d) there are presently no requests for mining approval in any national
park. However, to sustain the mining industry, exploration must
continually locate additional ore resources and near mineral
deposits. Exploration Licences and temporary reserves covering 16
per cent of the State's total conservation reserves exist.

(2) The Government is presently reviewing its policy on exploration and
mining in national parks and will announce its, policy shortly. The
Government is committed to maintaining a balance between the
requirements of an adequate conservation reserve system and the need of
the mineral resource industry for exploration access.

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS
Geopeko Exploration: Member's Allegations

2158. Mr BLAIICIE. to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) What were the relevant sections of the Aboriginal Heritage Act and the
land areas involved that led to the accusation against Geopeko Exploration
by Hon Tom Helm, MLC "that the company was impinging on Aboriginal
people and the communities" that caused the Government to suspend the
company's operations.

(2) What was the nature of any complaints and were they lodged by --

(a) Aboriginal people;
(b) Aboriginal communities;,
(c) other sources by detail?

(3) For how many days were operations suspended?

(4) Was the matter satisfactorily resolved?

(5) How was it resolved?

(6) Does the Government propose to refer the matter to the Crown Law
Department for further legal action and if not, why not?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) Geopeko was conducting exploration in the East Kimnberley on exploration
licences E80/681 to E8O/684, E8Ofl22, E8O0'787, E8O/122, and E8O746.
These tenements, like all, others in the State, carry a condition that
requires --

compliance with the provisions of the Aboriginal Heritage Act,
1972 to ensure that no action is taken which is likely to interfere
with or damage any Aboriginal site.

Section 17 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act provides--

A person who excavates, destroys, conceals or in any way alters any
Aboriginal site commits an offence.

It was considered that the company's activities could be placing
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Aboriginal sites at risk because of its failure to consul: the relevant
Aboriginal people responsible for sites in the exploration area.

(2) Concern was expressed by Aboriginal people through the Kimnberley Land
Council Aboriginal Corporation that Aboriginal sites, within the meaning
of the Aboriginal Heritage Act, were at risk of being disturbed by the
company's activities in the above area.

(3) The Minister for Minerals and Energy requested the company to cease
ground-disturbing operations until such time as it had undertaken
appropriate site avoidance measures.

The company has agreed to enter into an Aboriginal site avoidance
agreement, which has now been drafted ready for signature.

(6) Legal action is not relevant in this situation.
MINERAL: GOLD

Buck/and Hill
2163. Mr BLALKIE, to the Minister for Environment:

Does the Government intend to allow goldmining to proceed at Buckland
Hill?

Mr HODGE replied:
An application for a prospecting licence has been received and is under
consideration. I would point out that productive or developmental mining
operations cannot take place on this type of tenement. I would also point
out that this area was the subject of a previous application, which was
refused.

HOUSING: RENTAL
Purchase: Applicants

2167. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Housing:
(1) In the year ended 30 June 1987, how many applications were made to

Homeswest for existing tenants to purchase the homes in which they were
living?

(2) How many homes were actually sold to incumbent tenants?
(3) Where were the proceeds of the properties sold via (2) appropriated?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) 742 applications were received in the 1986-87 financial year.
(2) 301 were actually sold, and as at 30 June, 1987 a further 306 were being

processed.
(3) Proceeds from sales of housing are applied to construct or purchase

replacement rental housing.
HOUSING: LOANS

Income Tests
2168. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Are applicants for housing loans from Homeswes: income tested?
(2) If so, what are the qualifying requirements?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Yes, with the exception of the special schemes available to tenants in

occupation as outlined in the answer to question 2170.
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(2) The income criteria for housing loan assistance from Homeswest are --

S ingle Couples Couples Family with
Persons Pensioner Non-pensioner One Child*

Metropolitan and
country areas $188.80 $265.60 $360.60 $384.30
Remote areas $244.30 $343.70 $466.70 $497.30
North west and
Kimberleys $266.50 $375.00 $509.00 $542.50
"'Tbe income limit is increased by $10 for each additional child beyond the
first child.

HOUSING: RENTAL
Purchase: Income Tests

2169. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Are applicants for home purchase from existing tenants of Homeswest
homes means or income tested?

(2) If so, what are the qualifying requirements?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) Tenants wishing to purchase a home utilising Homeswest home purchase
schemes are income tested. Those who are ineligible may purchase for
cash by obtaining private finance, or those who have been in occupation
for five years or more and who pay full rent may apply for the scheme
outlined in question 2170.

(2) To be eligible for Homeswest purchase schemes, applicants are required to
meet the income criteria outlined in the answer to question 2168, and
neither the applicant nor partner can own vacant land or land with a
building erected thereon.

HOUSING: LOANS
Income Tests

2170. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Is the Homeswest scheme for loans up to $32 000 recently referred to by
him, contingent on income testing; and if so what are the requirements to
qualify?

(2) Is the further interest-free loan of $10000 contingent on income testing,
and if so, what are the requirements to qualify?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1)-(2)
On the presumption that the question relates to the special scheme
available to Homeswest tenants who have been resident in their current
house for five years or more and who pay full rent, the answer is no.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Overseas Travel

2171. Mrt LIGHTFOOT, to the Premier:

(1) How many Ministers have travelled overseas in --

(a) 1986;

(b) 1987?
(2) Who were the Ministers?

(3) Which Ministers were accompanied by --

(a) wives or companions;
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(b) children;
(c) other assistants;
(d) a combination of the above?

(4) Would he name the occasions that Mr Vincent Shervington travelled
overseas at taxpayers' expense?

(5) What was the purpose of Mr Shervington's overseas visits?
(6) What is the cumulative cost of Mr Shervingion's visits?
(7) What proportions of costs for Mr Shervington can be attributed to the

Concorde's trans-Atlantic flights?
Mr BRIA.N BURKE replied:

See reply to question 1890.
SHOPPING: TRADING HOURS

Extension: Christms Week
2173. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment:

What special arrangements have been made for extended shopping hours in
die weeks prior to Christmas?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
These wil be announced, as normal, in the near future.

WA EXIM CORPORATION-
Business Migrants

2175. Mr COURT. to the Minister for Economic Development:
(1) Further to question 2036 of 1987, of the 300 prospective business

immnigrants Exim Corporation has assisted, how many have actually
migrated to Australia?

(2) How many of these have invested their funds through a State Government
corporation?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Figures released by the Federal Department of Immnigration, Local

Government and Ethnic Affairs show that during 1986-87 visas were
issued to 919 business migration applicants. Of these, 176 were for
business migrants who gave Western Australia as their destination. It is
not known how many of these were among the hundreds of prospective
business migrants assisted in some form by Exim.

(2) It is not known how many of the 919 successful business migrants
mentioned in (1) have invested through State Government corporations.

HEALTH DEPARTMENT
Health Inspection and Occupational Health Branch

2176. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is the Government going to phase out the health inspection and

occupational health branch within the Health Department?
(2) If yes. when-will this take place? --

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(04-2)

The Health Department, including the health inspection and occupational
health branch, has recently been subject to an examination by the
Functional Review Committee. The committee has reported to the
Government, and the report is still being considered.
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STATE PRINTING DIVISION
Sfaffing Level

2184. Mr COURT. to the Minister for Works and Services:
(1) Will there be an increase or a decrease in dhe number of people employed

by the Department of Services, State Printing Division during 1987-88?
(2) How many apprentices will be employed, and how does that compare with

the past two years?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1)-(2)

This depends on the extent to which new efficiencies are introduced to
State Printing Division and die level of work undertaken by State Printing
Division.

STATE PRINTING DIVISION
Private Contracts

2185. Mr COURT. to die Minister for Works and Services:
(1) Does the Department of Services, Stare Printing Division put work out to

private contractors?
(2) If yes, what percentage of the total output is caried out by private

contractors?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) This depends on the work load and nature of the work at any time.

STATE PRINTING DIVISION
Income

2186. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Works and Services:
(1) What was the total income for the Department of Services, Stare Printing

Division, or as it was previously known, the Government Printer, for the
years ended 30 June -

(a) 1985;
(b) 1986;
(c) 1987;
(d) budgeted for 1988?

(2) How much of this revenue in the respective years was contributed by the
telephone directory contract?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
Total Consolidated

Revenue Fund revenue

(1) 1985 20547 647
1986 23166288
1987 19826419
1988 Estimates 19910 000

Directory revenue

(2) 1985 4086 646
1986 5393707
1987 6426169
1988 Estimates 5582000
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SWAN BUILDING SOCIETY
Audit: Registrar

2187. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Housing:
Was an independent audit by the registrar carried out on the Swan Building
Society in the six months and twelve months prior to his handing over
responsibility for building society legislation to the Treasurer?

Mr WILSON replied.
No, it is not the registrar's responsibility to conduct an independent audit.
Where appropriate, and at his discretion, the registrar conducts inspections.
Such an inspection was carried out in August 1985.

EDUCATION: SCHOOLS
Cleaners: Work Practices

2193. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Education:
(1) Which of the four work practices referred to by him in his answer to

question 1221 of 1987, have been enconded to?
(2) If any have yet to be addressed, when will they be addressed?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) The following have been attended to --

(a) the phased conversion of 18 3/4 hour cleaners to 15 hours per week
will be fully implemented by 1 January 1990;

(b) all cleaners who work less than 18 3/4 hours have been encouraged
to work a single morning shift, although arrangements have been
made to meet the special requirements of some schools and the
personal circumstances of some cleaners.

(2) Negotiations with the unions and staff are continuing, and it is anticipated
that agreement will be reached on the following items --

(a) an increase in external cleaning areas allocated to individual
cleaners;
(b) deletion of some allowances.

BUILDING MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY
Budget Allocation: Administration Expenses

2195. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Works and Services:
Will he provide a detailed breakdown of expenditure under item 1,
subheading "Administration Expenses" in Division 65 of the Consolidated
Revenue Fund Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure in respect of-
(a) 1986-87;,
(b) 1987488?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
198&-87 1987-88
actuals estimates

Staff expenses 1 187535 2302904
Transport expenses 754 922 988 078
Minor equipmnt and
associatedcosts 133376 195630
Computin expenses 3647525 3 277 072
Conswnables 344511 376010
Services 1706026 1934298

Sftexess51150 75837
sfety ese 65056 44 67t2)
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Vehicle replacement 1 139077 1 599 50
9 Q29 678 1079

(1) Wages bureau employees -- not previously charged to CR? admin. -- and estimated
increases in wage costs 0.430
Additional "staff training" costs 0.320
Additional wodters' compensation
premium 0.060
Additional contract staff 0.050

(2) Increase in motor vehicle purchases
which were deferred from 1986-87
programme due to shortage of funds 0.200

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
Bunbury Employment Profile

2197. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment:

(1) Will he provide my office with a copy of the Bunbury employment profile
prepared recently by the Department of Employment and Training?

(2) Will he undertake to provide my office with copies of similar profiles to be
prepared for all local government areas throughout the State as and when
they are prepared?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) Yes.
(2) Yes.

WILDLIFE: EMUS
Farming: Licences

2199. Mr TUBBY, to the Minister for Conservation and Land Management:

(1) In view of the decision to pennit emu farming on a strictly controlled
licensed basis, and foundation stock only to be purchased from the
Ngangganawii community, in what bracket would he classify suitable for
those tanners who already have small numbers of domesticated emus on
their property?

(2) Would he consider conducting a register of farmers who already have birds
with a view to obtaining a licence at a later date?

(3) Because of the now established value of emus, what advice would be given
to three farmers at Mullewa experiencing considerable crop damage by a
mob of between 90 and 100 birds; are they to be destroyed and allowed to
rot?

Mir HODGE replied:

(1) The question is not clear.

(2) Emus are protected native fauna, and it is illegal to keep emus in captivity
without a licence issued uinder the Wildlife Conservation Act. Farmers
therefore should not be keeping emus in captivity with a view to obtaining
a licence at a later date.

(3) Because of the damage which emus can cause to primary production and
property, there is an open season declared pursuant to the Wildlife
Conservation Act, which permits landholders and leaseholders, or their
approved nominated agents, to take emus on land which they own or
occupy within the declared open season areas. Commercial utilisation of
emus taken pursuant to the open season arrangements is not permitted.

EDUCATION
Teachers Promotions and Review Advisory Board

2200. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Education:

(1) With respect to matters raised with him relating to the Kalbarri primary
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school, is it normal practice for the Teachers Promotions and Review
Advisory Board to have a confidential report from a teacher who is
subordinate to die teacher applying for the principalship?

(2) If yes, who determines which subordinate teacher makes that report?

(3) Is any attempt made to determine whether or not the views expressed in
that report are shared by other subordinate teachers?

(4) Does the board ever invite or consider a report on an applicant by a parents
and citizens association?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes, it is normal practice for a subordinate teacher to provide a

confidential report on a standardised applicant evaluation form.

(2) The applicant for promotion nominates three subordinates, of whom one is
selected by the Executive Officer of the Promotions and Review Advisory
Board to write the reference.

(3) No. One subordinate reference is considered together with two references
submitted by superordinazes.

(4) No.

SMALL CLAIMS TRIBUNAL
Judicial Privilege

2201. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

(1) Further to question 2121 of 1987, does the Small Claims Tribunal have
judicial privilege?

(2) If yes, does a breach of judicial privilege fall within the Minister's
jurisdiction?

(3) If no to (2), in whose ministerial jurisdiction does it fall?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1)-(3)
See answer to question 2121. However, if the member has a specific
matter he wishes to raise, I will have it examined and respond in writing.

HEALTH: MEDICAL PRACTiTI7ONERS
Specialists: Charges

2203. Mr SCHELL, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Is he await that some specialists are charging far above the scheduled fee,
creating financial hardship for many Medicare patients?

(2) Is it considered that the scheduled fees adequately address the present costs
of running a private practice?

(3) Are there any limits to what a specialist can charge for his services?

(4) What does he intend to do about this growing problem?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(-I) Yes. The specialists referred to in the question are in private practice and
are able to charge whatever fees they themselves set. Patients are referred
to those specialists by their general practitioner. Thte benefit schedule for
reimbursement from Medicare is set by the Federal Government and is
based on a "common fee". Therefore, doctors who wish to minimise
financial hardship for privately referred patients may consider referring
patients to specialists who charge the common fee.

(2) No contemporary detailed information is available to State Ministers about
the relationship of scheduled fees and the basics of operating a private
medical practice.
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(3) See (I).
(4) As stated in (1), this is a matter for the specialists themselves and the

referring doctor.
ENVIRONMENT

Heritage Legislation: Introduction
2206. Mr HOUSE. to the Minister for Planning:

(1) Is it the Government's intention to introduce heritage legislation into this
session of Parliamnent?

(2) If not, when will such legislation be introduced?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.

HILLARYS BOAT HARBOUR
Facilities: Tender

2208. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Works and Services:
(1) H-as a tender been recently let for the provision of shipwright and fuelling

facilities at the Hillarys boat harbour?
(2) If yes, who was awarded the tender and what was the value of the tender?
(3) Was this or a similar tender called on one or more occasions?
(4) If yes to (3), was the previous tender accepted, and if not why was it

considered necessary to seek a further tender for the works?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(I) No, but a lease agreement for a fuelling facility, kiosk, and boat brokerage

has been negotiated on the basis of applications received from business
organisations interested in obtaining the sole rights to the boat repair
and/or fuelling facility at Hillarys boat harbour.

(2) A lease agreement has been negotiated with Nicholas Marine Brokers at
commercial rates.

(3) Applications from business organisations interested in obtaining the sole
rights to the boat repair and/or fuelling facility were sought by public
advertisement on 24 April 1987.

(4) Other applications for the sole rights to the boat repair and/or fuelling
facility were unacceptable.

BUILDING MANAGEMENT AUTHORIT
Day Labour Force

2209. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Works and Services:
(1) Is it a fact that the expenditure on the day labour work force attached to the

Building Management Authority amounts to approximately 13 per cent of
the authority's capital wotks programnme?

(2) Is it usual to restrict the day labour projects to those of small and simple
construction and no greater than two storeys in height?

(3) How many employees were employed on a day labour basis as at 30
September 1987?

(4) If yes to (2), does not the specific selection criteria of restricting day labour
projects to those of small. and simple construction and no greater than two
storeys in height preclude the opportunity for small to medium private
sector building contractors to carry out such works?

(5) In view of the competitive rates being offered by small to medium building
contractors for the type of work currently carried out by the Building
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Management Authority's day labour force, will he consider offering a
greater proportion of this type of work to the private sector?

(6) If not, why not?
Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) No.
(2) Yes, generally.
(3) 1 127.
(4) No.
(5) Not necessary.
(6) There is no evidence to support the statement that small to medium

contractors are more competitive than any other contractor. Furthermore,
the Govemnment is committed to increasing the effectiveness arnd
efficiency of its day labour operations and has a three-year plan over
which period the construction and maintenance operations will be
restructured and adopt more efficient work and management practices.

The BMA will continue to put projects to private tender to provide a
pricing benchmark for day labour construction.

TRANSPORT: WESTRAIL
Road Operations. Safe

2210. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Have any negotiations occurred in the past 12 months with private coach

operators on the possibility of the operators taking over some or all of
Westrail's road passenger or road transport operations?

(2) If yes, will he advise of when any likely changes may occur?
Mr TROY replied:
(1) No.
(2) It is proposed to call for expressions of interest for the future operation of

Westrail's road coach services later this year, and changes may occur next
year after these have been considered.

TRAFFIC: PARKING FINES
Imprisonmenr

2211- Mr CASH, to the Minister representing the Minister for Corrective Services:
Can he state the number of persons committed to prison for failing to pay
parking fines during the years ended June --

(a) 1984;
(b) 1985;
(c) 1986;
(d) 1987?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
Statistics are not kept. relating specifically to imprisonment- for non-
payment of parking fines.

INDUSTRIAL RELAT!IONS
Second Tier Wage Increase: Video

2213. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Labour, Productivity and Employment:
(1) Is he aware of a video discussing the second tier wage increase which is

currently being shown to a number of State Government employees?
(2) Does he feature on the video?

i5n)
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(3) How many minutes does the video run?
(4) Who produced it and at what cost?

(5) Will he provide a copy of the video for the information of members in the
Parliamentary Library?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

Following a most successful initiative by Ansett Transport Industries of
producing a short video for its employees and managers on the second tier
of die National and State wage cases, and acknowledging the essential
element of employee participation in the second tier process and the fact
that the principles embodied new concepts in increasing efficiency and
productivity within organisations, I participated in a 14-minute video with
Clive Brown, the Secretary of the Trades and Labor Council. The second
tier principles provide the opportunity for employers to improve efficiency
and productivity, and this is maximised where the work force has an
understanding of the principles and participates in the implementation of
productivity proposals as has now been achieved within the public sector
in a number of areas, including the recently successfully negotiated
agreement with the CSA.

(4) International Television Corporation Pty Ltd, $17 420.

(5) Yes, a copy of the video is held by the Parliamentary Librarian.
WASTE DISPOSAL: HAZARDOUS WASTES

Environmental Protection Authority Survey
2214. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Environment:

(1) Has the Environmental Protection Authority undertaken a survey of
hazardous wastes in Western Australia?

(2) If no, does the Environmental Protection Authority intend to undertake a
survey of hazardous wastes in Westemn Australia?

(3) If yes, will he provide the details of the survey?

(4) By what methods are hazardous wastes disposed of in Western Australia?

Mr HODGE replied:

(1)-(3)
No. However, the WA Health Department maintains an up to date
inventory of all hazardous wastes that cannot be disposed of to wastewater
treatment systems, or to approved land fill sites.

(4) The order of preference for disposal of wastes is --

(a) recycling and reuse;

(b) destruction and neutralisation;

(c) secure land fill disposal.

WASTE DISPOSAL: HAZARDOUS WASTES
Health Department Policies

2215. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Health:

(1) Does the Health Department have hazardous waste management policies?

(2) If yes, will he provide a brief summary of the principles inherent in such
policy?

(3) Ifno to (1),then --

(a) does dhe Health Department intend to introduce hazardous waste
policies;

(h) if not, why not?
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Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Yet.

(2) In order of preference -

(a) recycling or reuse;

(b) destruction or neutralisation;

(c) secure disposal.

(3) See (2).
TRANSPORT: RAILWAYS

West Leederville Station: Children Entering

2216. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Is he or Westrail aware of die problem of children entering the railway

reserve in the vicinity of the West Leedervifle railway station to gather
ballast material which they subsequently use as projectiles into
neighbouring properties and streets?

(2) If yes, what action has he taken to prevent this behaviour recurring?

Mr TROY replied:

(1) No. However, if the member will provide me more information, Westrail
will investigate the situation.

(2) Not applicable.
MOTOR CYCLES

Running Lights: Proposal

2217. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:

(1) Is he or his department aware of any proposal to amend the Australian
design rules to require motor cycles to be fitted with running lights?

(2) Has be or his department been requested to comment on such a proposal
and if so will he advise whether the proposal is favoured?

(3) If no to (1), will he ensure that if such a proposal is forthcoming there will
be negotiations and discussions on the mailer with representatives of the
Motor Cycle Riders' Association, Western Australian branch?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:

(1) Yes.

(2)

(3)

No.

Not applicable.

TRANSPORT
Skywest Airlines Pry Ltd: Takeover

2218. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Has he had discussions with the management of Skywest Airlines Pty Ltd
on the recent takeover of Skywest Airlines by the Ansett group?

(2) If so, can he advise whether the company intends to maintain all existing
schedules?

(3) Is the sale of Skywest Airlines likely to disadvantage in any way patrons of
the airline, especially in areas in which the airline is the sole carrier?

Mr TROY replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) To my knowledge, there are no plans on the part of Skywest to alter its
existing schedules.

(3) The Government is seeking to ensure that patrons winl not be
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disadvantaged by any change in ownership of the airine.

SUPERANNUATION: OLD SCHEME
Increments

2219. Mr CASH, to the Treasurer:

(1) Will the six-monthly increments to the "old" superannuation scheme be
continued, or are these increments to be reviewed?

(2) If there is to be a change, will he outline the proposed changes and the
reasons for such a decision?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) They will be continued.

(2) Not applicable.

TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS
Buses

2220. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Transport:

How many traffic accidents have occurred and been reported to the police
in each of the past five years involving buses re-entering the traffic stream
from bus bays?

Mr TROY replied:
Transperth's records show a total of 152 incidents reported involving
buses leaving bus stopping places. Of these, 41 were reported to the
police. Records of bus embayments and bus stopping place incidents are
not kept separately.
Year ended Total Reported
30 June Reported to Police
1983 32 4
1984 18 4
1985 31 13
1986 30 11
1987 4.1 2

112 41

EDUCATION: SCHOOLS
Student Choice

2221. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for Education:

(1) Has he stated students can attend public schools of their choice?

(2) If this is so, why are students being refused entrance to Bunbury High
School in 1988?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) Yes, providing there is sufficient room at the school they wish to attend.
(2) The only students who have been refused entrance to Bunbury High

School in 1988 are those residing in the catchment area of the recently
built Australind High School, where there is a restriction on student
movements in or out of the area for a period of three years. The three-year
restriction is the normal procedure applied to the catchment area of newly
constructed schools.

HEALTH: HOSPITALS
Princess Margaret: Child Care Centre

2223. Mr BRADSHA-W, to the Minister representing the Minister for Community
Services:

(1) Is the Mini ster aware of the crisis with funding at the Princess Margaret
Hospital child care centre?

(2) Does the Minister intend to fund the centre so it can continue?
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(3) Will the centre hours be reduced to reduce running costs?

(4) If so, in what way?

Mr WILSON replied:

(I) Yes.

(2) Consultations are occurring in an attempt to resolve the financial problems
which the centre is experiencing following the cessation of supplementary
recurrent funding from the Commonwealth on 30 September 1987.

(3) The centre's hours of operation are determined by its management
committee.

(4) See above.

TAXES AND CHARGES: LAND TAX
Assessments: Distribution

2225. Mr MENSAROS, to the Treasurer:
(1) During which period of time of the year were the majority of the land tax

assessments sent out to taxpayers in -

(a) 1983;
(b) 1984;

(c) 1985;
(d) 1986?

(2) When are the 1987-88 land tax assessments due to be sent out to taxpayers?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

See reply to question 2226.
TAXES AND CHARGES: LAND TAX

Assessments: Distribution
2226. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister representing the Minister for Budget

Management:

(1) During which period of time of the year were the majority of the land tax
assessments sent out to taxpayers in --

(a) 1983;
(b) 1984;

(c) 1985;

(d) 1986?
(2) When are the 1987-88 land tax assessments due to be sent out to taxpayers?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

(1) (a) Mid-September to mid-December 1983;

(b) mid-September to mid-Decemnber 1984;

(c) late September to mid-December 1985;

(d) mid-October to mid-December 1986.
(2) The issuing of assessments commenced on 29 September 1987.

WATER RESOURCES
Rates: Farm Land

2230. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Is it afact that all farm land within two and ahalf kilometres of amain, and
that is capable of being serviced with water, is rated whether it is
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serviced or not?

(2) Does the rating of such land mean that the Water Authority is committed to
servicing it in the future?

(3) If yes to (2), is there a time limit on the rating of farm land that is not
serviced by the Water Authority?

(4) How much revenue is raised by the Water Authority from rates on fanm
land that it does not service with water?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) Yes, provided the land is not declared exempt under by-law 4(1) of the
Water Authority (Charges) by-laws.

(2) Yes.

(3) No.
(4) It is not possible to answer this question without a detailed and exhaustive

manual examination of records.

EDUCATION: TEACHERS
Broomehill: Accommodation

2231. Mr HOUSE, to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Has he received a submission from the Broomehifl Parents and Citizens
Association requesting more accommodation for teachers in Broomehill?

(2) If yes, what action does he intend to take?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) No.
(2) Answered by (1) above.

EDUCATION: SCHOOL COUNCILS
Role

2232. Mr HOUSE, to the Minister for Education:

(1) With respect to the Better Schools programme --

(a) has the role of school councils in the selection, appointment, and
dismissal of teachers been defined;

(b) if yes, what is it?

(2) As one of the criteria used for determining school grants is to be the
economic base of the local community and its special needs, what,
precisely, do these terms mean in the context of school grant allocation?

(3) Will the school grants be determined by means of a set formula?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1)-(3)
These matters are being considered by task forces consisting of
representatives of all interested parties. Their recommendations will go to
a coordinating committee, which in turn will report to the Minister for
Education. The deadline for these recommendations is the end of
November.

PLANNING: SUBDIVSIONS
Telecom Cables

2233. Mir COWAN, to the Minister for Lands:

(1) Is he aware of Telecom's proposal to charge land developers --

(a) the cost of cable reticulation within subdivisions;

(b) headworks charges?
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(2) Is he able to advise what effect this proposal, if implemented, will have on
the price of residential lots sold through the Landbank?

(3) Is I-omeswesr liable for the proposed charges for its rental accommodation
building programme?

(4) If yes to (3), will the cost be passed on to tenants and has any estimate been
made of the likely cost per tenant?

(5) Has the Government made any representation to Telecom over the
proposed charges?

(6) Can he say whether Telecom has already applied these charges
retrospectively against Western Australian land developers?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) (a)-(b)

Yes.
(2) Any additional cost impost would tend to increase pressure on existing

land prices.
(3) Yes, if these fall within Telecomn's enterprise projects policy and only for

new residential subdivisions.
(4) The cost will be included in the State-wide cost pool for rental housing.

This dilution will ensure that it will have a minimal impact on cost rents.
72 per cent of tenants are on rent-to-income assessment and would be
totally unaffected.

(5) Yes. The State Office of Communication has approached Telecom on this
matter, and discussions are continuing. Representations will also be made
to the Federal Government, strongly opposing the proposed new charges if
the discussions with Telecom prove unsatisfactory.

(6) 1 am not aware of any case where this has occurred.
MINISTERS OF THE CROWN: CABINET

Functional Review Committee: Inquiries
2236. Mr COWAN, to the Premier:

(1) Has the Functional Review Committee recently inquired into the functions
of the --

(a) Agriculture Protection Board;
(b) Pastoral Board,
(c) Animal Breeding Research Institute Advisory Board?

(2) If yes, are there any plans to alter, reduce, or abolish any of their functions?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Yes.

(2) These matters are under consideration.

ABORIGINAL COMMUNTES
Pastoral Leases: Management

2237.- ~Mr COWAN,-to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) How many pastoral leases are currently occupied or managed by
Aboriginal communities?

(2) How many of these are managed profitably?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) There are currently 23 pastoral leases occupied or managed by Aboriginal

communities.

(2) 'The operations of these leases are vested in various private Aboriginal
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incorporated bodies. I suggest chat questions as to their respective
profitability be directed to those bodies.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
STATE ENERGY COMMISSION

Apprentice Intake
355. Mr THOMPSON, to the Minister for Minerals and Energy:

(1) Is the Minister aware that SEC accounts are being delivered to consumers
in envelopes which boldly advertise 1987 as the Year of ihe Apprentice?

(2) Against the background that the intake of apprentices into the SEC was 61
in 1986, 50 in 1987, and 4 proposed for 1988, will the Minister explain
the apparent lack of support for the campaign to increase apprentice
numbers which is implicit in the advertising which the letters carry?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) [ am not aware of the nature of the envelopes which the SEC is using to
deliver its accounts.

Mr Thompson: Here is one.

Mr PARKER: I am not disputing it, but the member asked me whether I was
aware, and I said no.

(2) Regarding the intake of apprentices, I am not familiar with the precise
details, and in the very inited time I have had available to me I have not
been able to find out the precise details of the SEC's intake of apprentices.
I would say, however, that the SEC, like all other Government
departments, is under constant pressure to minimise the number of people
that it employs, both at trade and apprenticeship levels, and it may be that
the SEC has the full quota of apprentices to which it is entitled based on
the number of trades people that it has on its staff, but I am not familiar
with the numbers. If the member for Kalaniunda. wants a more detailed
answer to the question, I suggest that he put it on the Notice Paper, and I
would be happy to answer it.
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY

Establishment: Liberal Government
356. Mr DONOVAN, to the Minister for Environment:

(1) Is the Minister aware that the Leader of the Opposition claimed on ABC
regional radio on 14 October 1987 that it was the Liberal Government
which established the Environmental Protection Authority and that the
Liberal Government also established the first Minister for Environment?

(2) If so, is this correct?

-Mr HODGE replied:

1 am aware that the Leader of the Opposition made that quite outrageous
claim, which is completely incorrect. This State's Ifirt Environmental
Protection Act was the vehicle that created the Environmental Protection
Authority, and that legislation was initiated and passed by the Tonkin
Government in 197 1.

Mr Thompson: After the Brand Government legislated the year before.

Mr HODGE. I will get to that. I will prove to the member that the Leader of the
Opposition was quite wrong. In fact, I have an extract from the radio
interview between the ABC and the Leader of the Opposition. The ABC
interviewer said to the Leader of the Opposition --

You've been the first to admit that your party has a poor record on
con1servation. Just how important do you see the conservation vote
being in this election and what are you trying to do to win it?
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MACKINNON
I wouldn't say we've had a poor record on conservation. I think
where we've fallen down on conservation is in not selling what
we've done in the past. After all it was our Government that
established the Environmental Protection Authority. We also
established the first Minister for the Environment.

The Leader of the Opposition went on to say tha where the Liberal Party
had fallen down was in not selling its policies properly and giving the facts.

It is true that the Brand Government introduced the Environmental
Protection Act of 1970, which was somewhat of an eleventh hour action for
a Government which had had years to respond to the clear community
demand for legislation to protect the envirornent. However -- and this is
the interesting part -- this 1970 Act was never even proclaimed; it remained
inoperative; and it did not in any event provide for the establishmnent of the
Environmental Protection Authority. So the member for Kalamnunda is
quite wrong.

The Tonkin Labor Government, which camne into power in 1971, saw that
this legislation was totally inadequate and that a new Act was required; so,
unlike the previous Government, it wasted no time in drawing up,
proclaiming, and implementing the new legislation. The Tonkin
Government's Environmental Protection Act 1970 was superseded by the
Act that I recently introduced.

So it seems that the Leader of the Opposition was completely wrong about
all his facts. It was not a Liberal Government which established the EPA;
it was not a Liberal Government which established the Ministry for
Environment. The Liberal Government's Act in fact was never even
proclaimed.

Over the years it has fallen to Labor Governments to set the record on
environment matters. The Tonkin Labor Government established the EPA,
and the first Minister for Environment. The Burke Labor Government
reintroduced new environmental protection legislation to update the Tonkin
legislation. The Burke Labor Government has set the pace on
environmental matters.

MINERAL: URANIUM
Exploration: Policy

357. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Minerals and Energy;

(1) Does the Government support exploration for uranium in Western
Australia?

(2) If commercial deposits are found, will the Government support the
opening of uranium mines in Western Australia?

(3) If yes, does the current Labor Party policy allow for the opening of
uranium mines in Western Australia?

Mr PARKER replied:

The policy of both this Government arnd the Labor Party supports the
exploration for all minerals and does -not exclude uranium; -indeed,- it
supports the maximum possible identification of the State's mineral
resources.

My views on this matter are very public, and I have stated tern on a
number of occasions. I have also stated that the Labor Party does have a
national policy in regard to uranium mining and that before anything was to
happen in relation to the development of a commercial uranium mine -
quite apart from the commercial circumstances which would be necessary
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for such a successful development - the Labor Party's policy would need
to be addressed. My understanding is that it will ,be addressed at the
conference which will take place next year.

RURAL AND INDUSTRIES BANK
Comments: Leader of the Opposition

358. Mr MALBOROUGH, to the Treasurer:

Is the Treasurer able to commnent on the suggestion made yesterday by the
Leader of the Opposition that the R & I Bank needed $19 million because it
was in difficulties?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Yes, the State Government increased the capital of the Rural and Industries
Bank by $19 million during 1986-87 at the bant's request. The bank
needed the capital injection to enable its capital structure to keep pace with
its outstanding growth in assets and to remain in line wit the Reserve
Bank's capital requirements.

Mr Hassell: When did you do that?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I think it was in March 1986, but I will stand corrected on
that.

Mr Clarko: It was only $19 million.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: What do you mean by that?

Mr Clarko: I was implying it was only a mere $19 million, which is a mere
bagatelle to your Government. I see that today you have found $500 000
for the Bussehton jetty.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yesterday the Opposition was criticising us for not finding
the money; today it is criticising us for finding it. What is the matter with
the Opposition? Yesterday we were berated and roundly condemned for
not finding the money to restore the Busselton jetty. The Leader of the
Opposition stood up and said, "You can have anything if you live In the
south west, except a hospital at Margaret River or a jetty at Bussehton."

Funnily enough, at the Press conference today -- where in attendance was
the man representing the paper in Busselton, which I understand held the
front page for the news -- I said, "I would not be surprised if the Opposition
criticises us for providing this money today"; and the reporter said, "No,
they would not do that. They were criticising you yesterday for not
providing it." I said, "You do not know the member for Karrinyup." The
reporter said, "I understand your problem."

Mr Clarko: You have changed "yesterday" to "today".

Mr Lewis: We are criticising you because you did not even know what you were
doing yourself. They are the facts.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It really is horrible -- the shock troops of the Opposition.

During the debate I asked the Leader of the Opposition to say whether he
agreed that the R & I Bank should comply with the Reserve Bank
requirements or guidelines. The Leader of the Opposition said it did not
have to comply with those guidelines. I said that we thought it was
appropriate that the bank should comply. He said that there is a State
Government guarantee.

I would simply say to the Opposition that it should prevail upon its leader
to try to tell the public whether the guidelines are being appropriately
complied with by the R & I Bank.it is not just the State Government
guarantee that is important; the market needs to know that the R & I Bank
will as near as possible always comply with the Reserve Bank guidelines.
That is our view and we do not desist from that at all because we think it is
entirely appropriate, but the Opposition apparently does not.
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The expansion of the bank's capital base had been discussed between the
bank and the Government since 1985, and the request for an injection of
$19 million was made in February of this year. Over the last five years the
bank's assets had grown substantially, rising from $1332 million in 1982
to $5 243 million on 31 March this year. However, the bank's subscribed
capital had not increased since 1966, and an issue of private capital stock in
March 1986 had only partly redressed the situation. Because of the bank's
excellent asset growth, its capital base had fallen short of the level regarded
as acceptable by banking regulatory authorities. The Reserve Bank
required banks to have capital equivalent to 6 per cent of total assets and
equity of 5.2 per cent of assets. The injection of $19 million had been to
deal with this situation. So. in answer to the member for Contesioe:
Sometime after the request was made in Febmuary. I do not have the date
but I think it was in March.

Mr Hassell: Was that 1986?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It was 1987 according to this information. The request was

in February of this year, according to this information, and I think the
request was satisfied.

This raises serious questions about the capacity of the Opposition to
manage the financial affairs of the State because, contrary to the belief of
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition for one, the Leader of the Opposition
has said that he will not give a commitment that the R & I Bank should be
asked to comply with the Reserve Bank requirements. I know the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition believes that the R & I Bank should comply with
those requirements. It is now upon the shoulders of the Leader of the
Opposition to say that he disagrees with his deputy's view.

RADIO STATION 6PR
Purchase: Toealisawor Agency Board

359. Mr COURT, to dhe Premier:
(1) Why has the Government purchased a commercial radio station, 6PR,

when the Federal Government already operates three in the metropolitan
area and subsidises two others, and the industry is well catered for by a
highly competitive private sector of six radio stations?

(2) Will the Government give an undertaking to the Australian Broadcasting
Tribunal that it will not interfere in or attempt to influence in any way the
management of radio station 6PR?

(3) Is the Government's decision to purchase a radio station the forerunner of
moves to expand its influence in the media?

(4) Did the Government seek purchasers from the private sector for 6PR?
(5) If yes, what efforts were made to find a private sector purchaser?
(6) Will the Government subsidise any losses the station incurs under

Government ownership?
(7) Was the Minister for Communications and his department involved in this

decision?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition wants a considered reply to the
question he should put it on the Notice Paper, but it will be sufficient for
me to make one or two comments now so that I can relieve him of his
obvious concerns about some aspects of this matter.
The frst thing is that the Government is not purchasing the radio station --
unless members opposite regard the Totalisator Agency Board as the
Government.
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Mr Hassell: Isn't it a statutory agency?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Yes, it is; but let us understand who comprises the TAB. It

is a statutory agency in that it was founded by Statute, with a majority of
its members appointed by the Government. In any case, I would not
accept without argument the proposition that it is the Goverrnent
purchasing the station. However, that is an academic point, because die
main foundation for the Goverrnent's action is the protection of the
revenue stream that flows from the TAB's operations in this State and
underpins the racing, trotting, and greyhound industries, and provides
funds for Government purposes that stretch from welfare through to
normal departmental and other functions.

Theme were serious questions about whether the radio station would
continue to carry broadcasts of racing, trotting, and greyhound meetings.
Whether members opposite know it or not, the fact is that there have been
quite bitter disputes between the Western Australian Trotting Association,
which owned the station, and the TAB, of which the Trotting Association is
a member and an important part. Such were the disputes that they led to
legal action being initiated by the TAB against the Trotting Association.
At one meeting with the people concerned, I was able to query in a sort of
disbelieving attitude whether it was appropriate for one family, in effect, to
argue to the extent that these people were arguing, even to the extent that
the TAB, which was being funded in its action by the trots, was taking legal
action against the trots. The Trotting Association and 6PR were refusing to
broadcast certain races and events that the TAB wanted to have broadcast.
The Trotting Association was very actively seeking to sell the radio station.
One offrr of a significant amount of money for the station came from the
Macquarie Network, and it made it perfectly clear, according to the trots,
that it would not be interested in broadcasting the same number of events as
were being required to be broadcast by the TAB.

Mr Hassell: Is legislation required to authorise this purchase?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know that it is although there is conflicting advice

on the matter; but if legislation is required it will be introduced, because
the Government will not trm back from the need to protect the operations
of the TAB. That is an argument we will have with the member for
Cottesloc, dhe Deputy Leader of the Opposition, and anyone else.
The broadcasting of the racing, trotting, and greyhound events that lead to
the turnover for which the TAB is responsible for organising and from
which we receive a very significant amount of money -- something
approaching an expected $30 million this financial year -- is something we
want to protect and will protect. We will not be diverted by the sort of
chamber of commerce attitudes and the read-the-executive-summary
attitudes with which the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is so
comFfortable.

POLICE
Special Response Group: Country Areas

360. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
(1) Has the Government investigated the suggestion that a special police

response group be established to assist country police on occasions when
additional police may be required in an area for a temporary period?

(2) If so, can he advise whether any action has ever been taken on that
suggested initiative?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(04)-2)

The Leader of the National Party asks a very good question about a
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manner raised previously in this Chamber by the member for Stirling. At
that rime I indicated to the member for Stirling that I thought the
suggestion had some considerable merit. I have held discussions with the
Commissioner of Police since thar occasion, and he has advised mne that in
fact such a squad exists within the Police Force. That is not widely
known, so I have asked him to provide me wit a draft letter which I will
circulate to local authorities around the State to advise them of the
existence of such a squad.

The point raised by the Leader of the National Party is an appropriate one,
which I think indicates that the National Party and the Government are at
odds with the Liberal Party on this subject because the Liberal Party's
spokesman on police matters, the member for Mt Lawley, recently
indicated in the south west his opposition to such a concept. In so doing he
criticised the Commissioner of Police.

Mr Cash: Absolute rubbish. You twist and turn every rime you have a chance.
You are absolutely ridiculous.

Mr GORDON HILL: It is interesting that the member for Mt Lawley says that
that is absolute rubbish, because I have a transcript of the article which
was commented on by the ABC in Bunbury in 15 October 1987. The
transcript reads as follows --

A Government plan to use mobile police units as backup and
support for country police operations has been roundly criticised by
the State Opposition.

It goes on --

The Opposition spokesman on police matters, Mr Cash, claims task
forces operating from Perth would not be as effective as local units.

He went on in the article to imply that in fact the Commissioner of Police
and the Government intended to withdraw police officers from country
areas and centralise them in the city. In fact, as the member for Stirling
said, the policy is one of backup for police in country areas. The member
for Mt Lawley said --

.. their expertise and grass roots knowledge could not be replaced
by a task force based in the metropolitan area, whose activities
would be hampered by distance and bureaucracy.

The Conmmissioner of Police indicated to me that such a squad exists to
perform a backup role for police officers in the country. It performs a very
useful role, which I support and which the Government supports.
Obviously the National Party supports it, as do other interested rural
members; the Liberal Parry is out on a limb on this matter. I believe it is
time that the member for Mt Lawley did some homework of his own and
asked the Commissioner of Police what exists in the Police Force before he
shoots his mouth off on radio, simply trying to condemn the Government
for its support of the Commissioner of Police in this matter.
This is another example of the Opposition spokesman on police matters
showing that he does not know anything about law and order, service to the
community, and policing issues. I am sick to death, as I am sure members
of the National Party are, of the carping, negative comments and-criticism

of the member for Mr Lawley.
CURTIN UNIVERSIT7Y OF TECHNOLOGY

Scholarships: Southern African Students
361. Mir MENSAROS, to the Minister for Education:

(1) Is it a fact that the Curtin University of Technology is planning to
introduce scholarships in Australia for native southern African students?

(2) Is it also a fact that the university has decided to ask an organisation which

4917



is known worldwide for its terrorist activities, the South West African
People's Organisation -- SWAPO -- to act as one of the recomnmending
organisations for these scholarships?

(3) If the answer to (2) is yes, will the Minister use his influence to prevent
this action?

Mr PEARCE replied:

[ believe that the Curtin University of Technology is proposing to offer
scholarships to African students, but I amn not aware of the process by
which the university proposes to endow those particular scholarships. I am
not aware whether SWAPO is designated to play a role in this or not. If
the member wants to place his question on che Notice Paper, I will make
the requisite inquiries of the Curtin University.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Travel Expenses

362. Mr HASSELL, to the Treasurer:
Why does the State Government not disclose the expense details related to
the travel of Ministers and members of Parliament, as is done in the Federal
Parliament?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Well, we have simply adopted the policy of our predecessor Government.
The policy, to the best of my recollection, was that if members had
particular concerns about particular travel, the question would be answered,
but broad general questions which were, as Sir Charles Court used to say,
simply fishing expeditions, were not ones that we would answer.

Mr'Court: Travel questions were always answered.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for Nedlands is crazy. HeI is living in cloud-

cuckoo-land; he is nuts.
Mr Court: It was made clear tous --
Mr BRIAN BURKE: What was made clear to the member for Nedlands? He was

not even here. He camne in at a by-election.
Mr Court: Questions on travel were always answered.
Mr Parker: You show me one occasion when they were answered.
Mr Pearce: We were always told when we raised such a question that the matter

would be investigated.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know where the member for Nedlands was; I do

not know of what Parliament he is talking because it is not his Dad's. The
truth is that we have simply -- to the extent of even using the same
words -- applied the policy and the precedent of the previous Government,
with one exception.

Mr Hasseli: Do you remember that prior to 1983 you offered freedom of
inforniation legislation as part of your promises? You were going to open
all of these things up.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: TIhe member for Cottesloc knows as well as I do that on
those occasions the Government maintained that it was appropriate not to
answer the questions, apart from the answer that the policy to which I have
referred would provide.

Mr Hassell interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: [ suppose it is the same sort of argument that says that

yesterday the Opposition was criticising the Government for not providing
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funding for the Busselton jetty, while today the Opposition is criticising
the Government for providing funds.

Mr Clarko: No, we're criticising you for --
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Stop it, please. I suggest the member for Karrinyup put his

objections on the Notice Paper.
Mr Clarko interjected.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Clarko interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for Karrinyup must be a disappointment to his

mother.
Mr Clarko: You must be a disappointment to your father, if we could find hinm.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Please, stop it. Somebody give him a pencil and paper.

AUl I can say is that with one exception we have followed the previous
Government's policy. Thte exception that we have undertaken is that in
answer to a question -- I think from the member for Cottesloe -- I have said
we will ask the Under Treasurer to see whether or not in the accounts
starting next year we cannot make it easier to separate out the travel costs
and the expenditure on travel. I am not sure whether the answer was to the
member for Cortesloe, but is was either to him or one of his colleagues. We
will do that and we will continue to provide answers and details, if
members opposite have genuine or sincere inquiries about particular
instances of travel. What we will not do -- and what the previous
Government would not do -- is authorise the work necessary to answer,
"Will you please list all of the details of all the travel by all of the Ministers
from 1983, including details of who went with them. on each occasion that
they travelled, the countries to which they went, the purposes for which
they went, who they met, how long they were away, etc?".
AUl we have said is that that involves a great deal of work that the previous
Government was not prepared to undertake and that our Government is not
prepared to undertake. I do not see that there is anything wrong with
following the previous Government's policy.

Mr Hassell: Except that before 1983 the last thing you wanted to do was follow
our policies. You reckoned you were going to change them all.

Mr BRIALN BURKE: That is one reason we are successful.
Mr Clarko interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Stop is, you terrible creature. The member for Karrinyup is

an unexpurgated version of the Battle of the Bulge, but the thing that
annoys me is --

Mr Clarko interjected.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: Please stop.
Mr Clarko: Why don't you?
MrBRIAN BURKE: Okay.
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