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Leiwlatiue tssemblug
Tuesday, 26 May 1987

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

PRESIDING OFFICERS' CONFERENCE
Programme:- Statement by Speaker

The SPEAKER: As honourable members are
aware1 I have recently returned from the Con-
ference of Presiding Officers and Clerks of Par-
liaments in the Australasian and Pacific Re-
gion, which was held at Rarotonga from 18 t6
22 May. This Parliament has been well
represented at this series of conferences with
many papers and useful contributions submit-
ted by Presiding Officers and Clerks.

It would have been easy, until recently, to
assume that parliamentary democracy was
flourishing in this region and needed only the
occasional stimulus from such conferences for
it to continue in a healthy fashion. However, as
we are all now aware, military force was used
to overthrow the democratically-elected
Government in Fiji only a few days before the
conference, to which I have referred, began.

The conference was particularly favoured in
that the Secretary General of the Common-
wealth Parliamentary Association, Dr the Hon.
David Tonkin, was present. I should like to
quote a few words from the remarks that Dr
Tonkin made at the opening ceremony. He
said:

If ever we needed convincing that Par-
liamentary democracy is NOT something
we can afford to take for granted, then
events in Fiji and our subsequent concern
and sense of outrage should provide that
conviction.

If ever there was a time for Parliamen-
tarians and others concerned to meet
together to discuss the potential threat
posed to Parliamentary democracy by the
use of force by a disaffected or misguided
minority, that time is now.

Dr Tonkin's words and sentiments were echoed
throughout the whole body of the conference
and I and all of the other delegates present were
deeply conscious that, possibly for the first
time, we were seeing, at a personal level, the
most blatant threat to our parliamentary
system that we had ever known.

The conference topics and other events of
that conference week provided many
opportunities for reflection on the nature of the
parliamentary institution and the obvious fra-
gility of parliamentary democracy.

I feel that my attendance at this conference
was valuable and necessary, not only for myself
but also in order to show the interest that
Australian Parliaments have in the welfare of
their Pacific neighbours.

The invitation to this conference was ex-
tended to my spouse as well as myself. During
the several conference sessions there were nu-
merous official engagements for the spouses of
the Presiding Officers and Clerks, and I was
pleased that my spouse had accompanied me
and was able to assist in completing the pro-
gramme.

Wife's Attendance: Questions
On my return to the House I have been

deeply disappointed to learn that the member
for Cottesloe has seen fit to ask the Premier a
series of questions concerning the circum-
stances under which my spouse accompanied
me. My disappointment is for several reasons.
In the first case, the member concerned has
failed to appreciate that questions concerning
Presiding Officers should not be addressed to
Ministers. 1, possibly more than any of my
predecessors, am striving earnestly to explain
and emphasise withi-i and without this insti-
tution that there is a separation between Parlia-
ment and Government.

Questioning Ministers about the activities of
Parliament implies that Ministers have some
direct control over the running of this insti-
tution. This must be treated as a grave reflec-
tion upon the impartiality and independence of
Presiding Officers. I am shocked to ind that
someone whom I considered to be a stalwart in
upholding the independence and dignity of this
Parliament has so strenuously set about damag-
ing its very fabric.

For the information of the House I did, at an
earlier stage, approach the Premier for a fare to
enable me to take my spouse to the conference.
The payment of fares, I find, is the normal
practice in a majority of other Australian Par-
liaments. In fact, at least five other Australian
Parliaments paid first-class air fare tickets for
both the Speakers and their spouses.

In response to my approach the Premier
indicated that he would approve a first-class
return fare to Sydney only. After due consider-
ation I decided it was not appropriate to accept
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that .offer as it might be seen by some as
compromising my independence. 1, therefore,
gave instructions that the cost of economy-class
air fares for my spouse and myself was to be
met from the Legislative Assembly vote. This I
saw as being the minimum step necessary in
order to meet the wishes of the host Parliament
which was issuing the invitation and, at the
same time, caused the least possible impact on
the funds available directly to the Legislative
Assembly.

It is my intention that future overseas confer-
ences of this nature should be treated in a simi-
lar way until such time as the funds available
within the department would enable the fares
of the Speaker and spouse to be met at first-
class level.

I repeat that I am deeply shocked and disap-
pointed that this question should have been
raised in this way. In the first instance, the
inquirer who needed this information could
have waited until I returned. In the second in-
stance, these matters should not be raised by
question to Ministers in the House. And.
finally. I can only feel that the nature of the
question and the manner of its being asked was
intended to imply some impropriety on my
pad. This I can only view with the: gravest dis-
pleasure. I am inclined to think it not only
unnecessary but also churlish.

I have instructed that questions 1041 and
1042 be struck from the Notice Paper.

PARLIAMENT HOUSE: TEMPORARY
ACCOMMODATION

Speaker's Role: Notice of Motion
MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) [2.27 pm]:

I give notice that at the next sitting of the
House I shalt move-

That the Speaker is hereby censured be-
cause, in the exercise of his duties he has
ignored the House Committee and the
views of Honourable Members generally in
authorising modifications to the Parlia-
ment building and in so doing has
detracted from the aesthetic appeal of
what is a very important public facility.

Standing Orders Suspension
MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the

House) [2.30 pm]: I move, without notice-
That so much of Standing Orders be sus-

pended as is necessary to enable the Mem-
ber for Kalamunda to fcrthwith move the
motion of censure of the Speaker.

I would speak briefly in support of my motion.
A censure moved on a Speaker is in some ways
the most serious of matters that can be raised
in the Parliament. The Government is not pre-
pared to have a censure motion on the Speaker
rest on the Notice Paper until such time, in the
normal course of events, as the Opposition
would seek to raise it as an item on private
members' day.

It may well be the case that the Opposition
would have sought to raise this matter
tomorrow; equally, this matter might have
remained on the Notice Paper for some time.
The Government is not prepared to have a cen-
sure motion on the Speaker rest on the Notice
Paper for a single day, and it is therefore the
Government's desire to have this matter dealt
with arid disposed of as rapidly as possible.

Question put.
The SPEAKER: To be carried, this motion

requires an absolute majority. I have counted
the House; and, there being no dissentient
voice, I declare the question carried.

Question thus passed.

Censure Motion
MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) (2.32 pm]:

I thank the Government for the opportunity to
bring this motion on at this time. I can under-
stand the Government's reason for doing so. I
move-

That the Speaker is hereby censured be-
cause, in the exercise of his duties he has
ignored the House Committee and the
views of Honourable Members generally in
authorising modifications to the Parlia-
ment building and in so doing has
detracted from the aesthetic appeal of
what is a very important public facility.

I certainly would not like to be in your
position, Mr Speaker, and have a motion sit-
ting around which says that the House is to
censure you. I do not in any way dispute your
authority, Mr Speaker, to undertake certain
works associated with the parliamentary build-
ing, particularly those pants of the building
which are ostensibly the preserve of your
Office, and the department which serves you.
In those areas of this parliamentary building,
clearly the Speaker has the authority to have
undertaken works that he deems appropriate.

The SPEAKER: Order! Members, this is a
very important motion and I am sure members
understand my concern to hear every word of
it. It is very difficult for me to hear due to the
background conversations taking place, and it
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must also be difficult for Mansard to take it
down. Therefore, I ask members to give con-
sideration to that and, if they must have con-
versations, either to have them quietly or have
them elsewhere.

Mr THOMPSON: This House. on the very
first day it met-if not on the very first day it
assembled, then on the day it assembled to
undertake its normal business-elected a num-
ber of committees which were designed to as-
sist in the management of this institution.

The Western Australian Parliament, in all
the time I have been a member, has taken no-
tice of the committees that were appointed. In-
deed. when I served in the Office that you now
occupy, Mr Speaker. I was always guided by the
Standing Orders Committee, in the case of
Standing Orders; the Joint House Committee,
in the case of things affecting the Houses of
Parliament; and the Joint Printing Commi ttee
in the case of matters which affected it. Clearly,
if you, Mr Speaker, are to enjoy the goodwill of
the members of this House, you should take
notice of the committees which were estab-
lished to advise you in these matters.

It came as an absolute bolt out of the blue to
me, when I inquired of the Secretary of the
Joint House Committee, to discover that the
cubicles which have now been put in place were
built without reference to that committee. I
find that almost beyond comprehension. I can
understand that the Speaker could undertake to'
have something done if it were urgent-say, to
have some repairs done or something like
that-when there is insufficient time to refer
the matter to the Joint House Committee; but
clearly in this case there was ample time for the
matter to be referred to the committee.

Mr Speaker, not only did you not refer this
matter to the committee but also I am advised
by the President of the Legislative Council that
although, while in the Cook Islands. you
mentioned to him that you were having this
work done, you did not consult with him or
seek his support for what you were doing.

As I said earlier, there are certain pans of
this building which are clearly the Speaker's
preserve, but there are other parts of the build-
ing that are clearly not the Speaker's preserve.
These areas are the public areas which mem-
bers of the Legislative Council and people who
suppofl them-their visitors and so on-can
use. Visitors of members generally may be
required to gather in these public areas.

In permitting those cubicles to be built in a
public place, you have, Mr Speaker, exceeded
your authority because the Speaker does not
have cante blanche authority over the whole of
this building. The parliamentary building ac-
commodates the two Houses of the State Par-
liament, and there are two Presiding Officers.
One area of the building is the preserve of the
Speaker and one area is the preserve of the
President of the Legislative Council, and parts
of the building are the preserve of both the
Presiding Officers. If members were to be very
charitable and say that the two cubicles
immediately outside this Chamber are there
because it is the Speaker's right to determine
their position, I would like to hear the argu-
ment for putting the cubicle outside the Parlia-
mentary Library on the top floor of this build-
ing because by no stretch of the imagination is
that the preserve of the Speaker.

I can understand the problem that besets this
building in terms of the lack of accommo-
dation; it is acute and needs to be addressed
very smartly. During my time as the Speaker
the southern extension to this building went on;
this was a significant construction which was
undertaken by the Court Government at my
request and at the request of the Joint House
Committee. The present Government has be-
fore it some proposals to expand this building
to enable those who are obliged and privileged
to work here to work in reasonable accommo-
dation.

I can understand all of that, and so does the
Joint House Committee. So why, Mr Speaker,
do you wish to take it upon yourself to
vandalise this building by putting these
"lavatory boxes" around the place? There is no
point in drawing for support on what occurred
prior to your elevation to your present Office,
when your predecessor caused some cubicles to
be built in the Hansard part of this building;
nor can you. Mr Speaker, draw for support on
the fact that no protest apparently came for-
ward when you had a similar type of cubicle
built on the lower floor because both of those
sets of temporary structures are in areas which
are not accessible to the public.

Mr Brian Burke: You are objecting to the two
cubicles outside the Chamber and the one at
the library?

Mr THOMPSON: Yes.
Mr Brian Burke: You object to the one at the

library, the two here and the one up there but
you do not mind the ones on the ground floor
or the top floor?
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Mr THOMPSON: I have already written to
the Speaker. As soon as I had an opportunity
after seeing those things I wrote to him and
mentioned my deep concern about what had
happened; I mentioned the cubicles upstairs
and those downstairs. I pointed out to him
that, while I did not agree with them. I had
consoled myself with the thought that they
were in an area which was inaccessible to the
public, so I was therefore prepared to bite my
lip. However, once these cubicles started to im-
pinge on the public parts of the building, I was
not pleased.

We must bear in mind that we are privileged
to work here in this most public of all public
buildings in this State. This building belongs to
the people of the State. Those people who are
privileged to work here have no right to deface
it or in any way detract from the aesthetic ap-
peal of the building. It is a beautiful building
and I do not believe that we as a group have the
right to cause some activity to take place which
is going to detract from its aesthetics.

Certainly the Speaker alone does not have
that power. I ind it almost incomprehensible
that anyone in authority would proceed in this
fashion without at least first raising the matter
with his committee or talking to other people in
this place. It is incomprehensible that the
Speaker should have gone ahead and slipped
these in. apparently completely of his own vol-
ition and virtually under the cover of darkness.

Mr Brian Burke: What about the health and
safety of the people who work here?

Mr THOMPSON: Let us talk about that. In
my letter to the Speaker I asked what sort of
advice he had had from the Commissioner of
Public Health, because this is a public building
and certain laws govern the use of passageways
and accessways. If that does not impinge on the
requirements of the Public Health Act, I will be
very surprised-I will not go much further than
that because I have not had the opportunity to
sort that one out.

In the interests of the welfare of the people
who work here-the members and the staff-
the people of this State spent a fortune on
upgrading fire equipment in this place. Fire
control here was regarded by the Fire Brigades
Board as being in a very dangerous state. In
fact a few years ago we had to spend a lot of
money putting in fire walls above the ceilings
because the ceiling space wa3 open, and had a
fire started there it would have spread very

smartly throughout the entire building. So, in
the interests of the well-being of the people who
work here, and the people who visit here, a lot
of money was spent.

What sort of health and safety impediments
those structures place in fronit of the hurried
exit because of fire of people trying to leave this
Chamber and people trying to leave the public
galleries. I do not know. I believe those struc-
tures contravene the laws relating to fire pre-
vention and fire mitigation. I certainly would
be expecting the Speaker to comment on these
matterswhen he responds to my letter.

Another little job which has gone on but
which is not as big an act of vandalism is that
which has gone on outside this Chamber and
adjacent to the library. I refer now to the
cupboards which have been placed in the corri-
dor to the south of the building and which
cover one of the windows. If members know
anything about the uniform building by-laws
an~d the Public Health Act, they will know that
windowsjust did not happen to be put into the
building because it was an architectural feature
which those responsible thought they might
like to have. Windows have a function and a
purpose. This building is not air-conditioned.
The windows are needed on days of extreme
heat to allow for the circulation of air in this
building. Those cupboards have been plonked
right across one of the windows. Not only was
that act stupid but also it contravenes the Pub-
lic Health Act. The Premier asked me about the
safety of the people who work here, and I have
regard for their welfare; but if he is saying to
me that what the Speaker has done out there in
the corridor is acceptable to the Government in
terms of looking after the people who work
here, the Premier is failing miserably in his
duty to those people.

None of this activity has happened because
of a significant increase in staff. I think we
have had only a very minor increase in staff
during the life of this Parliament. What has
happened is something which I applaud, i~n that
the staff have been provided with some modemn
equipment which makes their job a little easier
and which makes them more effective. As a
result of that, additional. space needs to be
provided for this equipment.

But it is not acceptable for the Speaker
simply to take it upon himself to plonk those
cubicles in the building. If he wanted to use
these temporary cubicles he should not have
thrust them on the public or the people who
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work here. Why did he not stick them in the
Speaker's corridor, in his own preserve? The
staff of this place are required to tell people
other than the Speaker and his guests and
members of Parliament that they cannot enter,
the Speaker's corridor. That is very much his
private place, so if he wanted to deface some of
this building, why did he not deface that part of
it which is pant of his own domain? Why did he
put them in those areas which are the public
areas of this beautiful building without so
much as discussing it with his committee? I feel
very strongly about this.

I would be interested to know what advice
you had. Mr Speaker, from the Building Man-
agement Authority;, whether its officers had the
opportunity to comment on whether these cu-
bicles were the only option available to you. I
would be surprised if that were the only option;,
it may well be the cheapest option. Mark my
words, what will happen as a result of those
cubicles being placed where they are is that
they will simply blossom. As I left our party
meeting today and saw the cubicles on the li-
brary level, I could just see the partition fixers
moving in to construct another couple of cu-
bicles there. It could be done without any
trouble at all given that the precedent hias been
set by the action of the Speaker.

Mr Speaker, I believe that, while you have
certain responsibilities, you have no authority
to do what you have done with these cubicles.
As I said earlier, I am not sure about what
other options are available to you' but without
thinking too much about it I can think of a
dozen other things that could have been done
to provide additional space for the people who
are to be accommodated in these cubicles. One
option is that area which is little used out on
the patio.

This building is in need of ekpansion. I can
never understand how the Ministers of the
Crown, who hold the purse strings, can tolerate
having to beg the permission of a private mem-
ber to use his office in order to interview some-
one. That is absolutely crazy.

Mr Peter Dowding: What did you do about
it?

Mr THOMPSON: For starters we built the
southern extension. That was to be just the first
cab off the rank, because it was intended to,
expand the building to the north in a similar'
way. Had we stayed in office that would have
happened, because the previous Government

recognised that something had to be done to
provide more space. We also upgraded the
kitchen facilities.

I am reminded that during the time we were
in Government the "summer palace" was
made available to members of the staff.

Mr Brian Burke: You will not shift your
members out to offices in their electorates.

M r THOMPSON: Members have the choice,
and always have had, of electing to have their
electorate office in this building, or to have it in
their electorate. The Premier or someone has
the authority-perhaps the Premier and the
Speaker; he is throwing his weight around with
gay abandon-to force members to take up
offices, but it has always been the practice that
members can elect to have their office here or
in their electorate. Even if members' electorate
offices were moved out of this building there
would still be a requirement for members to
have off ice space here.

With regard to the Ministers' accommo-
dation, T ask the Premier whether he believes it
is appropriate that his Ministers should not
have rooms in this building where they can
interview people.

Mr Brian Burke: You know my view. No
Premier has done so much to try to improve
the lot of members, Ministers, and Opposition
parties, whether they are the major or minor
party in Opposition. How does one cope with
silly statements like that made by your leader
this morning which was an explicit criticism of
his deputy and which militates in a general
sense against what you are saying? Of course I
agree with you.

Mr THOMPSON: Now we are starting to get
somewhere. The Premier agrees with me, but
what has he done about it?

Mr Brian Burke: I agree the staff should not
be working in these conditions.

Mr THOMPSON: What has the Premier
done about it?

Mr Brian Burke: I am not prepared to spend
the millions of dollars which are necessary
while your members are occupying offices
which they should have in their electorates.

Mr THOMPSON: That does not answer the
question because the amount of space which
would be disgorged by members having their
office in their electorate would be chickenfeed
by comparison with the requirements of this
institution. This facility needs to be expanded.
A plan was drawn up which had absolutely no
chance of success. It was a futuristic thing
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which proposed to give us ballrooms, and the
Premier smartly canned it the day after it was
announced. We do not suggest by any stretch of
the imagination that those are the lengths to
which the Government should go to provide
accommodation to members.

Mr Brian Burke: What are you suggesting?

Mr THOMPSON: A logical building pro-
gramme could be undertaken. A building pro-
gramme was put in train some years ago, and as
a result the southern extension was built. The
next phase was intended to be an extension on
the northern end of this building. Hon. Colin
Jamieson who served for many years on the
Joint House Committee and was Minister for
Works in the Tonkin Government was very
much involved in the planning for that exten-
sion. He was Car-sighted enough to know one
could not put to the public some grandiose
scheme which would roof in the freeway and
contain a ballroom. He would never have gone
along with that; he was practical enough to
know that the people of this State would accept
a gradual improvement in the conditions of
members of Parliament.

II do not advocate the air-conditioning of this
building, but there are times in summer when I
am here that I start to think air-conditioning
should be installed. I am not one who favours
air-conditioned buildings in Western Australia
because the capital that is tied up in air-con-
ditioning a building to give benefit for that
brief period in the summer when perhaps it
might be considered necessary cannot be justi-
fied. Many members want to air-condition this
building and many people in the business com-
munity and members of the public find it
almost impossible to accept that we work in
surroundings which are not air-conditioned. I
am not advocating that because of the view I
have held for a long time. However, if we baulk
at improving conditions for members of Parlia-
ment and the staff who service them we are not
being responsible. We are certainly not being
responsible to members of the staff. It is fair
enough if we are prepared to inflict these con-
ditions on ourselves, but I am blowed if we
should inflict them on the members of the staff
who are trying to doajob, for us.

Mr Speaker, we believe you are deserving of
censure not so much for what you have done,
but for the way you have gone about it. If we
could look dispassionately at Wvhat you have
done I suppose one could say it is not such an

eyesore. However, it is the thin end of the
wedge: it will continue because Governments
will say, "He got out of it once"-

Mr Brian Burke: it does not warrant a cen-
sure of the Speaker. That is a nonsense and you
know it.

Mr THOMPSON: It does because he has an
obligation to the members of this institution.

Mr Brian Burke: This is the first time I can
recall a censure of the Speaker.

Mr THOMPSON: I had one.
Mr Brian Burke: What did you do?
Mr THOMPSON: I was proved by a seven-

nil majority of Supreme Court judges to be
right. The Premier will recall that Hon. Ron
Davies led a walk-out because I allowed a Bill
to pass to expand the Ministry from 13 to 15,
and the next day a motion of censure was
moved against me.

The SPEAKER: Order! It may well be that
you did receive a censure while you were
Speaker, and it may be that is one of the
reasons behind what you are doing today.
Nonetheless it has nothing to do with the mo-
tion that has been moved.

Mr THOMPSON: My moving the motion
today has nothing to do with what may have
happened in the past. You know that, and I
know it. I am concerned about what you have
done. You have exceeded your authority; if
not the written authority, you have certainly
exceeded-

Mr Brian Burke: What you think his auth-
ority is.

Mr THOMPSON: No, what everyone else in
this place thinks his authority is. A bundle of
people on the other side of the House agree
with me entirely.

Mr Brian Burke: Do they? There is a bundle
on your side who'do not agree with you.

Mr THOMPSON: The motion in our party
room to take this censure to Parliament today
was supported unanimously, so the Premier
can make a judgment about where members on
this side stand.

Mr Speaker, we have brought on this motion
because we are deeply concerned about your
action in dealing with this matter. I hope what
you have done will jolt the Government into
recognising there is a serious problem in this
place. I hope members opposite will take you
aside-they will not be able to do so publicly
because I know there is a strong possibility they
will support you in this matter-because I
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know that privately many Government mem-
bers disagree vigorously with what you have
done.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Leader of
the Opposition) [2.59 pm]: I support the mo-
tion and welcome the opportunity of doing so
in the appropriate forum. Mr Speaker, many
people are concerned about the precedent you
are setting in terms of the facilities now being
provided outside this Chamber and upstairs. I
say that for these reasons: One needs only to
look as far as the offices in which the Leader of
the Opposition is currently ensconced to see
what happens to a temporary facility. The
Premier and members know that the Leader of
the Opposition's reception area was a tempor-
ary closure of that pant of the corridlor-I am
not sure how many years ago-but now it is
permanent. One has only to look as far as the
offices of the staff who service you. Mr
Speaker, adjacent to this Chamber. Again, they
are temporary offices which are now perma-
nent facilities. One needs only to look as far as
the Hansard staff and the offices they occupy-
again, so-called temporary facilities.

We know that you. Mr Speaker, were not
responsible for those facilities, but the
precedent was set. If we allow, as the member
for Kalamunda said, this vandalisation of the
Parliament to continue, what will be
vandalised next? Will temporary offices be put
into the Forrest foyer? If not, why not? There is
no reason why we should not allow that, be-
cause the precedent has been set.

As the member for Kalamunda also said, if
we allow cupboards along the southern wall
adjacent to the Assembly Chamber, why should
we not allow them elsewhere? They might be all
right as a temporarily facility, which, after all,
was the purpose for which they were designed.

What is the definition "temporary" in this
Parliament?

Mr Brian Burke: You.

Mr MacKINNON: My sitting here might be
considered to be temporary. The definition in
this Parliament seems to allow temporary fa-
cilities temporarily to be acceptable for an
awful long time.

Sir, many questions are raised by your de-
cision without consulting other members. Your
position is a very responsible and senior one in
this place. It is one that most people respect.
However, the decision you have made in re-
lation to the facilities of this Parliament, which

decision affects every person in this Chamber
as well as the staff, should have been in consul-
tation with other people.

I now wish to raise matters, some of which
have been raised already by the member for
Kalamunda. What other areas of the Parlia-
ment were considered for those extra facilities?
For example, was the building across the road
adjacent to Parliament House and known as
the "summer palace" considered for temporary
accommodation? The building I refer to is that
occupied by the Opposition's research staff. I
understand that the Government owns much of
the land in the immediate vicinity of Parlia-
ment House. I believe that that land should
have been considered for this purpose. If it was
not, why was it not considered in consultation
with other people? Why were we not advised by
our representatives on the appropriate com-
mittees about this decision? Had that
happened, we may not be now considering this
censure motion.

I do not know why these facilities are being
provided and I know of nobody else in this
place who knows of the reason for them. Would
these facilities be allowed to be constructed
elsewhere? Would they be allowed to be
constructed in the Custom Credit building
across the road? If so, would they comply with
the building by-laws of the Perth City. Council
or the Health Department regulations? I do not
think they would comply. I do not believe any-
body else would be allowed to construct the
sort of facilities that have been constructed for
use by the H-ansard staff, for example. If that is
so, why have we allowed that type of facility in
Parliament House? We should be setting an
example for everybody else to follow, not
breaking the rules for everybody else to fol-
low. The member for Kalamunda asked why
the Joint House Committee had no prior notice
of the decision.

My final comment relates to the cost, a mat-
ter that should be of concern to you, Mr
Speaker, and to the Government. It has been
my experience in business and elsewhere that
when one wants extra facilities it is less costly
to replace old facilities with new facilities. If
the Government is dinkum about wanting to
improve the facilities in Parliament why does it
not look to applying some of its so-called man-
agement ability in the WADC to consider
Government assets around Parliament House.
and in particular, those across the road?

The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the
Opposition knows very well that that has
nothing to do with the motion.
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Mr MacKINNON: I am trying to make the
point to you. Mr Speaker, and to the Premier
that there are betier alternatives to the facilities
presently being provided in Parliament House.
I was about to explain how I believe those
alternatives could be easily funded at no cost to
the taxpayer. I think that is most inmpontant
and relevant in terms of the decision.

The SPEAKER: Order! Your. interpretation
is entirely different from mine. This motion is
an attempt to censure me for what I have done,
not for what the Government has done.

Mr MacKINNON: Could I continue to com-
ment on your decision?

The SPEAKER: Order! No, unless the
Leader of the Opposition wants to take the ap-
propriate action and dissent from my ruling.

Mr MacKINNON: You are making it very
difficult for us to have a balanced debate with
that sont of ruling.

The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will resume his seat. I am not mak-
ing it difficult for him at all. I did not write this
motion. This House charges me with the re-
sponsibility for upholding its Standing Orders.
Because the Leader of the Opposition is
seconding the motion, I believe he may have
had something to do with it. The responsibility
therefore rests with him if he wants to speak to
something that is outside the realms of this
motion, not with me.

Mr MacKINNON: Given that ruling, it Is
really pointless my continuing with the exercise
of debating this motion, and I will not do so.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier)
[3.08 pm]: The Government rejects this mo-
tion. Its wording and the fact that it has been
moved reflects the state of disrepair and abject
intellectual and political poventy into which the
Opposition has slipped. That it would seek to
move a motion of this nature, drawing as it
does for its substance on -a matter that is as
insubstantial as the provision of that temporary
accommodation, speaks volumes for the absol-
utely mean and poor nature of the Opposition's
political development and of its care and con-
cern for the people of the State.

Dealing with the motion, step by step, it
draws upon the lack of consultation with the
Joint House Committee as the major strength
for its justification. In doing that, the mover of
the motion lays h imself open to a single charge
that destroys him in that position that he once
occupied, because the Joint House Committee
at that time considered the grandiose plan that
he rejects out of hand. The Joint House Corn-

mittee unanimously supported the proposition
that millions of dollars should be spent on ad-
ditions and alterations to Parliament House.
The member for Kalamunda did not bother to
comment on that. He wanted to refer to the
Joint House Committee a matter that it had
already considered and- had already voted
unanimously to resolve by the addition of a
building that would have cost millions of dol-
lars. The Joint House Committee's attitude to
the stringencies in which the staff in this place
found themselves was well known.

I come now to the second point. If the first
point has not undermined the position of the
rtiember for Kalamunda this one certainly
does. The Joint House Committee does not
exist to dictate to the Speaker or to make rules
about the behaviour within the precincts of this
place of the Speaker or of the President. It
exists to advise, not to make rules or to pass
judgment.

In this case, it is clear that the committee had
advised on its view about the best way in which
the resolution to the difficulties confronting the
Speaker might be found, that was by the expen-
diture of millions of dollars to which I pre-
viously referred, and the plan which the mem-
ber for Kalamunda rejected out of hand.

Before touching on some of the other points
raised, I point out that even if those Iwo points
do not destroy the argument as thoroughly as
they should, there is no place on the Notice
Paper for a motion that reflects, as its principal
cause for concern, a matter as venal as is this
one. If I were not such a generous-spirited per-
son, I would think that the Opposition was
attempting to capitalise on what is seen as ten-
sion between the Speaker and some members
of the Press, hoping that it will get a good run
out of this sont of issue.

Mr MacKinnon: Rubbish!
M r B RIAN B U RKE: The Leader of the Op-

position says, "Rubbish", after his desultory
performance. It indicates that. he knows about
the tension to which I have referred.

Mr MacKinnon: Blind Freddie knows about
it.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: He confirms it now
more explicitly. I have a greater faith in the
Press than does he. It is not a uniform faith, it
is true, but if the Leader of the Opposition
thinks he will gain political mileage out of mov-
ing a motion as mean and as wrongly-based as
this motion-not only wrongly based, but also
completely inappropriately framed-I suspect
he is wrong..-
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Let us see where we have come; first, the
Joint House Committee has made its position
clear on this matter by unanimously voting to
embark on the expenditure of millions of dol-
Iars to complete the plan that the member for
Kalamunda says should not be accepted.
Therefore, the Joint House Committee has
been consulted.

Secondly, in respect of the Joint House Com-
mittee it exists not to instruct the Speaker or
the President. but to advise those two officers.
As far as the Speaker's actions are concerned,
that he chooses not to take the advice had it not
been proper-in this case it has been-is per-
fectly within his competence.

Let us look at the real culprits who have
brought us to a situation in which if the health
and fire brigade authorities were privy to the
true circumstances of this building, they would
then shut down parts of it in the absence of the
action which the Speaker has taken. Let us look
at the real culprits and start with those mem-
bers of Parliament who, knowing the strictures
in which we find ourselves, choose not to have
their offices in their electorates. It is true that
they have that option under the policy laid
down by the previous Government and fol-
lowed by this Government: but of the seven
members concerned, not one is a Government
member.

Time and time again I have said to Labor
Party members that, first, they should have
their offices in their electorate to cater for the
people they represent in this place and, sec-
ondly, there is such a significant space problem
in this building, as witnessed by those tempor-
ary additions, that they should be out of the
building in order that the space would be avail-
able for the acknowledged needs of the staff
and others. No, the Opposition members
choose not to do -that. They choose to carp and
criticise and to reject out of hand, as the mem-
ber for Kalamunda does, the Joint House Com-
mittee's view about what should be done and
then to maintain their offices in this building to
the exclusion of the needs of the staff and
others.

Not only that, but also when, in our efforts to
economically and efficiently overcome the
problem, we approached the Leader of the Op-
position with an offer of greater space which
would be more conveniently located, he
rejected it out of hand.

As far as the Government is concerned it has
tried every single device to attempt to resolve
the difficulties confronting members and re-

lieve the Speaker and the President of making
decisions that might reflect upon the comforts
of members.

The member for Kalamunda has taken an
extraordinary position by saying, "You can
have staff working in the dogboxes upstairs
provided we cannot see them." That is what he
said. He does not mind staff beavering away in
dog boxes-temporary additions-provided
they are not in a place where the public can
gaze upon them. What an extraordinary
proposition to be put by the member for
Kalamunda-the dogbox temporary additions
are perfectly acceptable provided they are out
of sight.

Mr Watt: He did not say that.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: He said that he did not

bother to object about the dogbox accommo-
dation until two were put outside the office of
the Leader of the Opposition, one outside the
library and one at the other end of the building.
The dates on his letter will show whether he
objected about the previously erected tempor-
ary accommodation.

As far as the Government is concerned it
upholds absolutely the right of the Speaker to
make the decision he has made. We may not
think that the additions are pleasant to look at,
or even convenient; we may not think that they
are the ultimate answer. But as sure as eggs we
do not accept the hypocritical humbug spewed
out by the member for Kalamunda who had
ample opportunity as Speaker to make the
changes he wanted to. He then spun a cock-
and-bull story about the southern addition be-
ing the precursor of the northern addition and
forgot that there were five years in between the
time he was Speaker and the completion of the
southern extension.

Mr Thompson: That is because you saw the
priorities as being different.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Rubbish! How many
years was the member for Kalamunda Speaker
after the completion of the southern addition?
It might have been two because he was Speaker
for only about three years.

Mr Thompson: For six years.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am sorry. That shows

the impression he made on me.
The member for Kalamunda, when Speaker,

had ample opportunity to keep the ball rolling,
but he did not, and now he wants to vent his
spleen on the present Speaker. He can smile-
that is how seriously he takes it.

Mr Thompson: You are a joke.
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member may think
I am a joke.

Mr Thompson: What happened when you
were asked to shift your office to the "summer
palace" to make room for members and staff in
this building? You would not go.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is true. [ did not
consider the "summer palace" was comparable
to the offices in this building. I did not offer the
Leader of the Opposition the "summer pal-
ace". I offered him comparable space in the
Terrace which would be renovated and
partitioned to his needs. I did not insist on
anything. I said, "We have a problem and obvi-
ously the public do not want money spent on
Parliament House additions or extensions we
will do whatever is reasonable." I have tried
consistently to do that in respect of the travel
entitlements, the travel needs and all the con-
veniences of members of Parliament on what-
ever side of the House they may be. Then we
cop the absolute tripe that the member for
Cottesloe, for example, dishes up when he
criticised travel entitlements, unfortunately
after his leader had taken the trip to which he
was entitled, and then asked for another one.

That has nothing to do with anything except
the hypocritical attitude being displayed. If the
Opposition wants me to tighten up in all those
areas, I will do so. I do not mind.

Point of Order
Mr MENSAROS: I ask you, Mr Speaker, to

explain to the IHouse why the Premier's
remarks have more to do with the motion than
the remarks of the Leader of the Opposition.
which you ruled as being out of order.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: They do not, and I
withdraw them.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Ever since my ap-

pointment as Speaker in this place I have sin-
cerely endeavoured to be impartial on all oc-
casions. It is not possible to please everybody
in this House on all occasions. It is becoming
very difficult for me to retain that impartiality.
although I shall continue to strive to do so, in
the face of the sort of interjections just made by
the Opposition. They are unfair and unnecess-
ary. Immediately the point of order was taken
the Premier withdrew his remarks. There was
no need for me to stand up. The questioning by
way of interjection about my propriety and the
implications of my impropriety are intolerable.
Before much longer my intolerance will be

indicated by my naming a member. I ask all
members to be fair and reasonable which, after
all, is what they are asking me to be.

Debate Resumed

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will say once again
that the Government rejects the Opposition's
motion and finds no justification for it whatso-
ever ont its face or on the basis of the arguments
put forward by the Opposition to date.

I should not resume my seat without saying
that the Leader of the Opposition's perform-
ance in sitting down prematurely because he
felt that he was unable to make out an argu-
ment to support the motion moved by the
member for Kalamunda speaks volumes about
the unanimous support his colleague boasted of
when he referred to the party meeting which
gave approval for him to move the motion.

There is no justification for the motion be-
cause it is based on untruths and hypocrisy.
But, even were that not the case, there would be
no justification, except the miserable state of
the Opposition, for bringing to the Parliament.
and occupying the Parliament's time with, a
motion of' this nature. It is a shabby and thin
gruel which the Opposition serves from its bare
cupboard these days.

As far as the Government is concerned, we
acknowledge the difficulties that those ad-
ditions represent. We acknowledge that there
are two alternatives: We either spend many
millions of dollars on additions-even the
most frugal additions would run into many
millions of dollars-or we try to economise un-
tl we can afford to make the additions that are
necessary.

Whether members in this House like it or
not, I think the public has repeatedly made its
position clear: It does not as easily as the mem-
ber for Kalamunda believes it does, accept that
there should be improvements to the comfort
of even the staff, let alone the members, who
work at Parliament House. These are the
alternatives and I am sure the Speaker has
shown that while he may not have wanted to
install the temporary additions, he was at least
prepared to bite the bullet and not allow the
staff to work in the sorts of conditions that the
member for Kalamunda thinks are okay
p rov ided t hey are ke pt out of si ght.

MR PEARCE (Armadale- Leader of the
House) 13.24 pm]: I move-

That the House do now divide.
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Point of Order

Mr STEPHENS: The National Party has
been denied the right to put its point of view.

The SPEAKER: l am sorry, the member can-
not take a point of order at this time.

Mr Pearce: I am prepared to give the call to
the member for Stirling, that is fair enough.

Mr MacKinnon: You do not give the call to
anybody, the Speaker gives the call.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! I have just returned
from a conference at which a number of other
Speakers told me that their Houses are only
from time to time as unruly as the behaviour I
have just witnessed. I hope that will be the case
in this I-ouse.

Debate Resumed

The SPEAKER: Is it the wish of the Leader
of the House that I continue with this motion?

Mr PEARCE: No, Mr Speaker. I seek leave
of the House to withdraw the motion.

Leave granted.

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [3.25 pm]: I
thank the Leader of the House for withdrawing
his motion for the House to divide. I think it
was just an oversight on his part, not realising
that the National Party had not spoken on this
motion and put its view. Before continuing
with the meat of my comments, I emphasise
that there is no question that there is
overcrowding in this building and that some-
thing must be done about it. Equally, there is
no question that the dogboxes in the corridor
are visual pollution. It is a question of the pro-
cedure we adopt to correct the problem.

I suggest that this censure motion is prema-
turely before the House. I will read from the
rules relating to the Control and Management
of Parliament House. Rule (2) states that-

The Parliamentary Building is con-
trolled by the Joint House Committee
consisting of four Members from each
House, plus the Presiding Officers as cx-
officio Members.

Rule (5) states that-

Final decision in all matters other than
conduct in the respective Chambers and
Galleries shall rest with the Joint House
Committee.

It is quite clear from those rules that the de-
cisions about what happens in this building rest
with the Joint House Committee which at the
moment has not had an opportunity to discuss
this situation.

The Speaker was absent all last week; the
Joint House Committee will meet tomorrow
and I inform the House that it was my inten-
tion to raise the matter of the construction of
the dog boxes at that meeting. I say again that
the motion is premature, because by debating
this matter now we are trying to deny the Joint
House Committee the opportunity of
discussing what has taken place. It may well be
that the Joint House Committee will agree with
the actions taken by the chairman, the Speaker;
it may be that the Committee will disagree. I
cannot forecast the outcome.

However, let us assume that the Joint House
Committee endorses the actions of the Speaker;
in that case this motion should be a reflection
on the Joint House Committee. That is why the
debate is premature.

It is difficult for me to move for an adjourn-
ment after having spoken to the motion but I
suggest that perhaps one of my colleagues may
choose to take that action. This would allow the
Joint House Committee to debate the matter
before Parliament makes a final decision.

That is the view of the National Party with
respect to this motion; it is my humble belief
that the motion should be adjourned at this
stage until at least after the matter has been
discussed by the Joint House Committee.

House to Divide

MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) [3.28 pm]: I move-

That the House do now divide.

Question put and
following result-

Dr Alexander
M rs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Donovan
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill

a division taken with the

Ayes 27
Mr Hodge
Mr Tom Jones
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mr Peairce
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Taylor
M r Troy
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

ifE1f110
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Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr House
Mr Laurance
Mr Lewis
Mr Lightfoot

Ayes
Mr Thomas
M r Bridge
Mr Read

Noes 21
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
MrWiese
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

Mr Clarke
Mr Schell
Mr Trenorden

trellad

Question thus passed.

Motion Resumed

Question put and
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr House
Mr Laurance
Mr Lewis

Dr Alexander
Mrs Begg
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Burkett
Mr Carr
Mr Donovan
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gallop
Mr~ril
Mrs Henderson
Mr Cordon Hill

Ayes
Mr Clarko
Mr Schell
Mr Trenorden

a division taken with the

Ayes 22
Mr Lightfoot
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
MrT Watt
MT WieSC
Mr Williams

(Tele)

Noes 27
Mr Hodge
Mr Tom Jones
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Tray
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

MrlW-)

Pairs
Noes

Mr Thomas
Mr Bridge
Mr Read

Question thus negatived.

Motion defeated..

STANDING ORDER NO. 164:
AMENDMENT

Motion
MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the

House) [3.35 pmJ: I move-
That Standing Order 164 be amended-

(a) under the heading "IN THE HOUSE"
by deleting the subheading
"APPROPRIATION BILLS-- and
substituting "APPROPRIATION
(CONSOLIDATED REVENUE
FU ND) BI1LLS-";,

(b) under the heading "IN THE HOUSE"
by deleting "unspecified" where ap-
pearing and substituting in each case
-60 minutes" under each of the fol-
lowing subheadings:
(i) "OTHER BILLS-";

(ii) "SUBSTANTIVE MOTION OR
A DIRECT MOTION OF WANT
OF CON PIDENCE-";

(c) under the heading "IN COM-
MIT1EE" by deleting "unspecified"
where appearing and substituting
in each case "60 minutes" under
the subheading "APPROPRIATION
BILLS-DIVISIONS IN THE ESTI-
MATES";

(d) under the heading 'IN COM-
MITTEE" by deleting "periods un-
specified" 'where appearing and
substituting in each case-

"(a) first period.......... 15 minutes

(b) subsequent periods .... 10 minutes"
under each of the following subhead-
ings:
(i) "ITEMS IN THE ESTI-

MATES-";
(ii) "OTHER BILLS-" , and
(iii) "DEBATES NOT OTHERWISE

PROVIDED FOR-".
The purpose of this motion, even though it may
appear complicated on the Notice Paper, is to
reduce the length of time of speeches, which
under the Standing Orders are currently un-
limited in time, to one hour; and to eliminate
the right of Ministers to speak for unlimited
time during the Committee stage of legislation
by reducing that unlimited time to 15 minutes
on the first occasion on which Ministers speak
and 10 minutes on subsequent occasions.
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It is proposed that two major speeches by the
Leader of the Opposition in the course of a
parliamentary session-that is, the lead speech
on the Address-in-Reply and the lead speech on
the Appropriation Bills-would be maintained;
that is, there would be two speeches with un-
limited length.

The reason for this proposed amendment is
to enable the business of the House to be con-
ducted efficiently and at the same time to give
a greater capacity for ordinary members of the
House to have a say in debates. It seems to the
Government that one hour is long enough for
lead speakers on Bills or motions to make their
point comprehensively, and, if past experience
is anything to go by, several times over, and
still give time in the debate for other members
to make a contribution.

At this time when the Government is trying
to not keep staff members in this place after
11.00 pm and to run within established times
rather than get to the stage of legislation by
exhaustion which has characterised this Parlia-
ment in the past it is necessary to have some
constraints on members' speeches in order to
get through the business of the House and still
allow staff to leave at a reasonable time. It is
the case that many other Parliaments have time
constraints which are much harsher than those
of this Parliament. The Government does not
seek to limit members' rights unnecessarily, but
has discussed this matter at some length in its
party meeting and is of the view that one hour
for the lead speech in any matter is sufficient.

MR WATT (Albany) [3.39 pmj: Mr Speaker,
I seek clarification at the outset as to how you
intend to deal with this motion, which contains
four elements. I seek that clarification because,
if members have to consider the motion as a
whole, bearing in mind that a motion does not
have provision for a Committee stage, the Op-
position would have to oppose the whole mo-
tion because it does not support all four el-
ements. However, if it were possible that the
motion could be moved or a vote taken on the
four pants of the question, then the Opposition
would support two of the items and oppose the
other two.

Mr Pearce: Which two items do you support?

Mr WATT: We support (a) and (b). I wish to
go through the four items that appear on the
Notice Paper so the Government will under-
stand our thoughts in those areas and in that
way have a better understanding of why we
have adopted this stance.

Part (a) simply recognises the difference be-
tween the Appropriation (Consolidated Rev-
enue Fund) Bill and other appropriation Bills
that come up from time to time. It is perfectly
reasonable for the debate to be extended on the
Appropriation Bill and Address-in-Reply when
the lead speaker for the Opposition-in this
case the Leader of the Opposition-can range
far and wide over economic and social issues in
the normal and conventional manner.

Part (b) seeks to remove the unspecified time
limit which has previously been available to
both the movers of Bills and motions and lead
speakers for the Opposition. The Opposition
has several reasons for opposing this clause. In
the first place, the Leader of the House wrote to
the Standing Orders Committee on II
February 1987 proposing a number of amend-
ments to Standing Orders. Some were rejected
but one was agreed to. There was a proposal in
relation to Standing Order No. 164 and an
amendment to time limits in the form now
being proposed under this motion. The matter
was discussed at some length and I feel I can
accurately say there was a majority view at that
meeting which suggested there was some merit
in the proposal subject to an arrangement being
made where any member who was to be the
lead speaker for the Opposition on a particular
Dill or motion-if it was considered he would
need more than a 60 minute time limit as
proposed-should be able to go to the Speaker
and say, "I will need more than one hour." The
Speaker would then have a discretion to grant
him that additional time.

It was also agreed and recorded in the min-
utes that the proposal would be discussed with
the various parties and members of the Stand-
ing Orders Committee and placed before the
next Standing Orders meeting, which has not
yet been held. I am surprised and disappointed
that the Minister has seen fit to bring this pro-
posal before the Parliament without having
received the acquiescence of the Standing Or-
ders Committee to his proposal. I am not sure
whether there has been a communications
breakdown, but that was clearly the course fol-
lowed and I am at a loss because it does not
follow the course which the Leader of the
House has taken in the past. I am sure that in
the fullness of time he will explain why he
chose to go it alone and disregard the
recommendation of the Standing Orders Com-
mittee.

The Opposition also believes this amend-
ment is not warranted. I find it difficult to
understand or accept the suggestion of the
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Leader of the House in his introductory
remarks that the motion would lead to a more
efficient management of the time of the House,
because it is comparatively rare for a Minister
to use more than 60 minutes when introducing
a Bill, with the exception of the Appropriation
(Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill.

Mr Pearce: I do not think they ever have.

Mr WATT: It is also comparatively rare for
members' speeches to exceed one hour. Indeed,
if a certain motion or Bill is very complex or
lengthy, a member should be able to go to the
Speaker and the Speaker should have the dis-
cretion to grant him unlimited time, so the situ-
ation would remain pretty much as it is at the
moment. I do not think it is fair for the Speaker
to have that discretion. It needs to be in black
and white. I believe every member should have
the same right which is rarely used or abused.

Certainly, there have been speeches that have
gone on for much longer than one hour, but it
is not common or often. By passing this motion
and amending the Standing Order in this form,
I do not feel we are likely to contribute to a
more efficient management of the House. More
importantly, a lead speaker who is responding
to a motion or Bill might think he or she is able
to respond quite comfortably in less than an
hour, but might suddenly find the matter more
complex than anticipated. The Government of
the day might wish to be niggardly, and its
members might make lengthy and harassing in-
terjections which causes that member to take
much longer than intended. If that did happen,
and the member had not made a prior arrange-
ment with the Speaker for an extension of time
at the end of the one hour limit, there would
need to be a request for that member to con-
tinue his remarks or move for an extension of
time. That is a waste of time. It seems there is
no way this motion could lead to more efficient
management of time. The Opposition opposes
part (b).

I refer to part (c) under the heading of "in
Committee". We feel the arguments are much
the same. I do not believe the time limit during
the Committee stage of the Estimates has been
abused. It is highly unlikely there would be
many circumstances when discussion on Div-
isions in the Estimates would exceed one hour.
If it did, it is fair to say that it should be al-
lowed on behalf of the people because the mat-
ters ought to be aired. Otherwise, it would be
quite competent for the Speaker to rule under
the Standing Orders that a person was waffling-

on and saying absolutely nothing. There is
plenty of opportunity for a competent Speaker
to bring that member into line fairly quickly.

The Opposition supports part (d). There is
no reason why the Minister should be allowed
unspecified periods indefinitely. The time
limits should be 15 minutes for the first period
and 20 minutes for subsequent periods. Obvi-
ously, it would be unwise and foolish to restrict
the number of occasions when a Minister can
speak in Committee. The Minister should be
able to respond to all the matters raised; and
again, it is quite rare, unless a Bill is very
complex, that a Minister should need to speak
for an unlimited time.

When circumstances like that have occurred
in the past we have found ways of getting
around them which have probably made more
of a mockery than what we are doing here.
Someone can always jump up and say, "I agree
with what the Minister has said," and then the
Minister can stand and have another 10 min-
utes. There are more ways of killing a cat than
choking it with cream, just as there are more
ways than this of getting around Standing Or-
ders. I do not know whetherit is competent for
you, Mr Deputy Speaker, or for the Leader of
the House to satisfy my query about how we
should proceed.

Mr Pearce: I think we would have to vote on
the whole motion, because if any element of it
were defeated we would withdraw the whole
thing, because the four bits fit into a package. I
don't care whether they are debated separately
but l don't see any purpose in dealing with
them separately.

Mr WATT: Then whatever the fate of the
motion, several matters are still before the
Standing Orders Committee. I see no real prob-
lem, even were the motion defeated,
recognising that the Standing Orders Com-
mittee might recommend some of the elements
of it, because a subsequent motion could be
brought back to the Chamber.

Adjournment of Debate
MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [3.51 pm): I

move-
That the debate be adjourned.

Question put and negatived.

Debate Resumed
MR ST'EPHENS (Stirling) [3.52 pmj: The

reason I sought the adjournment is that to
some extent I sympathise with the comments
made by the mem ber for Al bany. Th is matter is
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being discussed by the Standing Orders Com-
mittee, and he correctly indicated that a letter
has gone to each member of the committee for
reference back to the partics, and we have not
yet had another meeting of the committee to
which we could report the opinions of our par-
ties. To that extent this motion is prematurely
before the House. I thought it would be better
to adjourn the debate at least until after the
next meeting of the Standing Orders Com-
mittee, when its members would have an op-
portunity to discuss these matters. What is the
point of sending back letters and making pro-
vision for the appropriate discussion, and then
not waiting for the outcome of that discussion?

The National Party has considered this mat-
ter and supports the motion provided pro-
vision is made for a member to comec to an
arrangement with the Speaker prior to com-
mencing his speech when, on the odd occasion,
a member feels he may need more than 60
minutes. In nearly every instance we believe
the time allowed is appropriate and that any
extension of time would generally be a time-
wasting exercise. However, although we recog-
nise that there might be occasions, which we
could not foresee, when a member might want
to request more time, provision should be
made (or this through consultation with the
Speaker rather than leaving the decision to the
House where a decision may be made on party
lines. We are prepared to accept the impar-
tiality of the Speaker to decide whether a memn-
ber's time should be extended. We could accept
the motion, but with that amendment.

Mr Pearce: The Government considered the
letter sent back to me by the Standing Orders
Committee. I was unaware that letters were go-
ing back and another meeting of the committee
was to be held. I put this motion on the Notice
Paper because this matter has dragged on and
on and the House is more than halfway through
the session. Our difficulty with that proposal
was this: It was proposed to have in Standing
Orders a category of time limits which would
apply to things that were abolished. We would
abolish unlimited time but then keep unlimited
times as a spectre, if you like, in Standing Or-
ders as a category of where you could seek an
extension of time. That seemed absurd. You
always have a right of appeal to the Kouse in
the context of requiring extra time, and those
special circumstances can be made beforehand
rather than hopping up and moving a motion
in the way you have indicated. If the House is
prepared to pass this motion today, the
Government will give consideration to any

amendment to cover that and whatever is put
to the Standing Orders Committee at its next
meeting.

Mr STEPHENS: Does that mean the
Gove rn ment will con sider t he word ing of i t?

Mr Pearce: We considered the point of view
put forward by the Standing Orders Com-
mittee, but we didn't agree with it. But if the
committee is to have another meeting to dis-
cuss the matter, we will give consideration to
its recommendation. Passing the motion now
won',t close off that consideration by the
Government.

Mr STEPHENS: I thank the Leader of the
House. On that basis I am prepared to continue
to support the motion.

MR LAURANCE (Gascoyne- Deputy
Leader of the Opposition) [3.56 pmn]: I do not
agree with the deputy leader of the National
Party. I oppose the motion, both for its content
and for the manner in which it has been placed
before the Parliament. The Speaker told us
today that democracy is fragile. He went over-
seas recently to be told that democracy is a very
fragile thing. I agree. But it is also a very
precious thing and it is something that should
be dealt with by the Parliament separate from
the Government.

I am amazed that this motion is before us
and even more amazed that it has been
presented by the Leader of the House. I wonder
what his reaction would have been when he was
in Opposition had we presented such a motion.
I think that he quite rightly would have been
outraged and indignant. Certainly we are and
for the very same reasons that he would have
had.

The Government is responsible for many
things, but the running of Parliament and the
conduct of Parliament are not its responsi-
bility. They are the responsibility of the
Speaker in consultation with the various par-
ties. This is the very reason we have com-
mittees such as the Joint House Committee
and the Standing Orders Committee. These
committees allow matters to be discussed. That
is the only satisfactory way to proceed. It is not
proper for the Government to force its will on
the Parliament when dealing with a matter that
should be decided by all members. The Leader
of the House knows that only too well and I am
surprised that that has escaped his memory on
this occasion.

God forbid that the motion should be
passed, but were that to happen the Leader of
the House should remember when he is next in
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Opposition after February or March 1989 and
when he wants to expound at length on a par-
ticular subject, that it was his Government
which introduced this motion.

The Standing Orders need to be streamlined,
and over time they have been, but always it has
been done through consultation by the Stand-
ins Orders Committee. The lead speaker for
the Opposition, the member for Albany, has
long been a member of that committee and has
previously proposed a number of measures to
streamline the procedures of the House, more
particularly those procedures dealing with
speaking times. Speaking times have been
proscribed year after year. We have not
complained because this has been done by con-
sultation.

Some of the major changes to our Standing
Orders were introduced by the O'Connor
Government. Government members will agree
that Ray O'Connor could not be faulted for the
way he always went to members of the then
Opposition and discussed with them the
changes desired so be implemented. He would
not have proceeded in the way this Govern-
ment is without first consulting with the Oppo-
sition in order to get some measure of accord
on proposed changes. Why is it that the Leader
of the Mouse sees the need to proceed in the
way he is?

We have already explained that the pro-
cedures to be changed have so far not seen the
House unduly delayed. We are even prepared
to accept some of the motion, so it would not
have taken much consultation by the Leader of
the House for him to have moved some of his
motion while accepting that more time for con-
siderat ion was needed on other parts of it.

I must say, in defence of the Leader of the
House. that he has been reasonable in trying to
make changes. He has attempted to accommo-
date the wishes of the Opposition and to have
some accord with it. He knows that a great deal
of tension was caused by his predecessor as
Leader of the House, the member for Morley-
Swan. He had an extremely dogmatic approach
to these matters. If ever someone should have
been charged with trying to use the Standing
Orders for his own gain. it should have been he.
When he became Leader of the House, he tried
to lay down to the House, in a most dogmatic
fashion, how it should run. The present Leader
of the House has endeavoured, on most oc-
casions, to consult with the Opposition. He has
used almost every opportunity to negotiate
alterations to the Standing Orders with the
Standing Orders Committee and this present

motion is most uncharacteristic of him. 1 can-
not understand his moving it. I know the
Leader of the House would vehemently oppose
this motion if he were in Opposition. He can-
not deny that.

By changing the Standing Orders, we have
already resolved to lessen the time allowed for
second and subsequent speakers in debates.
However, 1 believe there is good reason for
allowing the lead speaker on a matter to have
unlimited time. That Standing Order is rarely
abused even though the lead speaker has an
opportunity to abuse it. I cannot recall anyone
on this side speaking for an inordinate length of
time. I think Herb Graham held the record
until the former member for Morley-Swan
broke it. He spoke for six hours on one matter.
Members of the present Government did not
have to endure anything like that when we sat
on the Government benches. However, it was
part of the democratic process. He had every
right to utilise that facility available to him and
it is his colleagues who want to remove it. By
any measure of democracy, that is wrong.

We should not forget that a lead speaker on
any mnatter may have a reason for speaking
first. The matter may personally involve him. I
have found that I have been in that position
before today. It was extremely important for
me to lead in one debate because my seal in
this Parliament could have been declared
vacant.

I think it is crazy for the Government to
move these amendments. Circumstances could
arise where a speaker could require more than
30 minutes or even 45 minutes to debate a
matter, but may not wish to speak for longer
than an hour. He may have repeated interjec-
tions made to him from the other side of the
House and therefore circumstances dictating
the length of time he speaks may be outside his
control. These amendments to the Standing Or-
ders would not allow him to speak for a longer
time unless he was granted an extension which
may not be forthcoming because he did not
seek prior approval from the Speaker.

Members opposite know that interjections
are a tactic for disrupting a speaker, particu-
larly if he is speaking on a matter that is sensi-
tive to the Government and which has the
Government on the back foot. It is used to slow
him down. Sometimes members need the pro-
tect ion not only of the Speaker, but also of
unlimited time. If members from the other side
try to shout down a lead speaker, he has the
knowledge that he has unlimited time in which
to accommodate those interject ions. Not one
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member of this Parliament has not used that
political tactic at one time or another. The
Leader of the House has been on both sides of
the equation. He knows that is why we oppose
this motion.

I think that the provision allowing unlimited
time to the lead speaker is one of fundamental
importance. If it is to be changed, it should be
changed by consultation, a point overlooked by
the Leader of the House. I do not believe that
the Leader of the House would act in default of
that normal practice being adopted because he
has done so much in an attempt to accommo-
date the wishes of the Opposition. I believe his
previous record has flown out the window with
this motion. He cannot justify it and hec would
not accept it in Opposition as we do not accept
it now.

We believe that all changes should be made
in consultation with the Standing Orders Com-
mittee. In that way everybody's ideas are
accommodated. Democracy is fragile.

Earlier today we dealt with a motion censur-
ing the Speaker for his handling of matters re-
lating to the Parliament. There was a great deal
of tension in that debate, which tension has
been now carried through to this debate.

We oppose the motion. If there is a vestige of
goodwill and commonsense left in the Leader
of the House, he will withdraw that part of the
motion relating to limited time for lead
speakers. We are not opposed to the whole mo-
tion. The Leader of the House has found us
accommodating in the past. We will agree to
change as long as we are allowed to discuss it.
We believe that, in certain debates, the lead
speaker should have limited time-for
example, in Committee debate on divisions of
the Appropriation Bill. However, we believe
that should also be discussed with the Standing
Orders Committee.

There is no more reasonable member in this
House than the member for Albany. He is a
long-time student of these matters and has been
a long-serving member of the Standing Orders
Committee. He is certainly a very reasonable
person to deal with. If he were not, the Minister
may have some excuse for not discussing this
matter with him and for moving this motion in
the manner he did. However, he cannot say
that he has approached the committee and had
his proposition thrown out. He cannot produce
any evidence to show that what he is
attempting to do has been denied to him by
that committee.

There are tensions enough already in this
place and the Leader of the House is only
adding to those tensions by bringing this mo-
tion before the Parliament today. The Leader
of the House should withdraw the motion and
open the discussions on these and any other
matters it may wish to. It can achieve change in
a sensible way. It is not the responsibility of a
member of the Government to streamline the
procedures of the Parliament; that is a matter
for the House. If the Leader of the House were
on this side of the Chamber he would be the
first to raise this point. I ask him to be consist-
ent and to be fair.

Mr Pearce: I wrote to the Standing Orders
Committee and it substantially supported these
changes, but not completely.

Mr LAURANCE: That is the point made by
the member for Stirling; the Leader of the
House should go back to the negotiating table.
He has not been held up or frustrated in any
way. If he had, he could use that as an excuse.

Mr Pearce: It has been going on for a year.
Mr LAURANCE: It is a fundamental point.

The Leader of the House has achieved other
changes by negotiation and he will achieve
change by going about it in the right way.

Mr Pearce: I have accepted its refusal to sup-
port a range of changes that I thought were
sensible. I have amended my proposition for
having a 60 minute absolute limit by including
in it two particular categories which the Stand-
ing Orders Committee brought forward. One
area we did not agree with, as I told the mem-
ber for Stirling-the Cabinet discussed this-
was the question of allowing a phantom group
of speakers to have the Speaker's discretion. I
have given an undertaking that if the Standing
Orders Committee wants to come back with a
further proposition on that, we will look at it.
In fact, we have consulted and we have taken
into account decisions of the committee with
regard to this matter. There is only one point of
issue between ourselves and the Standing Or-
ders Committee and we have given our guaran-
tee to look at that aspect.

Mr LAURANCE: The Leader of the House
has decided to move unilaterally and to bring
this matter before the Parliament before
completing negotiations. There would be some
reason for his decision to do so if he had been
frustrated in any way. It may well be that the
Standing Orders Committee 'is right; the
Leader of the House cannot assume that he is
automatically right in this matter. It is a matter
for the Parliament, not for the Government.
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Mr Pearce: This House of Parliament will
shortly vote on what it wants to do.

Mr LAURANCE: And the Government will
use its numbers to succeed. This only adds to
the tensions. There is no need for the Leader of
the House to follow that route: there is another
way. In the past the Leader of the House has
shown that he prefers that alternative way and
he has received our acclamation for doing so.
However, the Leader of the House loses it on
this occasion because he has decided to move,
of his own whim and accord, without getting
that approval. For what reason? Why does he
want to add to the tensions already existing in
this place when he can quite easily achieve
change after consultation, and with reasonable-
ness between the partics. We are prepared to be
reasonable but we do not like being trodden on
in this manner. We are standing up not only for
our rights but for the present Government's
rights after March 1989 when the Labor Party
will be in Opposition.

When the Government members are in Op-.
position again they will not like this imposed
upon them and we believe it is our responsi-
bility as an Opposition to make the loudest
possible protest about being stood over in this
manner.

The Leader of the House should seriously
rethink what he is trying to do.

MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [4.13 pmj: I ac-
knowledge the spirit of this motion, and, there-
fore, will be very brief. I would like to convey
one main thought to the Leader of the House.

I do not think anyone wants to have lengthy
and filibustering speeches and no-one supports
repetitions and the unnecessary using of time. I
go. however, one step further than the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition; I do not think it is
pro~per that the Government of the day-
whichever political side it is on-should
change Standing Orders by using its numbers
and its majority.

The Standing Orders should be changed
when, via the Standing Orders Committee,
there is not only consultation but also a consen-
sus between the two sides. That does not mean
I want to deny the Government its right with
its majority. If the Government of the day can-
not achieve something by consensus, it should
revert to what the Government has done in the
past; that is. propose changes by way of
sessional orders. Such sessional orders will not
entirely change Standing Orders but they will
achieve the same objective from the point of
view of the Government. The changes are in

place for as long as the Government has the
majority and it can force those changes
through. This achieves the Government's
objectives without changing the printed Stand-
ing Orders which, as the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition said, should be genuinely dealt with
by the Parliament.

Going into the details of this motion, it has
been said, and I agree, that very seldom is the
one hour limit exceeded or does the speaker
with unlimited time use more than one hour.
However, there are occasions when more time
is essential. Those occasions will probably oc-
cur at the responding stage. If a Minister's sec-
ond reading speech has been prepared by pro-
fessional people in the department who under-
stand the subject, it is hard to imagine that one
matter could require an explanation which
would take more than an hour. I am referring
to legislation such as the Minister for Water
Resources will be introducing which deals with
enormously detailed information. When a re-
sponse is made, whether it is by the lead
speaker of the Opposition, who wants to take
every point into consideration, or by the appro-
priate Minister who closes the debate, that ex-
tra time may be warranted.

I do not think the Leader of the House was
here on an occasion when the present Deputy
Premier asked that my time be extended when,
as Minister, I replied to the debate on the
mining Bill.

Mr Pearce: I was here when it happened.
Mr MENSAROS: That was a genuine request

because the House wanted to hear my response
on every argument raised during that very
lengthy and 'fairly heated debate. I was
endeavouring to do so but could not in the 45
minutes allocated. There are times when there
is a genuine need for extra time to reply to
questions raised.

The only people who will win in this place
are those who will introduce real debate.
Unfortunately, there is very little real debate in
Parliament: first of all, there is almost never an
inductive argument;, it is always deductive ar-
gument in that the Government having arrived
at a conclusion, builds up an argument to sup-
port the conclusion. Secondly, the argument
may go down well with the Press, depending on
the flair of the speaker, and his language and
elocution. There is no real argument in the en-
tire debate.

I ask the Leader of the House very honestly
and sincerely: if he were asked to adjudicate a
debate involving 14 year old students in a de-
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bating society, would he accept the arguments
put forward in this place not long ago that the
House Committee had already made a decisionregarding the recently erected eyesore dog
boxes, when it recommended large extensions
to Parliament House worth millions of dollars?
I would be surprised and, indeed, disappointed
if he would accept that as an adjudicator. It is
no debate, it is a question of using the language
to the best of one's capacity and using some
adjectives, which obviously will get some pub-
licity if they are extreme. We must get away
from this tendency.

The Opposition opposes this motion because
it was not achieved by consensus. The Standing
Orders are very important and they should
only be changed by proper consensus. If the
Government of the day, which after all has
been elected and has the majority, wants to
make changes, it should use the vehicle of the
sessional orders which will last only for the
time it is in power.

MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) [4.19 pmj:
I have one or two comments to make in respect
of this motion. For nine of the 16 years I have
been a member of this House I have been either
a member of the Standing Orders Committee
or chairman of it. For six years as Speaker I
was chairman and during the three years prior
to that. I was a member. During the whole of
that time no amendments were made to the
Standing Orders unless recommendations came
from the Standing Orders Committee. No
changes that did not have 100 per cent support
of the members of the Standing Orders Com-
mittee occurred during those nine years.

I am of the view that if we allow Govern-
ments, or if Governments choose-because we
cannot stop them if they choose-to amend the
Standing Orders simply because they feel they
should be amended, this place will degenerate
to an absolute farce. The Government has the
numbers and can win the day, but Govern-
ments over the years-certainly over the 16
years I have been here-have chosen not to
force their wills On the members of this place
when it comes to the Standing Orders under
which we operate. I appeal to the Minister to
withdraw his motion and allow the proposals to
go back to the Standing orders Committee.
Only if the committee comes back with a firm
recommendation should the matters be put to
the House by way of motion. Commonsense
dictates that that should be the case.

I would like the Minister to point to the cir-
cumstances which have given rise to his bring-
ing this motion to the Parliament in the first

place, or indeed referring the matter initially as
he did to the Standing Orders Committee. I
cannot think of anything which has occurred in
the lime this Government has been in office
which could give rise to a wish to amend the
Standing Orders in the way the Government is
attempting.

I have been a member of this place when
unlimited time has been not a luxury but a
necessity to deal with some of the complex
issues which have come before the House. The
abuses of unlimited time could be counted on
the Fingers of one hand. With respect to the
number of times a Minister has responded to a
debate in committee, on countless occasions it
has been an absolute necessity that the Minister
in charge of a Bill has the opportunity to speak.

I draw attention to some of the controversial
and complex pieces of legislation introduced
during the time of the Court Government. For
pant of that time I was Chairman of Com-
mittees and chaired debates. I can remember
one Bill, the Electoral Act Amendment Bill,
when I went into the Chair about 4 o'clock one
afternoon and was still there at 4 o'clock the
following morning. That was 12 hours, and we
were debating essentially the same clause. On
that occasion the Minister had used his three
shots in the early part of the debate and under
the provisions would have been mute for the
rest of those 12 hours.

That would be an absolutely intolerable situ-
ation. It is essential that the Standing Orders be
not amended in that respect.

Returning to my original point, I appeal to
the Minister, who is not an unreasonable per-
son, to withdraw the motion, or at least accept
an adjournment and allow the Matter to go
back to the Standing Orders Committee.

We have already had a debate in this place
today about the actions of the Speaker with
regard to his assessment of his powers. Hard on
its heels we have the Government trying to
wield its authority over the rest of this House
in a way which is not conducive to the smooth
running of the Parliament. If we cannot amend
our Standing Orders by mutual consent, we are
headed for a disastrous situation. it is wrong in
principle for a Government to use its numbers
to amend the Standing Orders. Taken to its
conclusion, a Government drunk with power
will usurp the rights of the Opposition in a way
which is unfair and undemocratic.
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MR PEARCE (Armadale-Leader of the
House) [4.25 pm]: The Government is not try-
ing to ride roughshod over the wishes of mem-
bers or anything like that. Illis not seeking to
act in this matter without consultation.

I raised the question last year. not much later
than at this stage of the year, about a range of
reforms which in my view would assist the ef-
ficient operation of the House without im-
pinging upon the rights of members or the very
important democratic way in which the House
operates.

I wrote to the Standing Orders Committee
with a range of propositions. The committee
replied, dealing with a range of issues, some of
which did not go far enough, and some to
which we were totally opposed. One matter
which is important gives all members a chance
to participate in debate instead of a debate be-
ing dominated by a very lengthy first speech
and other members not being able to exercise
their rights effectively because of the late hour.
or because members are generally fed up. or
because the Opposition wants to move on from
that private member's business to another.

The capacity of members to speak on mo-
tions was being restricted by lengthy speeches
by a small number of members. The Standing
Orders Committee replied saying it would sup-
port that proposition with one proviso, and
that is the proviso that I have announced to the
House. There would be the capacity to go to the
Speaker and enter into an - arrangement with
regard to that former category of motions
where there were time limits which would dis-
appear from the Standing Orders and an
exemption would have to be obtained in those
circumstances.

As I indicated by way of interjection to the
member for Stirling, that did not seem to me to
be a very clever way of going about things.I
raised it subsequently with the Cabinet, and the
view there was the same as mine. I was un-
aware of further discussions going on in the
Standing Orders Committee, so I put this mo-
tion on the Notice Paper in the belief that if
members of the Standing Orders Committee or
members of the House were unhappy with the
line being taken, the most they would seek to
do would be to move an amendment to add
that proviso which the Standing Orders Com-
mittee wanted to put on this motion: that is to
say that there aught to be a capacity to go to the
Speaker for an exemption of certain categories
of time limit.

I did not believe that that proposal would be
the subject of the kind of attack we have seen
today.

I have indicated further to the member for
Stirling, since that amendment has not been
moved, that if the Standing Orders Committee
wants to come back with that amendment.
members on this side of the House will give
that proposal serious consideration.

In seeking to do the right thing by writing to
the Standing Orders Committee and raising
this matter, I do not believe that I or any other
member of the House should have his position
pre-empted by the Standing Orders Com-
mittee. I am asserting that right not as a Minis-
ter but as a member of the House. If any mem-
ber were to write to the Standing Orders Com-
mittee and seek a change to the Standing Or-
ders of the House, and the Standing Orders
Comm ittee was not prepared to agree to that
proposition, that would not pre-empt the right
of any member to try his luck in the Kouse.
However, I accept it is much better to work
things through the Standing Orders Committee
if possible with a consensus about the way
things should operate, and that is what I have
done.

Equally, I do not believe that only the Stand-
i ng Orders Committee has a capacity to change
the Standing Orders in this place. On the basis
that the Standing Orders Committee agreed
with the substance of this motion, and wanted
only one proviso which I have not been pre-
pared to attach to it, the House should be pre-
pared to support the substance of the motion,
and subsequently, if the Standing Orders Com-
mittee seeks to insist on that proviso, the com-
mittee itself has the capacity to put that proviso
before the House by way of a further amend-
ment to the Standing Orders; or the matter can
be referred directly to me or to other members
of the Government to see whether an agree-
ment to that proviso can be reached.

Mr Thompson: The Standing Orders Com-
mittee is a committee of the Parliament, not a
committee of the Government. The normal
procedure is that where any member, including
a member of the Government, wants to suggest
an amendment, that suggestion goes to the
Standing Orders Committee; the next action is
that the Standing Orders Committee may or
may not bring a recommendation to the Parlia-
ment.

Mr PEARCE: What if it does not? Does that
mean the member, by writing to the Standing
Orders Committee, loses his right?
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Mr Thompson: Your members hold the ma-
jority of seats on the Standing Orders Com-
mittee. so you should leave it for the Standing
Orders Committee-with your dominance so
far as representation is concerned-to deal
with it. What you have done here is simply
Usurp the role of the committee.

Mr PEARCE: 1 do not accept that that is the
case. Clearly, with Government members
having a majority on the Standing Orders
Committee, the Government has the capacity
to decide, if it wants to apply discipline, the
results that come from the committee.

Mr Laurance: Why use the numbers in the
Parliament?

Mr PEARCE: Because in my view it would
be improper, if not unwise, to use the numbers
on the Standing Orders Committee.

Mr Thompson: In point of fact, it does not
work that way. When people get on to these
committees they look at it from the point of
view of what is good for the Parliament, rather
than what is good for the Government.

Mr PEARCE: And so they should; I do not
have any objection to that. I have not raised
this matter, nor even lobbied any member of
the Standing Orders Committee, whether from
the Government or the Opposition, on this
matter. There has been substantial agreement
on this matter within the Standing Orders
Committee. Instead of forthright opposition of
the kind expressed by the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, the only difficulty the Standing Or-
ders Committee had with this was one proviso;
namely, that the members thought people
ought to be able to go to the Speaker and obtain
an exemption from the Standing Orders with
regard tooa category of ti me i mits wh ich would
then disappear from the Standing Orders. That
seemed to be bad in principle for two reasons.
The first is that I do not know that the Speaker
ought to have a right to determine that an indi-
vidual member's speech can be lengthy in some
categories but not in others.

Mr Thompson: Why is that?

Mr PEARCE: Because there are many other
members who may run out of time on complex
issues-those who are further down the track
than the lead speaker. Why should their rights
be less than those of the lead speaker? They are
still members of the House. That is the basis on
which I was not prepared to agree to that pro-
viso, and why I put it forward in this form.

Mr Stephens: It really applies only to two
situations; namely, where you are bringing in a
Bill or a sta nd ing mot ion.

M r PEARCE: But that is almost every case.

Mr Stephens: But you are talking about
rights of reply, and so on.

Mr PEARCE: I understand that.

Mr Thompson: Where have the abuses been
to justify your action?

Mr PEARCE: This was part of a range of
measures I put forward to make the House
operate in a more efficient way, in my view. In
fact, we have consulted with the Standing Or-
ders Committee, and of the total package I put
forward this was the single item on which there
was a substantial measure of agreement, and I
put it forward in that context.

Mr Thompson: You are trying to be helpful?

Mr PEARCE: I am trying to be helpful, and
if members feel that there are amendments to
this motion that can be brought forward, the
processes of the Mouse enable them to do so.

Question put and a division taken with the
following result-

Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bryce
Mr Brian Burke
M r B urkett
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Mr Donovan
Mr Peter Dowding
Mr Evans
Dr Gal lop
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill

Mr Blaikie
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Cash
Mr Court
Mr Cranie
Mr Grayden
Mr Hiassell
Mr Laurance
Mr Lewis

Ayes
Mr Thomas
Mr Bridge
Mr Read

Ayes 30
Mr House
Mr Tam Jones
Dr Lawrence
M r Marlborough
Mr Parker
Mr Pearce
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Mr Tray
Mrs Watkins
Dr Watson
Mr Wiese
Mr Wilson
Mrs Buchanan

Noes IS
Mr Lighifoot
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Pairs
Noes

MrClarko
M r SchellI
Mr Trenorden

me/er)

(Teller)

Question thus passed.
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SUPERANNUATION AND FAMILY
BENEFITS AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-

ister for Labour. Productivity and Employ-
ment) [4.38 pm]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill amends the Superannuation and Fam-
ily Benefits Act 1938 and is introduced in con-
junction with the Government Employees'
Superannuation Bill 1987.

The introduction of new superannuation ar-
rangements for Government employees, by the
latter piece of legislation, requires a number of
amendments to the existing legislation. In ad-
dition, the opportunity has been taken to cor-
rect a glaring anomaly in the design of the old
State pension scheme.

The primary purpose of this Bill is to give
legal effect to the Government's administrative
decision to close the State pension scheme. in
addition, the Bill-

transfers the assets, liabilities, and
records of the State Superannuation Board
to the Government Employees' Super-
annuation Board established under the
Government Employees' Superannuation
Bill 1987;

provides transitional arrangements to
ensure continuity of staffing, agreements,
and so on, in establishing the new
superannuation scheme;

protects the rights of subscribers to the
provident account and members of the
Hospitals Superannuation Scheme to
transfer to the old State scheme, although
only for a six-month period after the corn-
mencement of this Act

protects the rights of contributors to the
provident account, who are unable to join
the pension scheme for medical reasons, to
be able to join the scheme at any time in
the future provided they meet the medical
standards; and

requires contributors of the pension
scheme to purchase their primary unit
entitlement or pay five per cent of salary,
whichever is the lesser cost, or forever
forgo the opportunity.

In respect of this last amendment, under the
existing arrangements an employee can elect to
subscribe to a minimum number of units in the
pension scheme until approaching retirement,

then become fully subscribed. This is an
anomaly in that it effectively deprives the State
of the employee's contributions until he or she
approaches retirement, and this is contrary to
the practice of good financial management and
planning. So as to alleviate any potential ad-
verse impact, it is proposed to phase-in this
arrangement over a 12-month period com-
mencing I January 1988. Notably, this particu-
lar amendment has been endorsed by the Civil
Service Association.

Importantly, the rights of members of the old
scheme who have limited benefits due to ill
health or other reasons will be fully protected.
These members will still be allowed to purchase
their unit entitlement in accordance with
existing provisions.

This Bill also provides for the interest
component of the transitional offer to members
of the old scheme to the new scheme which is
established by the Government Employees'
Superannuation Bill 1987 to be funded from
the indexation account. This effectively returns
some of the surpluses earned on the old fund to
the transferring members.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by
MacKinnon (Leader of the Opposition).

Mr

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
SUPERANNUATION BILL

Second Reading

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-
ister for Labour, Productivity and Employ-
ment) [4.43 pm]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill establishes a new superannuation
scheme for Government employees and is
introduced in conjunction with the
Superannuation and Family Benefits Amend-
ment Bill 1987.

Members will recall that in the Premier's
economic statement of 24 June 1986, he
announced the closure of the State pension
Scheme, the reason being that the potential un-
funded liability of the scheme was $5 billion,
an amount beyond the capacity of the State's
taxpayers. In addition, it has long been
recognised that the State pension scheme-
which was designed in the 1930s-is inappro-
priate for today's workplace. This is made evi-
dent by considering that prior to the closure of
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the scheme only about 35 per cent of Govern-
ment employees elected to join the scheme.
Reasons for this include-

the scheme was a complex, unit-based
scheme not readily understood by
potential members;,

the scheme discriminated in favour of
higher income earners; in particular, be-
cause there was no opportunity to convert
the majority of the pension to a lump sum,
the scheme was unattractive to those who
would otherwise be entitled to a social se-
curity pension;

the scheme was discriminatory between
the sexes;,

the scheme denied access to part-time
employees; and

the scheme had no vesting or
preservation provisions, so that an em-
ployee would be entitled to a benefit only
if he or she retired while in Government
service after having at least seven years'
service;, for this reason, women, in particu-
lar, were disadvantaged and discriminated
against.

These characteristics illustrate and highlight
the deficiencies in the State pension scheme
and support the introduction of completely
new superannuation arrangements.

Indeed, the previous Government had
undertaken initiatives to reform the scheme.

This Bill and the new arrangements are a
landmark which will stand the test of time as
one of the Government's most lasting and
substantial achievements. The design of the
new scheme meets the dual requirement to con-
trol and diminish a legacy of a massive un-
funded liability on the taxpayer, and the need
of the work force for a more flexible, modern
and relevant superannuation scheme.

In essence. there are five major aspects to
this Bill. These are-

the establishment of a new
Superannuation Board;

the establishment of a new public sector
superannuation scheme;

a transitional Offer to members of the
old State pension scheme;

the settlement of the three per cent pro-
ductivity claim: and

the provision (or certain Government
departments and agencies to concurrently
fund their employees' membership in the
new scheme.

The Bill provides for the establishment of a
new seven-member board to oversee the new
fund. The board will be composed of an inde-
pendent chairman appointed by the Governor
on the recommendation of the'Treasurer after
consulting with the unions, three employer rep-
resentatives, and three elected employee rep-
resentatives. This new board will supersede the
old State Superannuation Board and undertake
responsibility for the management of both the
new and old funds.

Membership of the new superannuation
scheme continues to be voluntary. The scheme
provides for lump sum benefits which are
guaranteed by the State. An employee can elect
to contribute three per cent to seven per cent of
salary, with a maximum average of five per
cent-that is, where an employee contributes
three per cent or four per cent, the contribution
rate can later be increased to six per cent or
seven per cent to make an average maximum of
five per cent. In respect of benefits, for a five
per cent contribution rate an employee will re-
ceive an end benefit of 20 per cent of final
average salary for each year of contributory ser-
vice; in other words, one year's salary for every
five years' membership.

Significant features of the new scheme are
the vesting and preservation provisions. After
two years' membership of the scheme, an em-
ployee will be able to preserve the accrued ben-
efit on resignation. This benefit will then be
indexed at CPI plus one per cent and paid at
age 55 or earlier death or disability.

For the Government, the new scheme is less
expensive than the one it replaces. The maxi-
mum cost per employee is about 12 per cent of
salary compared to a maximum cost of 25 per
cent of salary under the old pension scheme.
Reform of the old State pension scheme has
also been an integral part of the Government's
policy in respect of introducing more flexible
working conditions in the public sector.

For the employee, the new scheme offers a
number of advantages. It is simple and easy to
understand, compared with its predecessor
which was a complex, unit-based scheme not
readily understood. The lump sum is also an
attraction. Female employees are particularly
advantaged. Very few women actually received
a benefit under the old scheme as they had to
retire in Government service. Under the new
arrangements women, and men, are able to pre-
serve a benefit after two years. In addition,
part-time employees, a significant percentage
of whom are women, will also be eligible for
membership in the new scheme. Because of its
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attractiveness, it is envisaged that employee
participation in superannuation will increase
significantly.

Included in the Bill is a transitional offer to
members of the old pension scheme. The offer
has been made for two reasons-

first, to provide members of the old
scheme with access to the benefits of the
new scheme; and

secondly, there are significant savings to
the Government in transferring employees
out of the old pension scheme to the new
scheme.

The offer is-
credit of past contributions in the old

scheme indexed at 10 per cent per annum
for each year of past contributory service,
and

a defined benefit of 12 per cent of salary
for each year of past employment service.
this benefit being based on a five per cent
contribution rate in the new scheme.

The transitional offer is open for only six
months after the commencement of this Act.

As stated when introducing the Super-
annuation and Family Benefits Amendment
Bill 1987, it is proposed to meet the cost of the
10 per cent interest component from the
indexation account.

Because the transitional offer will allow retir-
ing employees in the old scheme to transfer and
cash out in the new scheme, the transitional
offer will have a significant cash cost to the
Government. To illustrate the magnitude of
this cost, assuming 50 per cent of members of
the pension scheme transfer, the additional
cash cost to Government is estimated to be in
the order of$S15 million per year in real terms
for the first seven years. However, it is
intended to meet this cost initially firom the
fund itself. The Consolidated Revenue Fund
will repay this commitment, together with
interest, at a later time.

After the first seven years, the additional
cash cost of the new arrangements is estimated
to wind down and, by the year 2000, net
savings should begin to appear, which will be-
come substantial in the following years.

Importantly, the average liability of the State
for each employee transferring to the new
scheme will be less than one~half of the existing
liability accrued under the old scheme. For this
reason, the outstanding superannuation liab-
ility of the State should be significantly reduced
by the transfer offer. In addition, the future

service liability of transferring members will
accrue at only one-half the rate that it would
have accrued under the pension scheme for full
contributing members.

Within the context of introducing the new
scheme the Government has taken advantage
of a unique opportunity to settle the three per
cent productivity claim. If the Government
were to settle the three per cent productivity
claim by paying cash into a separate
superannuation fund, as has occurred in the
private sector, the additional cash cost would
be $72 million per annum, of which $60
million would impact on the Consolidated
Revenue Fund. The agreed outcome represents
significant cash and salary savings to the
Government. This is because the three per cent
benefit is to be paid only as a defined benefit
on retirement. It is estimated that the cash cost
to the Government will only be of the order of
$8 million in the first five years.

The Bill provides for the three per cent ben-
efit by distinguishing between contributing and
non-contributing employees. For contributing
employees who resign and do not elect to pre-
serve their accrued benefits, the three per cent
benefit will be set aside for each year of con-
tributory service and paid on age 55, and
indexed at CPI plus one per cent. If the em-
ployees remain in the scheme they will receive
just the normal benefit of 20 per cent of salary
per year for the five per cent contribution rate.

Non-contributing members-that is, em-
ployees who choose not to pay into the Fund-
are able to apply to the fund from I January
1988 for the three per cent benefit. For these
people, a defined beniefit ofO0.033 of Final aver-
age salary for each year of membership will be
paid on age 55 or early retirement. It has been
accepted by the union movement that em-
ployees who remain in the old scheme will re-
ceive no additional benefits and will not be
able to apply for the three per cent benefit in
the new scheme.

The only concession the Government has
made in settling the three per cent claim has
been to pay the benefit to non-contributing
members from I January 1988 rather than in
two lots of 1.5 per cent spread over two years.

Because of the affordability of the new
scheme, it is proposed that a number of depart-
ments and agencies concurrently fund their em-
ployees' membership in the new scheme. These
departments are listed in schedule 1, pan B of
the Bill. This list can be added to or subtracted
from by regulation.
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I am sure members will applaud this signifi-
cant step taken towards concurrently funding
the superannuation liability of the State as it
accrues. This would not have been practicable
if the old pension scheme remained in place.

In addition to these five major aspects. I
would like to comment on the investment
powers provided for by the Bill. The Bill gives
the new Superannuation Board investment
powers similar to those prevailing in other pub.
lic sector funds recently established. Legis-
lation governing the old scheme imposed
restricted investment powers on the board.
However, these restrictions were effectively
circumvented by the decision taken in 1982 for
the Superannuation Fund to purchase a wholly-
owned investment trust through which to di-
versify its investment portfolio. The invest-
ment powers provided for in this Bill reflect the
investment powers that have, in recent time,
been extended to a number of public sector
superannuation schemes, most notably the
Commonwealth scheme.

The Bill requires the board to obtain the ap-
proval of the Treasurer in undertaking its in-
vestment powers. In this respect, provision has
also been made for the board to be able to
appoint external investment managers, again
subject to the Treasurer's approval. It is a com-,
mon practice in the superannuation industry
for professional and expert investment man-
agers to be appointed to manage
superannuation funds, In the public sector this
already lakes place in other funds, and the
Government believes the option should be
available to this fund.

The operations of the board, including its
investment performance, will be reported upon
to the Parliament as required under the
Financial Administration and Audit Act.

In conclusion, this Bill contains fundamental
measures aimed at alleviating the long-term
burden on the State's taxpayers imposed by the
State pension scheme. It is essential to
maintaining the health of the State's finances
for future generations. The Bill also provides
for a long overdue reform of public sector
superannuation arrangements. The proposed
reform measures offer significant benefits to
the Government work force. indeed, this Bill is
the result of extensive negotiations between the
Government and the public sector unions, and
the proposals have their endorsement.

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

MacKinnon (Leader of the Opposition).

LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT
DILL

Second Reading

MR CARR (Geraldton-Minister for Local
Govern ment) [4.54 pm]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill seeks to amend the Local Government
Act in 17 different subject areas. Local govern-
ments have been seeking many of these amend-
ments for quite some time, and it is desirable
that the Bill be dealt with during this parlia-
mentary session.

Members would be aware of my recently
announced intention to Commence a Complete
rewrite of the Local Government Act. This is a
long overdue project which I expect to be
commenced later in the year by the Depart-
ment of Local Government in consultation
with the local government associations. The
current Act is a most unwieldy document
which continually requires lengthy amend-
mnents, as is demonstrated by the Bill I am
introducing today. It is proposed that a new
Act will include the concept of general com-
petence powers for local governments and the
necessity for the present format of very
detailed legislation should be reduced.

The Bill is in keeping with Government pol-
icy to provide local governments with more
autonomy and wider powers. The principal
matters included are wider powers to provide
human services, a discretionary power to pay
allowances to members, wider use of infringe-
ment notices for minor offences, the power to
set certain fees and charges by resolution,
power to regulate parking for the benefit of the
disabled, and the constitution of the three local
government associations in the Act.

Members would remember that in late 1985
the Government attempted to have the Local
Government Act amended to make it clear that
local governments have the power to provide
welfare services which they consider desirable
for their districts. It has always been the case
that local governments have been called upon
to assist State and Federal Governments in the
implementaion of their welfare programmes;
and where particular local needs have not been
met by those spheres of Government, some lo-
cal governments have provided additional
community services. The proposed 1985
amendment was unfortunately rejected by the
Legislative Council, and the Government again
seeks to amend the Act in this area, as has been
requested by numerous local governments.
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Members will find that there is support from
the local government associations for this long
overdue amendment.

The amendment also follows from
recommendations made in a recent task force
report prepared for the Local Government
Ministers Conference. The report,
"Community development, human services
and local government", which incidentally has
been accepted by all Local Government Minis-
ters in all States, proposes that respective local
government Acts be amended to allow local
governments to support human service activi-
ties. It is further proposed that each State de-
velop a policy and funding framework for local
government involvement in this area, and this
is a matter which I will be pursuing with Minis-
ters with associated portfolios.

The amendment in this Bill is more specific
than that previously brought before the Parlia-
ment. The amendment identifies particular
areas where there is increasing pressure on lo-
cal governments to be involved.

As increasing financial pressures are brought
to bear on all levels of government. it is desir-
able that they all should have the ability to
provide these services where the need arises.
Many country local governments are now
finding that the present rural crisis is resulting
in pressure from their communities to become
involved in welfare programmes. Should a local
government have funds that it could direct to
those areas, it would be regrettable if the Act
restricted its ability to become involved.

I believe that this is an amendment deserving
of support from all members. Local govern-
ments in other States have had these powers for
many years, and a denial of them in this State
will certainly be to the detriment of the com-
munities that our local governments serve.

A further matter in the Bill which has also
previously been rejected by the Legislative
Council is the inclusion of a discretionary
power for local government to pay its members
an annual allowance in recompense for the?
many incidental expenses that they incur.
Many councils have expressed concern that the
present system of limited reimbursement for
expenses discriminates against councillors who
do not have independent means to absorb the
various expenses of office. I believe that the
commitment to local government of individ-
uals should not be determined by their ability
to cope with these financial burdens. The pay-
ment of reasonble allowances would encourage
increased community participation and rep-

resentation in local government, giving all
community-minded individuals the oppor-
tunity to carry out the responsibilities of this
important office.

The Bill provides for maximum allowances
to be set by regulation for mayors and presi-
dents. deputy mayors and deputy presidents.
and councillors. It is proposed that these maxi-
mums will be $10000, $3 000, and $1000 re-
spectively; and councils would be free to set
lower amounts if they so desired. The present
power in the Act for a council to pay an enter-
tainment allowance to the mayor or president
is to be removed as this new provision will
cover allowances for that type of expense.

In line with this Government's desire to give
local governments greater autonomy, a new
power is included which will allow councils to
set some fees and charges by resolution, instead
of the current requirement that they be set by
by-law. This will only apply to the setting of
fees and charges for the use of property or
premises vested in or under the care, control.
or management of the council.

Amending by-laws annually to update these
fees and charges is a time-consuming process
for all parties and there is no reason why coun-
cils should be required to obtain the approval
of the Governor every time the amount of the
fee or charge needs to be amended. The
Government recognises that from time to time
a council could set amounts that would not be
in the public interest and to overcome this situ-
ation the Minister will be retaining a power to
amend or revoke a fee or charge that is con-
sidered unreasonable. However, the need to do
this is most unlikely as local governments can
be expected to demonstrate a commonsense at-
titude in setting realistic and reasonable fees
and charges. The key areas covered by this
amendment include fees and charges for the
use of halls and recreational areas, swimming
pools and airports. It is proposed that this
power will be expanded to include other areas
in future amendments to the Act.

The Bill also makes provision for the
Governor to make uniform general by-laws for
councils to regulate parking for disabled per-
sons. Members would be aware of problems in
our community where inconsiderate able-
bodied persons park in bays reserved for the
disabled. It is proposed that the uniform by-
laws will give councils the power to issue in-
fringement notices where such persons park il-
legally in special bays set aside on any land.
The uniform by-law would specify that a dis-
abled person who displays a sticker issued by
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the Australian Council for the Rehabilitation of
the Disabled-ACROD-would be entitled to
park in bays clearly set aside for the disabled. I
believe this to be a long overdue measure to
ensure that disabled persons can go about their
business as best they can without interference
from other people who have little regard for
their disabilities.

The Bill includes a new provision for coun-
cils to issue infringement notices for specified
offences. At present under the Act, infringe-
ment notices can only be issued for litter and
parking offences and local governments have
brought to my attention that there are vari ous
other offences under the Act or by-laws which
could equally be dealt with in this way. The
advantages from the use of this system of en-
forcement accrue not only to the offender and
the prosecuting authority, but also to the court
system.

It is proposed that particular offences will be
identified and then prescribed in regulations.
These will be for offences where there can be
no doubt that a breach has been committed
and there has not been a serious transgression
of the law. Particular areas already identified
by local governments where infringement no-
tices could be applicable include illegal camp-
ing, straying stock offences and some breaches
of building requirements.

A further matter included in the Bill is the
formal constitution of the three local govern-
ment associations in the Act. This has been
done at the request of the associations in line
with similar legislation in other States and I am
pleased to be able to bring this before the Par-
liament. It is a recognition of the important
part the associations play in the operation and
development of the local government system in
this State. The associations have been involved
in the detailed drafting of these particular pro-
visions and they fully support the legislation.

The Bill also includes amendments in several
other areas. These are-

providing a power for electors to pet-
ition for the division of cities and towns as
for sh ires;

allowing absent voting for all extra-ordi-
nary elections;

extending the regulation of street trading
to include hiring;

clarifying councils power to lease land
outside their districts:

removing the involvement of the Sec-
retary for Local Government in the issue
of building stop work orders;

extending certain rights which are lim-
ited to ratepayers to apply to all electors;

in relation to referees appointed under
the Act, to allow the Minister rather than
the Governor to make such appointments
and to include a provision for referees to
be adequately remunerated for their ser-
vices;

allowing councils to determine how
many of their members may attend local
government conferences and have their ex-
penses paid;

removing the requirement that councils
should operate separate parking funds:

including a specific power for descrip-
tions of land, associated with Governor's
orders made under the Act, to be dealt
with by way of miscellaneous plans pre-
pared by the Department of Land
Administration;

allowing councils to make ex gratia pay-
ments or provide benefits where they con-
sider that a person has suffered an injus-
tice resulting from council actions re-
gardless of the legal obligation to do so.

Members will appreciate this amending legis-
lation covens a diverse range of issues which I
am sure will enhance the operation of local
governments.

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

Rushton-
Mr

TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
MR BRYCE (Ascot-Minister for Industry

and Technology) [5.06 pmJ: I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

When I introduced the Technology Develop-
ment Bill to this House in November 1983, I
did so with keen anticipation, believing that
the challenge of technological development
would prove to be both exciting and worth-
while, for those prepared to meet the challenge.

Now. 31/ years later, I am confident that as a
nation, and as a State, we are capable of dealing
with the challenges of technological advance.
One ha: only to note the tone and spirit of
economic debate in this country to realise the
change that has occurred-the catchwords are
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now competitiveness, excellence, innovation
and modernisation, rather than tonnages, tar-
iffs or simple import substitution.

This change in perception has been wide-
spread, and is of course not confined to West-
ern Australia. However, it is instructive to see
how much things have advanced in Western
Australia since the Technology Development
Bill was first introduced to this Parliament.

In 1983, there was no venture capital market
in Perth to speak of-small, local, technology-
based companies were faced with severe cash-
flow problems in their efforts to expand. The
establishment of the Second Board of the Perth
Stock Exchange has now given many local
companies access to finance. In addition, there
are at least a dozen companies in Perth provid-
ins venture capital services.

In 1983. there was an estimated 360
companies in the information technology, or
"IT" industry, employing some 4 200 people.
By 1986 these figures had risen to 530
companies and 6 500 people.

Our traditional reliance on the resource and
agricultural sectors was still very much in evi-
dence in 1983. Now, more than three years on.
it is evident to all that as important as these
sectors are and will continue to be. they cannot
be relied upon solely as the source of the State's
economic wealth.

Depressed world markets and prices have
made us realise that we must diversify into
value-added activity. Our local manufacturing
industries, for so long dependent on supplying
the resource and agricultural sectors, are now
realising the importance of improved quality
and design, better management and work prac-
tices, state-of-the-ant equipment and aggressive
marketing beyond the State's boundaries.

The State Government is not immune from
the need to adapt and change. In 1983, assist-
ance for existing industries was directed pri-
marily at bailing out "industrial welfare" cases.
Decisions were often made, or niot made, on
the basis of little or no systematic information
on industries or market trends.

Today, the situation is very different. The
three agencies established by the Technology
Development Act 1983, in conjunction with
the Department of Industrial Development
which was itself restructured in 1984, have
played a valuable role in providing the leader-
ship, assistance and conditions in which tech-
nological and industrial development can
thrive.

The Technology Development Authority-
TDA-for example, has been instrumental in a
number of important developments. The estab-
lishment and growth of Western Australias
first Technology Park is perhaps its proudest
achievement. The park, since its opening in
1985, now boasts some 30 or more companies
and organisations, with plans for more build-
ings and private development underway.

The TDA. through the Technology Develop-
ment Fund established in 1984, has given sig-
nificant support to a number of local
companies through business planning assist-
ance, through the purchase of essential infra-
structure equipment for local industry and
through a small number of stragetic invest-
ments in local companies to help them through
their early stages of growth. The TDA has also
been responsible for negotiating associated
benefits contracts with those major overseas
companies which have won big State Govern-
ment contracts in the information technology
field.

The Science, Industry and Technology Coun-
cil-SITCO-has been a valuable source of
ideas and advice to both myself as Minister and
to other parts of Government. A number of
recommendations from SITCO have led to in-
itiatives by the Government. These include the
Information Technology Centre-ITEC-in
Belmont, the proposal to establish a science
and technology Centre, and a number of initiat-
ives dealing with university-industry interac-
tion,' including the establishment of the Neville
Stanley studentships scheme, which allows
promising university students to Carry out re-
search projects with local industry.

The Technology Directorate has been the
catalyst for a number of significant initiatives.
Westintech Innovation Corporation, Western
Australia's first management investment
company-or tMlC-achieved that status in
large part thmough the assistance of the Tech-
nology Directorate. The idea and planning for
the concept of establishing Australia's first De-
partment of Computing and Information Tech-
nology-DOCIT-came largely from the
directorate, as did the proposal to establish a
Chair of Biotechnology at Murdoch University.

These examples comprise only a small cross-
section of the achievements of the agencies es-
tablished by the 1983 Act. They are a tribute to
the three agencies, whose combined full-time
staff complement never exceeded 30 in the
time since their inception.
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The decision to restructure DID in 1984 was
a deliberate and determined attempt to give the
department a new direction and a new ethos,
based on the modern isation of existing indus-
tries and the encouragement of new ventures.
The past 21h years have seen DID develop a
number of strategic industry programmes for
the foundry, shipbuilding, defence, agricultural
and mining machinery, electronics, fashion and
food processing industries.

As a result, specific initiatives aimed at mod-
ernising the industries concerned have been
adopted. For example, the Jervoise Bay indus-
trial strip was rationalised and the breakwater
extended, to assist our thriving young ship-
building industry. An extensive programme of
quality control improvement has been
undertaken with firms interested in defence
work. The fashion industry has been helped
with training and marketing needs. A CAD-
CAM facility has been established to assist lo-
cal metal and foundry companies. A number of
important new ventures have been established
through the assistance of the department, in-
eluding the recently announced Rolls-Royce
casting facility and ICI zirconia plant at
Kwi nana.

It has now become clear that DID has
succeeded to the point where it is now working
side-by-side with the other three agencies on
matters involving the application of technology
for the modernisation of existing industry, and
the encouragement and attraction of new in-
dustries. The terms "technology" and
"industry" are no longer separable, if they ever
were. The development of one goes hand in
hand with the development of the other. That
is why the Government decided to consolidate
the industry and technology agencies to pro-
vide a focal point for the development and pro-
motion of the Government's policies in this
field. The decision to amalgamate the TDA,
TD, SITCO and DID has been supported by all
groups concerned, and will achieve formallyt
the integration and cooperation that exists
already.

The Technology Development Amendment
Bill brings the four agencies together to form
the Technology and Industr Development
Authority-TI DA-which has been estab-
lished as a department under the Public Service
Act, headed by a chief executive officer respon-
sible directly to the Minister for Industry and
Technology.

The principal objectives of TIDA combine
those of the existing DID and TDA;, that is, the
modernisation of existing industry and the es-

tablishment of new industries, especially those
based on advanced technologies. In addition,
TIDA will aim to promote technological devel-
opment by encouraging interaction between in-
dustry, academia and Government. In particu-
lar, the transfer of technologies developed in
university laboratories and Government de-
partments to the private sector for
com mercialisation will be encouraged.

The current responsibilities of the TDA for
the development of Technology Park will be
retained in TIDA, as will its broad responsi-
bility for encouraging local technology-based
companies through the Technology Develop-
ment Fund. To maintain close links with indus-
try, unions and the universities, the advisory
role of the TDA Board and SITCO to the Min-
ister will be retained under the new title of the
Technology and Industry Advisory Council.

I now turn to the key provisions of the Bill
itself. The establishment of TIDA as a Public
Service department means that there is no
longer any need for a statutory board to oversee
its operations. Therefore, sections and sched-
ules relating to the TDA Board will be
repealed. However, corporate body status and
powers have been retained, through the Minis-
ter, so that commercial arrangements and the
development of Technology Park can continue
to be pursued. A small number of functions,
adopted from the existing agencies, are added
to the list of functions of TI DA in section 12.

The Public Service Act status of TIDA is
recognised in sections 15 and 16 although pro-
vision is allowed for appointing contract staff
where required. The sections related to the
Technology Directorate will be repealed, and
the functions of that organisation will be
subsumed by TIDA. A number of transitional
provisions are included to ensure that employ-
ment and other contracts already entered into
by the existing agencies are transferred to the
new department. There are also some conse-
quential amendments to other legislation as a
result of the Bill1.

In conclusion, I would stress that if we expect
individuals, companies and other organisations
to be innovative and flexible in order to remain
relevant to today's rapidly changing world,
Governments and their bureaucracies must be
prepared to do likewise.

The changes proposed in this Bill are a logi-
cal consequence of the developments of the last
31h years, and in essence bring forward by 18
months the review process set down in the oni-
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ginal Act. The changes have widespread sup-
port among industry as well as within the affec-
ted Government agencies themselves.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Court.

RETAIL TRADING HOURS BILL

Second Reading

MR PETER DOWDING (Maylands-Min-
ister for Labour, Productivity and Employ-
ment) [5.20 pml: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The object of this Bill is to provide for the
establishment of a stable and viable retailing
environment free of some of the anomalies and
absurdities that permeated the previous legis-
lation. The Bill caters for the seven-day de-
mands of consumers, fulfills the clear
expectation of the retailing majority, and pro-
vides the fulcrum upon which the retailing in-
dustry can develop and expand in unison with
future developments and population expan-
sion.

Preparation of this Bill culminates four years
of intensive investigation and consultation
with the retailing community, participating
unions, and consumers. As circumstance would
have it the extended trading experience of the
America's Cup additionally contributed to the
formulation of the Bill.

On assuming office in 1983 it was clearly
evident to this Government that the trading
provisions within the Factories and Shops Act
required urgent review. Complaints related to
trading hours, weekend markets, the various
classes of shops and the types of goods which
could be sold by exempted and small shops
were received by the Government on a daily
basis.

In December 1983 the Government
appointed Mr E. R. Kelly AM, at that time the
Chief Commissioner of the Western Australian
Industrial Relations Commission, to undertake
a wide-ranging inquiry into the retailing indus-
try in Western Australia. The inquiry reviewed
580 written submissions, received 71 oral
presentations, visited 29 non-metropolitan cit-
ies and towns, and completed on-site dis-
cussion and assessment of parallel trends and
developments nationally and internationally.
The final report from the inquiry was
subsequently tabled in this Parliament in June
1986.

The inquiry recommended that partial
deregulation of the industry should apply from
December 1986 followed by effective total
deregulation in December 1989 and sub-
sequent repeal of all legislative provisions in
1993.

The inquiry additionally highlighted the con-
fusion, apprehension, and dissatisfaction
within retailing and consumer communities as
to the limited range of goods appropriate to
seven-day trading demands.

The released report attracted 876 written
submissions which overwhelm ingly-66 per
cent or 575-substantially rejected the concept
of extended trading hours. A further 238 re-
spondents-27 per cent-indicated acceptance
of extended hours to include Saturday after-
noon subject to certain other conditions being
met.

Following the passage through this Parlia-
ment of the America's Cup Yacht Race
(Shopping Hours) Act 1986, Western
Australian retailers and consumers were, per-
haps fortuitously, exposed to an extended
retailing environment which provided unre-
stricted trading until 5.00 pm on Saturdays.

Surveys conducted during that period clearly
endorsed the views expressed in comment
upon the recommendations of the inquiry into
trading hours. Eight hundred and thirty three
retailing establishments participated in the as-
sessments. Seventy four per cent of all retailers
rejected Saturday afternoon trading beyond the
America's Cup period. A further breakdown of
this data showed this point of view was
expressed by 85 per cent of retailers who would
normally be required to close their establish-
ments from 1.00 pm each Saturday.

The Government was not prepared to ignore
the overwhelming concern and opposition so
clearly expressed. However it recognises the
interests of small business and the need for
greater flexibility in their trading arrange-
ments.

The Bill provides for five specific shop
categories: Shops observing the hours presently
considered normal, those classified shops de-
scribed and certifizated as exempted shops,
small shops, or shops located at passenger
terminals, and shops engaged in the marketing
of motor vehicle fuel. The Government pro-
poses no amendments to the trading circum-
stances of normal shops or motor vehicle fuel
outlets.
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The anomalies of the existing legislation and
the necessity to cater for all consumer demands
on a seven-day basis, in a manner most ben-
eficial to the majority of retailing participants,
was acknowledged and is addressed within this
Bill.

In pursuit of those aims the Bill proposes to
deregulate limitations upon the range of goads
which may be sold by small shops and the
hours during which such businesses may trade.
Simultaneously the recognition factors for
identification of any retailing business as a
small shop will be expanded to include up to
three working partners in a single enterprise
involving not more than three persons at any
time, including at least one of the owners.

The essential criteria for classified exempted
trading conditions will continue to be based
upon an expanded but simplified schedule of
prescribed goods and services. The majority of
shops previously exempted will continue to en-
joy that status; some, however, will find it
financially beneficial and operationally attract-
ive to transfer their seven-day trading practices
to the expanded certificated small shop en-
vironment, wherein stock limitations have
been completely deregulated.

It is recognised that some established
exempted traders will not fulfil the criteria set
down in the schedule of prescribed goods and
services or be in a position to participate in the
small shop environment. Subject to individual
application and consideration of circum-
stances, appropriate arrangements will provide
the opportunity for unhindered continuation of
those established operations for so long as they
are conducted in the manner that was
prescribed and prevailed prior to the coming
into operation of this Bill.

The Bill provides legislative protection to re-
tailers from the possible detrimental effects of
lease or tenancy agreements in circumstances
where individual retailers choose not to avail
themselves of all of the approved trading hours
provided.

The Bill expands and clearly defines the du-
ties of an industry and community-based com-
mittee of review whose task is to advise the
responsible Minister and the permanent head
on trends and developments within the
retailing industry. Significant descretionary
powers for exemption will be vested with the
responsible, Minister, ensuring flexibility and
timely response to future developments or cir-
cumstances.
(dif)

With the evolution of time the value of pen-
alties once considered appropriate for breaches
of trading regulations have been eroded to the
degree that they presently represent merely a
minor additional operating cost for the privi-
lege of attracting an exclusive clientele during
hours when direct law-abiding competitors are
inactive. The penalties proposed within this
Bill are appropriate to the times and clearly
identify the importance with which the
Government views continued breaches of the
legislation.

The Bill will apply to all retailing premises
located south of the 26th parallel of' south lati-
tude.

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

Thompson.

[Questions taken-j
Sitting suspended from 6. 000 to.Z15 pm

BETTING CONTROL AMENDMENT BILL
Returned

Bill returned from the Council without
amendment.

FAMILY COURT AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council, and, on mo-
tion by Mr Peter Dowding (Minister for Works
and Services), read a first time.

GAMING COMMISSION BILL
Second Reading

MRS BEGGS (Whitford-Minister for
Racing and Gaming) [7.20 pm]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second Lime.
This Bill provides for a rationalisation of the
gaming laws of this State into a composite
Gaming Act and incorporates the majority of
the recommendations of the report of the com-
mittee appointed to inquire into arid report
upon gaming in Western Australia.

The report stated that the existing gaming
laws contained many anomalies with conse-
quential problems associated with their en-
forcement, and identified some forms of
gaming which are innocuous and widely prac-
tised, and which should be permitted without
legal restraint. The report also identified other
forms of gaming which the committee found
were so popular that they should be permitted,
but regulated and controlled for the general
good of society.
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A number of reports, including that of the
Gambling Royal Commission of 1974,
recommended that it should not be unlawful
for non-profit organisations to indulge in social
"soft" gaming for the purposes of fundraising.
It also recommended the establishment of a
body "capable of handling all of the new
liberalised areas of gaming as well as some of
the existing legal and supposedly legal gaming
currently being conducted".

This Bill is a reflection of that
recommendation and attempts to amalgamate
under one body all gaming with the exception
of Lotto, Instant Lotteries and standard
lotteries which remain with the Lotteries Com-
mission. The Bill also allows for social gaming
without legal restraint and other forms of
gaming under a permit system.

The Bill deals with gaming and betting con-
nected with gaming but does not include bet-
ting related to horse and greyhound racing
which are covered by the Betting Control Act
1954 and the Totalisator Agency Board Betting
Act 1960.

The Bill creates a four-person gaming com-
mission comprising the Executive Director,
Office of Racing and Gaming, the Chairman of
the Lotteries Commission, an existing member
of the Casino Control Committee and a person
appointed on the recommendation of the Min-
ister. Its composition reflects the administrat-
ive responsibility for the Bill, and some of the
activities and functions that are placed under
its authority.

The Bill provides that, as far as practicable,
the commission will be self-funding. The rev-
enue derived from the administration and en-
forcement of the Act will be sufficient to pro-
vide for its operating costs.

The duties of the commission are to adminis-
ter the law relating to gaming and betting; to
keep under review the conduct, provision, use
and location of gaming and betting fiacilities: to
formulate and implement policies for the scru-
tiny. control and regulation of gaming and bet-
ting taking into consideration the requirements
and interests of the community as a whole; and,
to advise the Minister on any matter relating to
gaming and betting.

In the exercise of these duties the com-
mission will be assisted by-

authorised officers, who are appointed
under the Public Service Act and attached
to the Office of Racing and Gaming;

where appropriate, by local authorities
under powers delegated by the com-
mission; and

police officers.
It is proposed that the commission will liaise
closely with the Commissioner of Police to en-
sure the proper regulation and monitoring of
gaming in the State.

As part of the enforcement provisions, this
Bill provides for an infringement notice for any
offence or class of offence. However, any per-
son so charged has the right to have the matter
determined by a court of law.

Part IV of the Bill deals with the penalties
relating to common gaming houses, unlawful
gaming and cheating and reflects existing pro-
visions-in the Police Act dealing with unlawful
gaming.

Part V of the Bill provides for the lawful
conduct of certain types of gaming provided it
is authorised by a gaming permit, it takes place
on approved premises and does not contravene
any of the conditions imposed by the permit.
All gaming permits may be amended or
revoked by the commission. However, there is
a right of appeal to the Minister against the
amendment or revocation.

The commission will maintain a register of
approved persons and premises to enable appli-
cations to be processed and permits issued
without the need for further checking.

The gaming report paid particular attention
to the problems associated with social gambling
and stated that "there should be no prohibition
on citizens being able to relate socially with one
another by wagering on the outcome of some
form of innocuous activities, such as certain
games of cards, where the stake may be ... the
purchase of the next round of drinks or a sum
of money ... social spontaneous gaming has
always been a normal and harmless form of
leisure activity to a greater or lesser degree,
particularly for people from certain ethnic
backgrounds who play their own traditional
games as panl of their social interaction".

Clause 64 of the Bill covers this area of social
gambling and provides that any gambling
which is spontaneous-even though it may oc-
cur regularly-is not promoted, and for which
no charge is made shall be considered social
gambling and shall not be considered unlawful.
No permit is required for such gambling.

Clauses 65 to 79 deal with soccer football
pools. This is substantially the same as the Soc-
cer Football Pools Act of 1984. This Act is
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currently administered by the Office of Racing
and Gaming and as there have been no
changes, I do not propose to expand on this
part of the Bill.

Clauses 80 to 83 deal with permitted two-up.
This is basically the same as the Race Meetings
(Two-up Gaming) Act 1985. However, there is
one important difference: Whereas the present
Act permits the conduct of two-up only after
race meetings, this Bill provides for the issue of
a permit to conduct two-up anywhere in the
State outside a radius of 200 kilometres of the
Burswood Island Casino;, provided that the
game is not conducted for the purposes of pri-
vate gain.

Provision has been made to allow the com-
mission, in certain circumstances, to issue a
permit where in the opinion of the commission
the recreational and social aspects of the
proposed game are the principal objective.

Clauses 84 to 93 deal with gaming machines
and equipment, and their operation. The Bill
makes unlawful the use of machines commonly
known as poker machines, fruit machines or
roulette machines or any other similar ma-
chine. The commission may in the public
interest and by proclamation prohibit the use
of gaming equipment of a kind which it con-
siders undesirable.

In reviewing existing gaming legislation in
WA, the report recommended that the regu-
lation and control of existing bingo should be
the responsibility of the proposed new body.
The Bill proposes the issue of permits for the
conduct of bingo. There are three types of per-
mits-

a function permit, which is issued for a
particular function on a specified day;,

a permit for a period not exceeding six
months; this permit does not specify the
dates on which play is to be conducted,
and is available only to senior citizens or
pensioners and charitable organisations
who wish to conduct bingo regularly with-
out specific dates; and

a permit of a continuing nature which is
issued for a period not exceeding 12
months and where the days and times of
play are specified.

Responsibility for minor lotteries and raffles
has been transferred to the Gaming Com-
mission and clauses 10 1 to 109 of the Bill give

effect to these recommendations. The Bill auth-
orises the conduct of several types of
lotteries-

a small private lottery for which no per-
mit is required, provided that the whole
proceeds are devoted to the prizes, the lot-
tery is not advertised and it is sold to per-
sons who work or reside at the same place
or are members, or guests, of a body not
connected with gaming, betting or

* lotteries;, for example an office sweep on
horse races;

a standard lottery, for which a permit is
required, but which is not run for private
gain or any commercial undertaking; and

a lottery of a continuing nature in sup-
port of religious or charitable purposes or
the promotion of social welfare including
sports, cultural or public recreational ac-
tivities.

Minor fund-raising activities such as guessing
competitions, number games, raffles, or choc-
olate wheels, if conducted to raise money for
the community or any cultural or charitable
organisation shall be lawful without a permit. A
maximum limit will be prescribed by regu-
lation.

Generally, the Bill is aimed at regulating and
controlling, but at the same time liberalising
some of the archaic gaming laws which will
result in many benefits to the community at
large, including-

opportunities for sporting and other
bona tide non-profit clubs and organis-
ations to engage in fund raising activities;

the proper scrutiny and control of ap-
proved premises and persons engaged in
gaming activities;

the ability of ethnic people and others
who regard gaming as a normal pan of
their way of lire to play their traditional
games lawfully; and

a more effective and permanent control
of illegal gaming.

commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr
Lightfoot.
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OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH, SAFETY AND
WELFARE AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 9 April.
MR THOMPSON (Kalamunda) [7.27 pm]:

I apologise to members of the House and to
those people who have an interest in this legis-
lation that the debate could not proceed last
Thursday, as was planned, because I was un-
well. I also understand that because there was
no other legislation available, the House was
adjourned, so I do not know whether to apolo-
gise or to say that members owe me one. What-
ever the case, I appreciate that the legislation
did not proceed and I have the opportunity to
participate in this debate today.

This legislation was introduced a few days
after I left to go overseas to participate in a
mission which the Minister for Labour, Pro-
ductivity and Employment had organised to
enable a study to be undertaken in some over-
seas countries of industrial relations and train-
ing systems. It has only been in the few days
since I have been back that I have had the
opportunity to look closely at this legislation. I
pay tribute to the members of my party who
have undertaken the very time-consuming and
onerous task while I was away of meeting with
community organisations and doing the necess-
ary leg-work. I particularly thank the members
for Cottesloc. Nedlands, Mt Lawley and East
Melville. along with my upper House colleague,
Hon. Gordon Masters, who was also involved
in that task. There were other members who
participated in that activity, and I thank them
sincerely for the work they have done.

This legislation has had a fairly long ges-
tation period: indeed, this is but the second
part of what will be the three-pronged approach
necessary to complete the package of measures.
It comes to this Parliament at a very interesting
time in terms of industrial relations in
Australia. and one needs to look at some recent
decisions which have occurred and also at the
results of opinion polls to know that a signifi-
cant change is occurring with respect to the way
that labour relations occur in this State. In-
deed. only on tonight's news we learnt that the
Hawke Government has shelved, at least for
the time being, the legislation it intended to
bring to the Federal Parliament. That is a re-
sponse to the significant changes that have oc-
curred.

Increasingly employers in Australia are be-
coming disenchanted with the system of indus-
trial law in this country and have resorted to

other jurisdictions to try to get redress. There
have been three or four significant decisions in
recent times that have had the effect of chang-
ing very considerably the balance that exists
between management and labour. I refer, of
course, to the Mudginberri decision, the Dollar
Sweets decision, and the recent fining by a civil
court of the Plumbers and Gasfitters Union
because it was in contempt of that court.

While I was in Britain it was interesting for
me to note the situation that has been reached
in that country so far as industrial relations is
concerned. I assume that what has happened in
Britain is similar to what is happening here in
Australia, where employers have felt that they
have not been justly dealt with by the tribunals
and courts set up under industrial legislation
and have sought other means of achieving their
ends. That which is occurring in Britain and
which toa large extent has occurred in America
has some overtones for the situation here in
Australia.

I was rather amazed recently when the
mission of which I was a part met the execu-
tives of the Confederation of British Industr.
We were discussing some of the Thatcher
Government's legislation introduced in Britain
in recent times, and it seemed rather strange to
me that the people from the confederation to
whom we were talking were critical of the
Thatcher Government. In fact, I would say
they were probably even saying that the
Thatcher Government was too strong in deal-
ing with the union movement in Britain in the
type of legislation it was bringing to the Parlia-
ment and the type of action it was adopting to
try to curb the militancy of the trade union
movement.

I said to one of the people to whom we were
talking, "it is clear the Labour Party in Britain
is opposed to what Thatcher is doing; it is clear
the unions in Britain are opposed to what
Thatcher is doing; and I take it that you are
also opposed to what the Thatcher Govern-
ment is doing." He said, "Yes, that is the case."
The employers were saying that the Thatcher
Government was going too far. I then asked
him, "How do these people get elected?" It was
a rhtorical question to which I did not expect
an answer; but clearly, what has happened in
Britain is that the people of Britain have had
enough of strong-arm tactics by the union
movement and are applauding Governments
that are prepared to take them on even though
those Governments seem not to have the sup-
port of people they would normally consider to
be allies in that field.
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That same sort of thing is occurring in
Australia. One needs only to talk to ordinary
people in the street to understand that there is
rejection of some of the actions of militant el-
ements within the trade union movement. In-
deed, one need only look at what some em-
ployers are doing to try to get redress from the
actions of militant unions. I believe there is a
strong message for the trade union movement
here in what is occurring not only in Australia
but also in other pants of the world, It is against
this background that this legislation comes be-
fore the House.

It was significant to note that earlier this
evening there were present in the gallery some
people from the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry, from the Trades and
Labor Council, and also from the Minister's
department. Unfortunately they seem to have
left, but I hope they will return. They are the
three principal groups involved in this legis-
lation. As 1 said, the legislation has had a long
gestation period and has been the subject of a
tripartite approach. Clearly, if any legislation
that deals with the working environment is to
succeed it needs the support of those three el-
ements, and principally of two of them:,
namely, the workers and the management. Any
legislation that comes here that tends to put
off'side either one of those two groups simply
will not work. We will watch with interest as
this legislation goes through the Parliament and
ultimately is dealt with in the community.

I would like briefly to look at the history of
occupational health legislation. The manner in
which Australia historically has tried to control
risks and hazards in the workplace was mod-
elled on the British legislation of the 19th cen-
tury. The British legislation at that time was an
ad hoc group of Acts brought about by reaction
rather than pro-action. In 1878 the legislation
was rationalised by the Factories and Work-
shops Act of that year. Australia, Canada, and
other countries'have followed the example of
Britain in the determination of their legis-
lation. While the early law provided their gen-
eral obligations as it developed, particularly
through regulatory means, specific require-
ments were not outlined. It is interesting to
note that the early laws in themselves did not
specify in detail but outlined in general terms;
the detail and absolute requirements were left
to inspectors. What developed was the detail
and, from it, reliance on literal interpretation
of the law: and it evolved that in fact common

law and Workers' compensation law seemed to
have more influence on the way in which
occupational health evolved in that time.

The United Kingdom and Canada applied
the early English, factory-type law for all other
occupational health and safety legislation until
the 1970s. In the 1970s the British Govern-
ment commissioned Lord Robens to examine
the situation with respect to occupational
health, and it was interesting to note that, even
as a result of the Robens committee looking at
occupational health, a plateauing effect oc-
curred in the United Kingdom.

People started to wake up and look at the
way in which occupational health was going
and the establishment of that commission had
a desirable effect. It caused employers and em-
ployees to look at the way it was organised and
the first elements of cooperation and self-regu-
lation emerged. That is the fundamental theme
that runs through Robens' work. H-e found
there was too much law, much of it was unsatis-
factory and unintelligible and there was over-
lapping jurisdiction between those bodies
whose task it was to enforce the law. As a re-
sult, there was a general feeling of apathy in the
day-to-day implementation 'of safety rules and
little interest was shown in the subject. The
recommendations of the Robens committee are
generally acknowledged as providing the im-
petus for change in the occupational health and
safety field.

Governments have seen the potential for
rationalisation, employers have seen the
potential for cooperation and unions have seen
the potential for involvement. Coincidentally
with the Robens commission there was also a
committee established in Canada to look at the
same situation and the same results were
achieved in the examination undertaken there.

It will be recalled that the overriding thrust
of Robens was self-regulation, less law and a
greater degree of flexibility to cope with the
changing world. The question of self-regulation
needs to be given further consideration. In the
view of Robens, any legislation that involves
Workplace safety depends upon the utmost co-
operation between management and labour.
That principle is in part addressed in the Bill
the Minister has brought to the House.

In 1974 the Health and Safety Work Act was
passed in the United Kingdom. That was
brought into effect after the Robens committee
had considered the situation. it brought several
fundamental changes. It applied to people and
not premises. That is a good thing. At present,
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our situation relates not to people but to prem-
ises. Secondly, the United Kingdom Act of
1974 placed general obligations on employers
including manufacturers, -suppliers and im-
porters. Thirdly, it placed general obligations
on employees. That is important. In OUr situ-
ation, up until this time it has been regarded as
the employer's responsibility to have regard for
the safety and health of the people who are in
his charge.

For any safety programme to work it needs
to have a positive input by the people involved
in the day-to-day operations, the people who
get the dint under their fingernails who have to
accept a responsibility for their own safety.

MrT Peter Dowding: That is the boss and the
workers in Western Australia.

M r THOMPSON: Yet. There has to be coop-
eration between the two and an involvement of
the two. Up until this time, there has not been
the same degree of attention directed towards
that philosophy. Fourthly, the United King-
dom experience instituted new techniques of
enforcement by way of the ability of inspectors
to issue improvement and prohibition notices.
Fifthly, it brought the administration and en-
forcement of the Act under one roof. That is
important in our situation because the involve-
ment with safety legislation and regulations in
Australia and this State has been a process of
reaction to situations rather than action
towards getting a better system. What has
evolved in Western Australia has been an ad
hoc arrangement where this department has re-
sponsibility for some parts of safety in the
workplace and a responsibility in another area.
It has been a real hotchpotch, and this and
preceding legislation attempts to bring
occupational health under the one commission.
Hopefully we will see situations develop where
the ultimate can be achieved.

Sixthly, the United Kingdom Act provided
the means to promote a self-regulatory system.
Self-regulation is by far the best way of achiev-
ing an acceptable standard of a safe working
environment. I would hope that th e emphasis
on the administration of this Act will be to
ensure we see the principle followed through.

Having made those few opening comments, I
wish to refer to statistics which the Minister
often quotes. I refer to the horrific cost of
workers' compensation payouts in Australia
and this State. There is no doubt we need to
reduce the number of working hours Jost
through people being injured at work. I am not
convinced that the passage of this legislation

will significantly reduce this incidence. I am
not too sure that all that many unsafe situ-
ations exist in industry at the present time. I
think it is an over-reaction to blame the high
absenteeism and high cost of workers' compen-
sation insurance on unsafe conditions. Indeed,
we nined to look a: the system of compensation
we have.

Mr Peter Dowding: That does not account
for the major difference between the industry
and types of work; for example, in the heavy
engineering area you have premiums running
at 26c in the dollar and in the clerical area the
figure may be 7c. What you are saying does not
take account of the fact that the insurers find a
different level of accident frequency and
seriousness in different industries.

M r THOMPSON: I take the Minister's point
and to a very large extent he is right. However,
I am repeatedly being quoted cases of where
the workers' compensation system has been
abused in Australia. I had one example quoted
to me yesterday of a chap who worked for one
day, booked off with a bad back and has been
on workers' compensation for five months. He
is on 100 per cent of his salary. The man is
financially better off in that situation. He was
travelling from Spearwood to Redeliffe for his
job. He no longer has to undertake that journey
each day or has to maintain a vehicle for the
purpose, whereas previously he needed a car to
travel backwards and forwards. in the view of
the employer, the man is a malingerer. I am not
making a judgment about whether he is but it is
believed by many employers-

Mr Peter Dowding: He could take the em-
ployee to the board and get the matter sorted
out.

Mr THOMPSON: It is not so easy to do that.
There are many people who believe the system
of workers' compensation in this country is be-
ing abused and that it is the system itself which
is contributing to a high rate of absenteeism
and impacting significantly on the cost of in-
suring people.

I wish to refer to the question of repetition
strain injury, or RSI. The experience we had
overseas was that RSl is very much: an
Australian disease because we found no :evi-
dence of RSI Occurring in any of the places we
visited. Some people in Western Australia be-
lieve there is a close association between the
existence of RSI and the compensation system
we have in this country. I do not know whether
that is true, but there are people in the com-
munity who believe that to be the case.
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Those are concerns held by people in inidus-
try and small business. When one considers the
legislation before us is seen by many people~as
designed to significantly advantage sections of
the trade union movement and the distrust that
exists, one is concerned. I believe there needs
to be a closer relationship between employer
and employee in creating a better working en-
vironment for a number of reasons. For
Australia again to be able to command a place
of importance in world trade we need a better
output. That will conic if there is a better re-
lationship between management and em-
ployees. I know of plenty of instances of
workplace relationships in Western Australia
where that high degree of cooperation exists.
The adversarial sort of situation exists
universally, but it is the extremes of that sont of
activity which tend to colour the attitude of
many employers toward the trade union move-
ment.

Indeed, the majority of the opposition we
have had to certain clauses of this Bill has come
from people who have suffiered at the hands of
irresponsible elements within the trade union
movement. Significant changes in industrial re-
lations are occurring in Australia, and I believe
the day of the militant unionist is fast coming
to an end because ordinary people will demand
that Governments, whether Liberal or Labor.
do something to get sanity back into the
workplace- There is a degree of distrust; it is
unfortunate, but it exists, and because of that
many people have indicated their opposition to
certain aspects of this legislation.

The Opposition will support the second read-
ing of the Bill, but with certain reservations as
will be explained by my colleagues including
the members for Nedlands, Mt Lawley, East
Melville, and others. The Opposition's reser-
vations will be expressed generally and through
a series of amendments which have been
circulated. I apologise to the Minister and the
Government for the late notice of these amend-
ments. However, as I explained earlier, I was
away during the time this Bill was being con-
sidered by the Opposition, and it was only at
last Tuesday's party meeting that I had an op-
portunity to catch up with the work done by
the committee. We then had to get the amend-
ments framed, and it is totally unfair to expect
the Opposition to be able to Work with the
limited access we have to the private member's
draftsperson. Kathy Roforth is working flat out
to service the Opposition and other private
members, and is apparently only working half-
time. That is all the time the Government will

fund. It has taken that very competent young
lady a number of days to produce our amend-
ments for this Bill, among others.

Mr Peter Dowding: One of the problems is
the availability of draftspeople generally.

Mr THOMPSON: She is available. All the
Minister needs to do is to put her to work full-
time and she will be able to do double the work
she is handling now. I ask him to take the mat-
ter up with his Cabinet colleagues to see what
can be done. It is unfair to expect us to be able
to work when our hands are tied as far as the
drafting of our amendments is concerned.
Some suggestions have been put to us by a
variety of industry organisations, and I ac-
knowledge the support of the Confederation ol
WA Industry, and in particular Brendon
McCarthy, who has been very helpful in dis-
cussions we have had. We should not be placed
in a position where we are reliant-and we are
not-oan one of these industry organisations for
assistance in drafting our amendments. In the
interests of this institution and the people of
the State we should have access to people who
are independent of community groups. We
should not be reliant on them any more than
we would expect a Labor Opposition to rely on
the TLC to knock out its amendments. We
would hope the Labor Party would listen to the
TIC and come to its own decision;, whether it
does so is another matter.

This Bill replaces items of existing legislation
such as the Construction Safety Act and im-
proves and replaces general duties and obli-
gat ions in relation to occupational health and
safety. It is understood there will be consequen-
tial legislation which effects the repeal of legis-
lation and provides for new legislation to re-
place it. It creates a regime of consultation and
mutual obligation between employers and em-
ployees in relation to occupational health and
safety. It establishes inspectorial offences and
enforcement provisions. it provides for the de-
velopment of occupational health and safety
practices through the provision of codes of con-
duct which are not intended to be regulatory,
but to provide guidance and the acceptance of
standards.

It provides comprehensive powers to the
Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Com-
mission to impose further requirements in this
field th rough exte nsi ve regul atory a uthori ty.

I turn now to some of the aspects of the
legislation which are supported and endorsed
by the Opposition. The creation of a frame-
work of self-regulation of occupational health
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and safety is one. This is subject to the reser-
vation that the overall impact of the legislation
when played out in practice to the full will be
more regulatory than self-regulatory. The legis-
lation provides for an improvement of
workplace health and safety requirements, edu-
cation in the need for such requirements, and
consciousness on the pant of individuals for
that need. There is general agreement that this
is desirable and timely.

The legislation brings together under one
system subject, for good reasons which we sup-
port, to the exclusion of the mining industry.
that which is currently diverse in legislation
and regulation, and complex. This is desirable
from the point of view of employers, em-
ployees, and those responsible for inspection
and enforcement. The legislation introduces
the concept and practice of joint responsibility
for workplace safety on the part of both em-
ployers and employees. In this respect it has the
support of employer representatives who see it
as essential that improvement of occupational
health and safety should be centred on joint
involvement of employers and those employed.

I turn now to aspects of the legislation which
the Opposition opposes. Firstly, we see it as
increasing union power and the involvement of
the Industrial Relations Commission. Under
this Bill unions which want to use safety issues
for industrial purposes-for example, paid
strikes-will be able to do so.

Mr Peter Dowding: In relation to the in-
volvement of the Industrial Relations Com-
mission are you saying that in that you are
reflecting the views of the confederation?

Mr THOMPSON: No. not the confederation.
We are not the voice for the confederation
only.

Mr Peter Dowding: Are you reflecting the
views of the employers?

Mr THOM PSON: Some employers.

Mr Peter Dowding: But not those employers
who participated in the drafting of the legis-
lation?

Mr THOMPSON: I was not party to the dis-
cussion which took place between the various
groups. As the Minister will understand, I was
either overseas or have not been well since this
legislation was introduced. There has been a
general expression of opinion from a number of
employers about the role of the Industrial Re-
lations Commission on safety issues and on a
number of other issues.

I am sure that my colleagues will more fully
answer that question. After all, they had con-
tact with those organisations. I had a briefing
from those people involved in those dis-
cussions and my comments are based on my
understanding of the issues. It is a pity that I
did not have an opportunity to spend some
time discussing the issue with the people con-
cerned. Through the courtesy of the Minister I
had more contact with officers from his depart-
ment.' On the day I was to leave to go overseas
and under arrangements by the Minister. Neil
Bartholomnaeus and another officer from the
department visited my office and gave me a
briefing on the legislation.

While overseas I had the opportunity of
speaking extensively with Mr Bill Brown, the
Director of the Confederation of Western
Australian Industry, Mr Harvey McLeod from
the Master Builders Association, and Bruce
Dorman who is also active with the confeder-
ation. It is not as though I have had no insight
into the views of some of the peak employer
organisations.

With reference to the use of industrial
muscle under the guise of a safety issue, the
Liberal Party recognises that many responsible
unions will not seek to follow this course.
Unfortunately, the reality of the workplace re-
lationships in our community repeatedly dem-
onstrate that not all unions play the game.
Under the guise of safety issues there is a real
fear that there will be disruption in the
workplace. Hence, the unease that has been
voiced by a number of employers.

The legislation should not allow this to hap-
pen and it certainly should not promote its
happening. The Bill, as drafted does both.

Disputes will be referred to the Industrial
Relations Commission but the Liberal Party
believes they should be referred to the
Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Com-
mission. It sees this as the appropriate organis-
ation to deal with the safety issues.

The Industrial Relations Commission has a
poor record in commanding the respect and
obedience of unions set on a wrongful course.
The commission does not command com-
munity confidence as a place in which issues
will be dealt with objectively and in accordance
with right and wrong. That is a real concern in
the community and that concern has been
evidenced by the fact that a number of individ-
ual employers and employer organisations are
looking outside the Industrial Relations Com-
mission and the Australian Conciliation and
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Arbitration Commission to try to get some re-
dress. Indeed, in the cases to which I referred
earlier, there has been some significant redress.
There is a fresh optimism abroad among em-
ployers that hopefully we will see some curb to
the militant elements within the trade union
movement.

Of course, no doubt under pressure from the
trade union movement, the H-awke Govern-
ment was recently shaping to bring legis-
lation-

Mr Peter Dowding: Do you know who
requested that this be included in the legis-
lation?

Mr THOMPSON: I do not know at whose
request; all I am saying is that the Opposition's
view is that which I have expressed. It is a view
that is framed on the opinions of a number of
employers.

I suppose the Minister will tell me that it was
the confederation. That may be the case, but
we have listened to people in the community
and we have made up our minds on what we
think should happen. David Brand said, "if
you set out to please everyone, you finish up
pleasing no-one." The Opposition has arrived
at its decision based on its discussions with a
number of people including those from the con-
federation and the Chamber of Commerce.

it is the Opposition's view that the industrial
relations law requires a substantial, structural
reform and, indeed, when it returns to office
there will be some reforms to the Industrial
Relations Commission to make it more rel-
evant to the present situation. Hopefully, it will
bring about some circumstances where both
sides of the equation have faith in the system.
At present, a lot of people do not have faith in
the Industrial Relations Commission and they
see the decisions handed down as being ex-
tremely biased. Whether they are is really not
important. The fact is that there is a perception
in the community that the decisions handed
down are not fair and equitable, and while that
perception exists, it will be hard to obtain ac-
ceptance of the decisions it hands down.

Pending that reform, the Opposition believes
that the Industrial Relations Commission
should be strictly confined to dealing with in-
dustrial relations issues and that its capacity for
involvement and interference in any aspect of
business operations should be minimised.

Areas of specific concerns which will be dealt
with in detail by my colleagues during the sec-
ond reading debate and through amendments
in the Committee stage include the following:

The concept of welfare is not defined in the Bill
and is limited in the reach to which it can be
applied.

I hope that every employer has the welfrare of
his employees at bean. It is very difficult to
include in legislation a definition of "welfare".
It is also difficult to impose on employers a
requirement that they look after the welfare of
their employees. Welfare can mean different
things to people. As far as the Opposition is
concerned, the responsibility of the Parliament
is to set down a framework within which there
can be a safe and healthy working environment
in which a good relationship is established be-
tween the employer and the employee. In that
climate there will evolve a real concern, one for
the other, and the employer will have the wide

I nterests of the welfare of that worker at bean-.
in most of the successful operations of which I
am aware, that situation exists. The legislation
can go a long way towards encouraging that,
but we baulk at the proposition that we can
write into legislation a requirement that an em-
ployer is responsible for the welfare, whatever
that happens to be, of his employees.

When combined with the involvement of the
Industrial Relations Commission work, that
shows how the concept of welfare can be
abused, introducing matters which have
nothing to do with occupational health or
safety. This is amply illustrated by the recent
case in which the Industrial Relations Com-
mission directed the employer to provide at his
expense language training for non-English
speaking employees. This kind of burden
should not be imposed on employers, especially
when employers are not permitted, under the
current law, to exclude non-English speaking
people.

Concerning the power of unions with mem-
bers in the workplace to appoint delegates to
determine the safety arrangements to apply in
the workplace, under section 30 non-union
workers, even if they are in an overwhelming
maj orit y, a re excl uded. Th at seems stra nge.

Mr Peter Dowding: From what?
Mr THOMPSON: From participation in the

election for the position of safety representa-
tive. Through this mechanism the unions are
effectively in control.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not so.
Mr THOMPSON: The Minister will be able

to demonstrate that to us a l ittle later.
Mr Peter Dowding: The Act makes it clear

that that is not the case.
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Mr THOMPSON: The Minister can explain
that to us later. Our understanding is that that
is the position. Through this mechanism
unions can effectively control who the safety
representative will be, even though all em-
ployees have a vote on the election of safety
representatives.

Another point concerns the power of safety
representatives to call a stop to work. This, of
course, is the controversial clause 25. This pro-
posal is vigorously and vehemently opposed by
all employer representatives.

It is rather interesting to me, when consider-
ing the way in which this legislation was
framed, that such a controversial clause should
be inserted into the legislation. The fundamen-
tal requirement of this sort of legislation is that
there be support from both employers and em-
ployees. To impose on one side, be they em-
ployers or employees, a condition such as that
enshrined in clause 25, in my view will not be
conducive to producing the necessary trust and
cooperation.

Dr Gallop: May I ask the member for
Kalamunda, what the response was of various
employer organisations when asked whether
they regarded this type of measure as a problem
in the normal conduct of their industrial re-
lations.

Mr TKQMPSON: In the irst place the only
country that we visited where this principle is
enshrined in legislation was Sweden. If we look
at the Swedish experience, the member would
have to agree that we are dealing with an en-
tirely different culture- We are dealing with an
entirely different approach to things. I wish it
were as simple as to be able to transplant into
the Australian system, or the Australian scene,
some of the aspects of the Swedish model that
we examined, but unfortunately that cannot be
done.

Dr Gallop: You are saying the Australian
workers are different from the Swedish
workers?

Mr THOMPSON: They are very different
people.

Dr Gallop: Australian workers cannot be
trusted?

Mr TKOMPSON: It is a matter of
recognising, the realities.

Dr Gallop: It is a very unpatriotic position
that you are taking.

Mr THOMPSON: We must be realistic
about those things. Indeed this provision is
written into the Victorian legislation- The Min-

ister keeps leaning heavily on the experience
there and saying that in Victoria this provision
has not caused any problems. There are other
examples of where almost identical legislation
has been put in place without a similar pro-
vision and it works just as well.

Mr Peter Dowding: What examples were
those?

M r THOMPSON: There are other examples.
Mr Peter Dowding: Where?
Mr THOMPSON: The United Kingdom.
Mr Peter Dowding: What is the safety record

there? It is appalling.
Mr THOMPSON: That was not the evidence

that we had.
M r Peter Dowdi ng: I th in k it is.
Mr THOMPSON: In my view it is

counterproductive to include a sledgehammer
provision in this legislation when what we are
trying to do is bring about a greater degree of
cooperation between the two elements in the
workplace. It amazes me that a Government of
the colour sitting oppos ite--con side ring the
process which has been gone through in bring-
ing this legislation to the Parliament, where
there was a tripartite arrangement for that con-
cept to be written into the legislation--can
think of that.

This legislation will not encourage cooper-
ation. If this power is to hang over the one side,
the other side will be in a position of perceived
power.

Mr Peter Dowding: You are not suggesting
seriously that there was any breach of faith in
the inclusion of that, are you?)

Mr THOMPSON: I am not too sure whether
its inclusion represents a breach of faith. I
think it was understood by the people involved
in the working party that it would go in. It was
understood but never accepted.

Mr Peter Dowding: That was the position
right from the outset.

Mr THOMPSON: I am not suggesting that
that is not a reasonable approach to the formu-
lation of legislation like this. What I am saying
is that it is inappropriate to include a provision
Si ke that. Clearl y one sign ifi cant elemen t of that

tripartite process says, "We will not have a bar
of it. " I t i s a reci pe for d isaster.

The power conferred in clause 25 is
perceived by many employers as being a pro-
posal to take essential management responsi-
bility away from them, and that is of real con-
cern. The essential objective of providing for
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the avoidance of unsafe working conditions can
be achieved through the use of inspectors, in
our view, and that inspectorial involvement
should be made use of rather than conferring
on a safety officer the power to stop work.

Another point of concern to the Opposition
is the ill-defined offences which expose em-
ployers to penalties. For example the employer
is required, under clause 19, to "cooperate with
health and safety representatives", and failure
10 do so constitutes an offence. That is a very
significant area and one which gives rise to a
lot of concern. What is cooperation in a par-
ticular case and in particular circumstances is
very much an arguable matter of judgment.

The Act is heavily loaded to achieve union
domination of employee involvement in
occupational health and safety. It should be
understood that there are some real concerns
about this power.

In summary, the Opposition certainly ap-
plauds those parts of this Bill that are designed
to create a safer, healthier working environ-
ment. We applaud the Government for the pro-
cess that it adopted in bringing this legislation
to the Parliament. After my overseas experi-
ence I believe that there must be much closer
cooperation between management and labour.
Indeed, in most of the countries we visited,
government is virtually a non-event in terms of
labour relations. I would certainly hope we in
Western Australia could get to a situation
where the Parliament puts down a legislative
framework and then stands back and allows the
part icipants-management and labour-to get
on with the business of doing the job. I am of
the opinion that there has been too much
Government interference in the Australian
situation and it contrasts sharply with what is
occurring in other countries.

There needs to be an acceptance-princi-
pally on the part of some militant elements
within the trade union movement, but also on
the pant of some employers and managers in
Australia-that a greater degree of cooperation
should occur. This legislation will go a long way
towards that, if it is amended in the way in
which we will attempt to amend it.

In conclusion. I again express my
appreciation to those who have assisted in the
examination of this Bill. I look forward to an
interesting debate and ultimately to a Bill that
will emerge from this parliamentary process to
achieve the desirable objectives to which I have
referred.

DR WATSON (Canning) [8.22 pmj: It is
good to know there is some acknowledgment
about the common ground in occupational
health and safety, but it is clear also that some-
times that common ground can be blurred by
different understandings of those issues. Some-
times I fear those misunderstandings might
have some kind of ideological content.

I will take this opportunity to explain why
this kind of legislation is necessary, and I will
give those explanations within the context of
the consultations that the Government has
been involved in since it took office, and par-
ticularly in the last two years.

One of the things we did early on was to
publish a public discussion document, and we
received over 200 submissions in response to
it. Three items were identified as needing ur-
gent consideration. They were for comprehen-
sive chemicals control and information, for the
education and training of all partics, and for a
valid and reliable database which would be pre-
vention-orientated. I will turn to the third
point-the need for a prevention-orientated
database-because it is a fundamental reason
for this legislation and for the approach that
thc Government has taken.

When one starts talking to members opposite
they will always throw up, as did the member
for Kalamunda, the malingerer they have heard
about; but we are depending on compensation-
based reporting and that underestimates the
actual rates of injuries. We do not know the
precise nature or extent of the problem but we
do know that our record is poor.

We have four times more lost time due to
injuries than to strikes, and now that pro-
portion will be higher because the strike record
has been lowered even more. We do know that
the people who are recorded in the Australian
Bureau of Statistics industrial injuries data are
people covered by the Workers' Compensation
and Assistance Act, so people who are not
recorded as being injured are Commonwealth
Government employees and self-employed
people. Many of them are in the retail or rural
industries and are not covered, so there is sig-
nificant under-reporting in those two indus-
tries. Casual workers are not covered, and
policemen are not covered unless they die. We
have no record of diseases except for chest dis-
eases; we have no record of those accidents that
cause less than one day's lost time; nor do we
have any record of near misses or near hits. So
we have a gross underestimate of the actual
extent of the problem.
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In the years between 1982 and 1985 the
annual rate has been quite steady-somewhere
between 31 000 and 31 500 reported injurie--
but the cost of the claims between 1982 and
1986 has gone from $79 million to $159
million. We can multiply that cost by four, or
five, or six, depending on which expert we want
to believe;, and we can say if we lake the figure
five that the cost of industrial injuries in West-
ern Australia is now $800 million.

Mr Court: What do you multiply by five?
Dr WATSON: Accident associated resource

costs such as lost output, damage to plant and
machinery, lost time, and medical treatment.
That does not take into account all the non-
market costs of pain and suffering, In fact, one
British study suggests that these non-market
costs of accidents without injuries probably ac-
count for between 20 and 60 per cent of all the
costs.

This is a significant problem to society and
to our economy. That said, some significant
information is available and some trends can
be determined from the data we do have, so
some preventative strategies can be
implemented.

What we did was take census data on
occupations and information about sex and
age. Some quite informative data generated
from that. We have applied statistical formulae
to standardise the incidence for ages across all
injury groups. and worked out the relative risks
in some industries and occupations compared
with others.

For instance, in the umbrella service to
agriculture category-sheep shearers, fruit
pickers, fencers, and land clearers-every
woman worker has eight chances in 100 of be-
ing injured every year and every man has 32
chances in 100 each year. We have done these
calculations for the manufacturing industry,
and we know that certain occupations are
clearly hazardous. Both men and women ma-
chinists have a one-in-four chance each year of
sustaining an injury.

Further statistical breakdown gives more in-
formation as to specific injuries in a range of
industries and occupations. We standardised
common injuries of eye, hand, and back to give
everybody a statistically equal chance of sus-
taining an injury. Overall, men in the manufac-
turing industry are 2.5 times more likely than
others to sustain an eye injury. We broke that
down into occupations and know that men who
are boilermakers, fitters, and electricians have
5.6 times the risk of an eye injury than anybody

else. Furnace workers have five times the risk.
Eye injuries are perhaps the most easily pre-
ventable occupational injury there is.

In occupations such as butchery, baking,
brewing, and other food and drink related jobs
men have 5.5 times the chance of sustaining a
hand injury, and woman I I times. Overall
throughout industry, men have more than four
times the chance of making a claim than do
women. Put another way, for every eight men
in the work force one will make a claim each
year and one out of every 32 women will do
likewise. Twelve per cent of all injuries to men
are eye injuries, and 20 per cent of all injuries
to men and women are hand injuries. Just
under 20 per cent of injuries to men involve
their lower back, as do just under 25 per cent of
injuries to women.

I have particular interest in injuries
sustained by women. Women in professional,
technical, and related occupations comprise 48
per cent of that work force but account for 60
per cent of their claims. Women in service
occupations account for 18.7 per cent of the
female work force and for 41 per cent of all
women's claims. Again, those women are sus-
taining back injuries. Women tradespeople
comprise 5.4 per cent of the female work force
and they make 17.6 per cent of all women's
claims.

This is an interesting paradox in that many
of those women work in hospitals which are
noted for their complex working environment.
In the United States, a presidential report
found that in many hospitals accident fre-
quency rates were far in excess of those of
manufacturing industries. Similarly the British
Health and Safety Executive also found that
the protection of workers in hospitals was far
below that in general industry. We have not
had such a full-scale review in Australia and
our knowledge is hampered by the lack of re-
liable data, but in hospitals particularly the
range of occupations, the related tasks and the
diverse hazards really go to make a very vulner-
able working environment. However, we can-
not accept that injuries are a predictable out-
come of a given task or occupation; they are
not accidents but are part of the way that those
jobs are structured. Nurses' backs,
boilermakers' deafness, miners' lung and
moulders' burns are not acceptable although
they might be acknowledged to be part of that
occupation.

The other point that we can make from the
data is that we believe that experience reduces
injuries and claims. Younger workers here, as
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all over the world, are more vulnerable. Claims
decrease with age, but in turn severity increases
with age. Older workers are off longer. Women
have three to four days more time off than do
men on average and we know that more injur-
ies occur on Mondays than on Fridays. We
need to collect data geared to prevention, not
to workers' compensation claims; but I am say-
ing that we can do an awful lot with the infor-
mation that we have. We need a pro-active and
a preventive system rather than one that reacts
to compensation claims. This Bill will go miles
towards encouraging the collection of that kind
of data later on its capacity for regulation-mak-
ing.

I turn now to the existing state of legislation.
As the member for Kalamunda said, our legis-
lation derives from the British Acts-the first
one being enacted in 1832 when it was passed
by a Whig Government under Lord Ashton.
The main issue that the Tories presented then
in Parliament, as now, was the defence of
managerial rights, and the rights of workers to
combine. In 1896 the first effective Victorian
factories' legislation was enacted and Western
Australia enacted similar legislation in 1902.
Factories Acts removed health and safety from
the shop floor and gave it to a Government
agency to enforce. Robens recognised this;
members opposite said that, and he also con-
demned the failure of the traditional prescrip-
tive approach to safeguarding people at work.

In Western Australia in 1983 it was estab-
lished that 44 Acts and 58 sets of regulations
and by-laws administered across 19 depart-
ments by I I Ministers was the protection that
some workers had while they were at work.
Even so. about half of the work force-perhaps
as much as 60 per cent-has no statutory cover
while at work. Even so many employers are
responsible for and subject to many require-
ments. The Main Roads Department, for in-
stance, is subject to 12 Acts and regulations. In
the Fibreglass Regulations of the Factories and
Shops Act reference is made to seven other
piecesof legislation. Some agencies in my view
have inappropriate responsibilities. Inspectors
for the Machinery Safety Act and the Construc-
tion Safety Act are able to issue stop work or-
ders white inspectors for the Factories and
Shops Act could not. Workmen's inspectors
elected under the Mines Regulation Act and
the Timber Industry Regulation Act were able
to stop work and have been able to do so for
many years. but such action is rarely taken.

Improvements have been made with the for-
mation of DOHSWA. The Government has
gone a long way towards rationalising the
administration of existing health and safety
laws. The approach here, as in Britain, to
regulating hazards has been both ad hoc and
post hoc-after asbestos is known to kill
people, the Government regulates for it; after
knives are known to cut off hands, machinery
is guarded. There is nothing in the existing laws
which can anticipate hazards; nor are there any
provisions for informing workers about
proposed changes about actual or potential
hazards. Workers continue to be exposed to
traditional hazards such as heat and lead, while
also being exposed to the newer ones such as
automated process lines, various keyboards,
lasers and so on.

Unless responsibility for making workplaces
safe is a responsibility of employers and their
workers in every workplace, there will never be
an effective preventive programme. As mem-
bers know, Robens criticised too much law and
ineffective law inadequately administered. Ac-
cording to the International Labour Organis-
ation, the Robens report provides "an
unprecedently thorough evaluation and analy-
sis, the bearing of which extends beyond the
United Kingdom itself". Robens said that the
origins of a good or poor safety performance
lay deep in the attitudes and approach of man-
agers to devising, monitoring, or maintaining
good systems and in getting commitment to
them.

Safety is not just a matter of good organis-
ation and law; it is a matter of will. I turn to
that because, as a member opposite said, the
principles and objectives of these Acts is that a
self-regulatory system be created.

I want to give some explanation of "self-
regulation" as intended by Robens and as
intended by this Bill. Self-regulation has never
been defined except beyond that the active par-
ticipation in workplaces of those who create the
risks and those who work with them are the key
to safety. It involves the creation and the main-
tenance of standards of health and safety and
the according of priorities commensurate with
the risks in that particular work place. The dis-
cretionary element in self-regulation has to be
exercised within the overall framework of the
legislation. It does not give any permission to
adhere to any standard less than one that is
prescribed to be safe. In general terms, it re-
quires the achievement of health and safety at a
standard which is as high as is reasonably prac-
ticable.
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The law is not concerned with the detailed
prescriptions for day-by-day situations, bui
with influencing the attitudes and creating a
framework for better health and safety organis-
ation, and action within industry itself. It
means that there has to be an awareness and
knowledge about health and safety at work; it
means that legal and other responsibilities have
to be clearly defined and it means that the
nature of the problems must be methodically
assessed and the assessment translated into
objectives that have some practical basis.

Progress can be made only with the cooper-
ation and commitment of efficient manage-
ment and their employees. Robens argues that
there should be a statutory duty on every em-
ployer to consult with elected representatives
and to provide for their participation in the
development of preventive measures. The con-
cept of self-regulation as it applies in health
and safety practice is often misunderstood. It
does not mean no regulation;, it is a system of
workplace specific controls for the manage-
ment of hazards and reduction of risks. Self-
regulation has to be construed as a specific legal
requirement. Strategies specific to individual
workplaces whether they are in operating
theatres or construction sites have to be devel-
oped. Their effectiveness will depend on the
consultative mechanisms that are established
for that workplace.

Self-regulation is dependent on the statutory
duties of care outlined already by the Minister.
I want to elaborate on some of them- The Bill
enunciates the basic and overriding respon-
sibilities of employers and employees. It makes
statutory those duties and obligations on em-
ployers to provide a safe system of work, safe
premises, a safe working environment, safe
equipment, trained and competent personnel,
and adequate instruction and supervision. It
requires employers to observe health and safety
provisions and to act with due care for them-
selves and for others. Both employer and em-
ployee: are required to consult and to cooperate
with each other.

The way in which these duties are framed
emphasises that the prevention of work-related
injury is a continuous and continuing legal and
social process of responsibility.

The general duty of the employer to provide
a safe system and safe environment as far as
practicable-a quality which is defined-
means that the severity of the hazards or risks
has to be known. Ways of controlling them, as
well as costs, also have to be weighed up. Then

the most effective means of assessing practica-
bility are through consultation, either in the
tripartite commission or at the workplace.

The duties relate not only to safety, but also
to health and welfare. We aim to prevent not
only injuries through cutting, crushing, falling.
and bruising, but also exposures which lead to
dearness, cancer, dermatitis, and asthma.
Neglect of workers' welfare would also cer-
tainly constitute neglect of their health and
possibly of their safety. Information, instruc-
tion, training, consultation, and the resultant
improved well-being or welfare are important.

The member for Kalamunda had reser-
vations about including welfare in this Bill.
There were some inconsistencies in his argu-
ment. For a start it is defined already. This
afternoon, however, when he was speaking in
another debate, he twice mentioned the welfare
of people working in this place and their well-
be ing. H e had rega rd for thei r welIfare.

M r Cas h: H ow woulId you defi ne -wel[fare"?

Dr WATSON: It is defined already.

Mr Cash: Where is it defined?

Dr WATSON: It is defined in the regulations
of the Factories and Shops Act.

Mr Cash: But it is not defined in this Bill.

Dr WATSON: It is defined in the Bill. The
whole Bill is a definition of health, safety and
welfare. Employees' duties are clearly estab-
lished. A major duty is to comply and cooper-
ate with the employer as far as healith and
tafety goes. A penalty applies for contravening
the duty to cooperate and the duty to take care
of themselves and to avoid harming others. In-
dividual employees have a duty to report to
their employer hazardous situations as well as
harmful effects that arise from work. Account-
ability of employees and of trade unionists is
spelt out clearly in the Bill, step by step. it
spells out every conceivable set of circum-
stances for safety representatives to their
unions and to their constituents. The duties of
contractors, self-employed people, and occu-
piers are established in a similar vein. The onus
of practicability is extended to manufacturers,
designers, importers, and suppliers. Those con-
ditions go to the very heart of occupational
health and safety and the onus to prevent in-
jury and to design safety into equipment and
procedures. National moves to assess chemical
substances prior to their release into
workplaces will complement the duty that
manufacturers have in Western Australia. This
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will ensure that appropriate information is sup-
plied when chemicals are purchased for use in
workplaces.

The member for Kalamunda raised the issue
of repetition strain injury. There has been a
reduced incidence of RSI in white-collar
occupations because of the sustained cooperat-
ive efforts of unions, employers, managers, in-
dividuals, health professionals, manufacturers,
ergonomists. and Governments.

Mr Lewis: How come it does not exist in
America?

Dr WATSON: It does exist in Ameri.ca.
There have been three million articles written
and last week the International Conference of
Physiotherapists was held and this matter was
discussed.

The health, safety and welfare legislation led
to a significant reduction in accidents and ill-
health. From 1979, Thatcher reduced health
and safety standards in Britain. By 1981, the
fatal and serious accident rate had reversed its
downward trend and has increased ever since.

We know this type of legislation works. In
the beginning there will be an increase in
reported injuries. However, we know that
serious injuries and death will be reduced and
we know also that standards will be enforced
through those consultative mechanisms in self-
regulating workplaces.

This legislation will be the sixth Australian
Sill responding to the recommendations of
Lord Robens. Its principles are incorporated in
the International Labour Organisation Conven-
tion 155 and Recommendation 164. The for-
mal objectives of our legislation are described
in the 1984 Act. The law provides a framework
for preventing work-related injuries, deaths
and diseases. We move from detecting the ef-
fects of exposure to prevention. Our aim is to
put right that which is wrong. Not only have
people the right to be protected, but also they
have a right to be informed and a right to par-
ticipate in decisions that affect them.

There is growing international awareness of
the need to protect the lives and health of
Workers and we are working in that context.

The Opposition spokesman had reservations,
many of which I cannot address, but we should
consider where the Opposition stands in its
support of this legislation. The view that the
Industrial Relations Commission is not always
fair should be taken into account. Two views
were expressed at the meeting of the
Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Com-
mission in July last year. The first was put by

the Trades and Labor Council that it endorsed
the industrial tripartite panel of three people to
deal with all disputes. The other view was put
by the Confederation of Western Australian In-
dustry that all disputes should still be referred
to the Industrial Relations Commission. Cabi-
net opted in favour of the confederation's
position.

This Dill will not solve overnight the prob-
lems of work related injuries, death and dis-
ease-we have to think 10 years ahead-but
neither will it have catastrophic effects. It has
the potential to create an environment in which
all participants can and must adopt a more
constructive approach to occupational health
and safety than in the past. It is crucial that
employees and their organisations, employers
and their organisations, as well as the inspec-
torate and their managers, respond in a
positive and responsible manner. I hope also
that the Liberal Opposition will do likewise.
That commitment will bring very real advan-
tages and improved health and safety at work.
A great deal is to be said for the view that real
improvements in occupational health and
safety can be secured only through prescriptive
self-regulation.

Today one Australian worker has been killed
at work and each four minutes while I have
been speaking a worker in Western Australia
has been injured. Many more are being ex-
posed to hazards to their health through dust,
noise and various chemical substances.

We all need this legislation; the community
needs this legislation.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [8.52 pm]: It goes
without saying that the whole question of
occupational health and safety should be given
a very high priority in the workplace. The con-
tinual upgrading of practices which improve
health and safety has always been supported
and is welcomed.

As the member for Kalamunda, our spokes-
man on this issue, said, we have some concerns
about this legislation which we shall highlight
in this second reading debate with different
members of the Opposition concentrating on
specific areas. The Minister is aware that the
Opposition has prepared amendments to cover
its concerns.

The Government has tried to give the im-
pression that this legislation is very much a
matter of self-regulation. If that were the case,
it would be most commendable because that is
the direction in which industrial relations
should be going. However, after examining the
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legislation the Opposition is concerned that it
could become quite regulatory. We are con-
cerned that some of the procedures introduced
in the legislation could hinder a very positive
thrust towards improving health and safety in
the workplace. I was interested to hear the
member for Kalamunda say that on his recent
trip through European countries, he gained an
impression of very little Government involve-
ment in industrial relations matters. However.
in this country we seem to rely very heavily on
Governments being involved in industrial re-
lations or. in this case, health and safety issues.

The member for Canning gave the back-
ground of safety legislation in Australia. With
regard to the background of this Bill, the
Government released its public discussion
document, outlining the Government's poli-
cies, about four years ago. That clearly sig-
nalled the main directions the Government
intended to take and the very wide powers that
would be given to safety officers. The Minister
*quite rightly said that the Government had not
hidden the fact that it wants to give safety
officers these wide powers.

The discussion paper was published about
four years ago and, as the member for Canning
said, the Government has done a great deal of
work in the last two years preparing this legis-
lation. The Government must understand that
the Opposition has been dealing with the legis-
lation for only the last six weeks since its intro-
duction. We have become concerned that not
only has the Government tried to address
health and safety matters, which is commend-
able. but also, under the guise of the emotional
aspects of health and safety issues, it has
introduced into the legislation the power to
turn health and safety matters into industrial
matters. The Opposition is concerned about
this aspect.

The TLC says that there is accountability on
both sides but the Opposition does not think
that is the case. Employers suppliers and manu-
facturers are subject to very strict requirements
but we believe that all parties should accept a
fair share of responsibility in these matters. It
is unfair that certain groups are given consider-
able powers to direct stop-work activities and
yet very strict requirements are laid down for
employers, suppliers and manufacturers.

Since the introduction of the legislation in
this House. the Opposition has talked to as
wide a group of people and organisations as
possible in order to get a good understanding of
the legislation. The Opposition set up a com-
mittee comprising members of this House and

the other place. Seven or eight members
attended most of the meetings held with em-
ployer bodies, small business groups and indi-
vidual trade organisations. Representatives
from the TLC came to Parliament House to
give us a briefing on its view of the legislation.
We received a number of approaches from
union people expressing their support for dif-
ferent pants of the legislation. All in all the last
six weeks have been very productive in that we
heard the views of a very broad cross-section of
people who will be affected by the legislation.

Mr Peter Dowding: This committee that you
say was set up to investigate this matter-did
you ask me or my office to set up a briefing of
that committee?

Mr COURT: No, we did not.
Mr Peter Dowding: You are aware that one

was offered to you.
Mr COURT: The member for Kalamunda

said that the Minister gave him a briefing.
:Mr Peter Dowding: We gave him one and

your committee of both Houses, which was set
up to look in depth into this matter, did not
bother to ask for one.

Mr COURT: The Minister has presented the
legislation; the Opposition is quite capable of
reading that legislation and his second reading
speech. We went out and spoke to all the rel-
evant people and that is the correct thing to do.
The point I wanted to make is that we were
dinkumn about it and we talked to those groups.

Mr Lightfoot interjected.
Mr Peter Dowding: You rich, fraudulent,

mining entrepreneur.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr LIGHTFOOT: I take great exception to

the words "fraudulent, mining entrepreneur". I
ask the member to withdraw them on the basis
that they are unparliamentary and offensive.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I will make a rul-
ing on that in a moment.

Mr PETER DOWDING: I do not want to
hold up the debate. I am happy to withdraw the
words -mining entrepreneur".

Debate Resumed
Mr COURT: I hope the Minister allows

members to have a proper, rational debate on
this subject tonight. If he wants to be a smarty
pants on this subject, members on this side can
play that game as well. The Opposition wants
to debate this important issue in a proper way.
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When this legislation was first announced.
business groups made it clear that they were
very concerned about the powers that the
Government was talking of giving to these
officers. Members have seen the situation
where the Government has had this tripartite
consultation, but at the end of the day the legis-
lation is still as the Government wants it and it
does not take into account the concerns that
have been raised by those groups. The Minister
is aware of those concerns, and I hope he
covers those matters either when he sums up at
the conclusion of the second reading stage or in
Committee.

There are three ways in which one can try to
improve the track record of occupational
health and safety: To better educate people; to
try to legislate a procedure or programme
which helps in this area-which is what mem-
bers are debating tonight; or to provide some
financial incentives through the use of a
workers' compensation system, or whatever, to
encourage employers and employees to per-
form better. I will cover that in more detail
later.

I regard this matter seriously. I have had
considerable personal experience, working in
environments where there has definitely been a
need to improve the health and safety pro-
cedures which take place. The three areas
which come to mind immediately are, firstly.
working as a builders' labourer about 20 years
ago.

Dr Watson: Were you in the union?
Mr COURT: No, I was not. I was working on

the construction of the new grandstand at the
Belmont racecourse. We were working about
three or four storeys off the ground, canting
concrete, in what I considered then to be pretty
dangerous conditions. After watching a con-
struction job last year and how that work is
now done, I am glad to say that in 20 years
things have improved a great deal. There was
certainly a need then for an improvement in
the safety procedures.

The second area that comes to mind was a
mining site, where I was involved in refuelling
the equipment associated with the drills and
the like. One day while refuelling one of the
drills, I saw some white smoke going through
the undergrowth, and I realised an explosion
was about to take place. I was unfortunate
enough to be near the drill, but the drill had not
been put on top of where they were blasting.
There was an explosion one minute later. I
could quite easily have been driving where that

explosion took place. That made me realise
they did not have the proper safety procedures
in place, even though they were set down in the
Act. But I certainly made a point of reading up
on how one should control that situation.

The third area that comes to mind is in run-
ning my own businesses, Small Manufacturing
operations, where we are using a lot of chemi-
cals in the plastics game. We were continually
getting new types of chemicals and fibreglass
and kevlars and quite exotic materials, and we
had to be continually learning what they were
capable of doing, and how to use them and
handle them; in some cases we were flying in
Materials from the United States, where they
had just been developed, and we saw a continu-
ing need to update our knowledge about the
proper handling of those materials. When one
is working in an office, one does not tend to
worry about properly understanding the prob-
lems which take place when one is working in,
for example, a manufacturing environment. I
know only too well that there is a need to con-
tinually improve education of both employers
and employees, particularly in those industries
where new processes and chemicals are being
used.

Turning now to the matter of financial incen-
tives, the practical reality is that no matter how
strong or how detailed the legislation is as to
procedures, one often finds that both em-
ployers and employees still do not abide by
good practices. That is a fact of life. One way to
improve that is to provide a financial incentive
to those employers who can prove that they are
implementing proper safety procedures and
who have a good track record and perform-
ance.

I would like to see the workers' compen-
sation system modified and changed. I know
the Minister agreed the other day that there is a
need for some changes in the workers' compen-
sation system, and I do not want to become
involved in a discussion about exactly how one
would go about changing it. For example, cur-
rently one can get some discount and premium
saving if one has a good track record. However.
there is not enough incentive built into the
system for those businesses that are prepared to
abide by the rules. One of the problems is that
the total cost of workers' compensation is in-
creasing every year, and even if one is getting
some discount, it cannot be seen because the
bill is physically increasing every year. If the
Government is considering ways of creating
financial incentives to encourage employers
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and employees to practise better health and
safety techniques, I commend that area to the
Government.

I have a couple of questions to ask the Minis-
ter before I move on to specifically consider
clause 25- It is mentioned in a couple of
clauses, I think particularly in clauses 30 and
31, that certain training is required for safety
representatives. I would like the Minister to
explain how the Government intends this
training should take place; whether any colleges
have set themselves up to do this type of work;
how much training is able to be carried out in-
house, and what encouragement will be given
to businesses to do that in-house training,
which I think would be the most effective way
of doing it.

Clause 25 is a major area of concern not only
to members on this side of the Chamber but
also to all the employer groups to which the
Opposition has spoken. The Minister keeps
saying that this power is in the Victorian legis-
lation and it is not abused. Thai is misleading.
The Minister would have to agree that in
Victoria there is an additional step before the
safety representatives stop work. When the
safety representative issues a provisional im-
provement notice, which is basically an order
for an employer to carry out what can be a wide
range of improvements, there is a step that
comes before a cessation of work. From what I
can gather-and I cannot give the Minister
specific figures on this-this is where those ir-
responsible elements have been using their
powers to disrupt things in the workplace. The
Minister should be careful when comparing the
legislation with that applying elsewhere.

I think it was the member for Victoria Park
who said, "What happens in Sweden and what
happens here?" We have a pretty good idea of
what can happen in Australia, because irres-
ponsible unions like the BLF and the BWIU
have developed the idea of safety stoppages
into an art form. The unions in Sweden can be
trusted, but the unions I have just mentioned
cause us real concern because we know how
they can abuse these things.

Mr Peter Dowding: I told you the other day
that the concern being expressed within the
union movement about the penalties against
safety representatives has come from the build-
ing unions.

Mr COURT: But, at the end of the day the
penalty against the safety representative is
possible disqualification from the job. He can
abuse the processes and cause disruption, yet

by the time the employer gets through to the
Industrial Relations Commission, the end re-
sult for that safety representative is only dis-
qualification.

What the Opposition is proposing is a very
important amendment to this clause that still
keeps the necessary safeguards in place. We
want to remove the ability of a safety represen-
tative to direct that work he stopped. The Min-
ister would have to agree that under proposed
section 19 an employer is bound to conform. If
an employee still does not want to do a job
because he is concerned about his safety, under
clause 26 that employee has the protection to
be able to stop the work. This Bill loses nothing
by removing the ability of the safety represen-
tative to direct a stoppage.

A moment ago I said that over recent years
same irresponsible building unions had used
safety issues to cause stoppages. Does the Min-
ister believe that this Bill will solve that prob-
lem? What reaction has he had from the em-
ployers in the building industry? They have
had a lot of experience with safety issues so I
would be interested to hear whether he has
contacted them.

Mr Peter Dowding: On many occasions.
Mr COURT: What has been their reaction?
Mr Peter Dowding: There is a group of build-

ing employers who oppose clause 25, as do
most employees, and there are some individual
employers in the building industry who regard
it as a positive opportunity to stop safety being
an industrial issue, which it primarily has been
over the last six years.

Mr COURT: We have spoken to some em-
ployers in the building industry and they have
explained that it has become quite a common
practice for some unions to create situations
where safety is an issue and to use that to get
their point across.

Mr Peter Dowding: And the regrettable thing
is that so many of those people who are now
grizzling vociferously have been paying out to
people who have stopped work when they had
no right to do so. I have evidence of employers
pa ying ou t i n b reach of the codse of cond uct.

Mr COURT: That is interesting, because the
stories we have been hearing indicate that
people are being scared off wanting to make a
major investment in this State. A report in this
morning's paper suggests that the farmers
involved with the Port Kembla grain handling
facility think it should be left half completed as
a monument to industrial relations in
Australia,.
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Our concern with the clause is that the safety
representative can direct work to stop. I-e can
abuse that power. Of course it will be a very
small minority who will do so. because most
unionists will be responsible when dealing with
health and safety matters; but there will be
abuse of the power by some and this could
cause huge damage to an employer, and under
this Bill an employer will not have any recourse
to a civil remedy. That is what is scaring bath
large and small employers.

Wei hope the Minister has also been getting
the message and understands that we have
come up with what we believe to be a sensible
way to amend the clause while leaving the in.
tent of the legislation in place. Members op-
posite are saying that we should trust people-
give them the power and trust them and the
problems will not occur. We cannot accept that
based on the fact that the performance of some
unions proves they cannot be trusted. This
power to stop work involves a lack of account-
ability.

Recently the TLC said it wanted to sue us for
making certain comments. It seems it has the
same bug that has bitten certain Government
members and caused them to take this sort of
action.

Mr Peter Dowding: When did you invite the
TIC to make representations to your com-
mittee. or did they invite you to invite them?

Mr COURT: To my knowledge-I did not
organise the meeting-the TIC contacted us
about three weeks earlier and arranged a meet-
ing. I am glad the Minister has raised this
point, because at the meeting we made it very
clear that we appreciated the opportunity to
talk with the TIC but were a little annoyed that
on previous occasions when we had asked it to
discuss industrial relations matters with us, it
had refused to do so. The TLC admitted that
there had been a communications problem and]
had not attended some meetings at which we
had asked it to attend. We have always wanted
to sit down and talk with members of the TIC
about industrial relations matters. At the meet-
ing we made it very clear that we regretted that
on previous occasions it had not attended our
meetings. We cleared the decks at that last
meeting.

After the debate we had on radio last Friday
a number of unionists took the trouble as indi-
viduals to contact US to discuss the maiter, as
did a number of employers. The Minister will

know what it is like preparing for these debates
when in Opposition. We have gone out of our
way to contact a broad cross-section of people.

The question of welfare was mentioned
briefly by the member for Canning. We are
concerned that "welfare" is not defined be-
cause. as the Minister says, welfare is right
through this legislation, and issues which are
not health and safety issues could be brought in
under the guise of welfare and be under the
mantle of this Bill. The member for Canning
said the whole of the legislation is about wel-
fare; of course it is. Our whole life is about
welfare, but we are speaking of it here in a legal
sense. During the Committee stage we will
outline the areas of the Bill which mention wel-
fare and where we believe it could have wider
ramifications. The term "welfare" is not in-
cluded in the Victorian legislation; it is an
occupational health and safety Bill. I hope
members opposite understand thai in a legal
sense some definition is needed, just as we
want to see a tightening up of the definition of
-workplace", which I think the Government
agrees should be tightened.

We all support improvements to health and
safety in the workplace. We have all had ex-
periences of different kinds where we have seen
the need for these improvements. Our concern
is that the legislation allows for misuse of parts
of the Bill by irresponsible unions. It is only a
small number of people, but the means will be
there and the history of Australia is that every
opportunity and advantage will be taken of
legislation which enables that to occur. Big and
small employers have expressed concern.

It is important that all sections involved in
this matter cooperate. I believe the Minister is
putting the thrust of improving occupational
health and safety in jeopardy by introducing
some of these more controversial points of
view. Other speakers will deal with more
specific details of the legislation.

MRS BUCHANAN (l'ilbara) [9.23 pmj]: I
want to make a few brief comments on the
necessity for this Bill. It is fairly common
knowledge these days that work-related injuries
are five times greater than the number of injur-
ies on the roads, and more production is lost
through accidents at work than by industrial
disputes. Whereas the issues of road trauma
and strikes are widely publicised and discussed,
there has been almost a conspiracy of silence
surrounding on-the-job accidents even though
the cost has been estimated by my colleague,
the member for Canning, -this evening at
billions of dollars. In the current economic cli-
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mate where workers are being called on to in-
crease productivity a tendency could easily de-
velop to pay less attention to the issue of health
and safety in the workplace. The introduction
of this Bill is therefore very timely on the
Government's part.

The Bill sets the ground rules for implemen-
tation of the Government's policy which is one
of taking whatever steps are necessary to begin
to reduce the incidence of death, injury and
illness in the workplace. Even in seemingly
harmless working environments there are
always on-the-job hazards. From the heavy in-
dustrial site to the quieter confines of an office,
there are elements which can cause injury and
illness to the worker. The Bill covers an ex-
tremely wide field;, we are looking at the whole
working environment of Western Australia,
and it was difficult to decide on specific areas
to bring forward in this important debate.

I have chosen two areas which have caused
me particular concern in recent times. The first
is the use of chemicals in the workplace. There
are few working situations where chemicals are
not used in some form or other, from sodium
cyanide in the gold processing industry to cor-
rection fluid used by a typist and detergent
used by a person who washes dishes. Whether
the substance is highly toxic or simply capable
of causing some skin irritation, all chemicals
should be regarded as potential health hazards,
and therefore potential time losers.

One of the greatest problems with chemicals
in use today is that those who work with them
do not always appreciate or know enough about
them. Working people tend to go onto the job
and use whatever substances are provided by
their employer without questioning what the
chemicals are and whether they constitute a
health risk. To my way of thinking, the onus in
this instance is very much on the employer to
ensure that all materials used in the conduct of
his business are safe, and where they are not,
protective measures are taken to prevent illness
or injury to the employee.

Employees should be trained in the
prescribed use of toxic substances and other
chemicals, and it is then the workers' responsi-
bility to take the precautions necessary to pro-
tect themselves as well as their work mates
from illness or injury.

The question of employees or safety rep-.
resentatives being able to cease work where
there is an immediate and serious threat to the
health or safety of workers is one of the most
important provisions of the Bill. Employers

who fi nd fault with this aspect of the legislation
only serve to confirm that there are those
among them who do not place the health and
safety of their employees as a priority consider-
ation. Despite the fact that many employers
behave responsibly in this area there are
unfortunately those who do not, hence the need
for some of Ihe tougher parts of the legislation.

In demonstrating the need for this legislation
I would like to draw members' attention to
details from the transcript of a case heard in
Melbourne in April 1985. The case concerned
Mile Karanovic who successfully sued his em-
ployer, Peko Wallsend, and as a result was
awarded damages of over $226 000, plus costs.
The judge, Mr Justice Southwell, found that Mr
Karanovic suffered from mercury poisoning as
a result of the negligence of Peko Walisend. He
found no evidence of contributory negligence
on the part of the employee. The court heard
that Mr Karanovic worked at the Peko
Wailsend Warrego gold mining operation near
Tennant Creek in the Northern Territory from
1980 to 1981. He was employed in the gold
processing room where he was exposed to toxic
levels of mercury vapour as well as repeated
skin contact with elemental mercury, com-
monly known as quicksilver.

Mr Justice Southwell found that the Peko
Wallsend company was not only negligent in
failing to provide a safe working environment
or to ensure its employees appreciated the
dangers associated with the substance they
were handling, but also failed to move Mr
Karanovic to another part of the operation
after it was found he had an excessive level of
mercury in his body. It is noted in the
transcript that the gold extraction process used
by Peko was "Ilitle bette r than pri m itIive. " The
building used for processing was ill-designed
and had inadequate ventilation. Even after the
incident when things had been improved, air
samples taken revealed the persence of mercury
in the air 20 times the level recommended by
the World Health Organ isation. The methods
used were desc ri bed i n t he fol low ing way-

Effect ive they may have been to produce
gold cheaply-effective they were not to
prevent exposure of the operators to un-
necessary risk of disease.

As a result of his exposure to mercury the vic-
tim of this negligence on the part of Peko
Wailsend became gravely ill-close to death in
fact-with nephrotic syndrome of the kidneys.
The severity of his illness caused permanent
impairment of the heart function. The
poisoning also caused brain damage. Not only
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did this man suffer greatly as a result of his
employer's negligence, but also at 47 years of
age he had his working capacity all but de-
stroyed.

Mercury has been around the gold industry
for many years. It is well-known to be a highly
toxic substance and there was no excuse for the
company not to take the most stringent pre-
cautions with its use. Of course, this particular
company is not exactly renowned for its ability
to deal fairly with its employees.

I turn now to the other area of my concern;
that is, the situation of migrants in the work
force.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Henderson):
Order! The level of background conversation is
unacceptably high. I am having difficulty hear-
ing the speaker who is on her feet and she is
close to me. I ask members to reduce the level
of conversation in the Chamber.

Mrs BUCHANAN: Thank you, Madam Act-
ing Speaker.

It has been said that there is a general belief
in the community that migrants suffer a higher
incidence of occupational injury and disease
than do non-migrants. Unfortunately, this is
probably true, although there is a dearth of data
available to support it, the reason being the
health statistics which are collected are not
listed by either class or occupation.

There are a lot of myths surrounding the
reasons for the incidence of work-related dis-
ease amongst the migrant community. These
myths need to be dispelled in our quest to es-
tablish racial equality.

It has been found in the United Kingdom
that illness and death rates are not spread
evenly through all classes and that generally
illness and death rates increase as class de-
creases.

Mortality figures from the United Kingdom
show that unskilled labourers have almost
twice the risk of dying as professional workers.
In addition, in consideration of social class,' not
all occupations involve the same level of risk,
illness, or death. The United Kingdom figures
show that illness and death rates are higher for
blue-collar workers than for white-collar
workers. The implication of all this for migrant
health is obvious when we look at class and
occupational distribution of migrants in
Australia.

Australian Bureau of Statistics' Figures reveal
a clear concentration of both male and female
migrant workers in trades, labouring, manufac-

turing, and processing-type industries. In ad-
dition to this, migrant women have a higher
participation in the work force than Australian-
born women. Age profiles show that there is a
greater number of older migrant women in the
work force than their Australian-born counter-
parts. Also, while 24.7 per cent of Australian-
born women have post-school qualifications,
these are held by only 11.6 per cent of Greek,
Yugoslav and Italian-born women. Of workers
born in non-English speaking countries, 22.4
per cent left school when aged 13 years or less.

These factors, together with lower incomes,
lack of English language skills and their
predominantly rural background, combine to
place migrant women in categories of greatest
risk from occupational injury and disease.

Having noted the difficulties faced by this
group, I am pleased to see that the Government
is moving to somewhat relieve their plight.
Only last month the Minister for Multicultural
and Ethnic Affairs announced that a language
service policy office would be established to
improve the delivery of services by Govern-
ment departments and agencies to Western
Australia's ethnic population. This action,
along with the Occupational Health, Safety and
Welfare Bill will obviously go a long way to
alleviating these difficulties.

For the sake of not only those people, but
also all the workers in Western Australia I am
very pleased to support this Bill.

MR COWAN (Merredin-Leader of the
National Party) (9.35 pm]: The National Party
supports the legislation.

I accept the comment of the member for
Canning that the cost of work-related accidents
is very high-about four times the time lost as
a result of industrial disputes. On anybody's
calculation there is a need in Western Australia
to develop a greater sense of responsibility for
the health and safety of people involved in the
workplace. There is no question about that.

I would be very disappointed if this House
did not accept the responsibility for providing
a mechanism which promoted the concept of
occupational health and safety.

This legislation lends itself more to being dis-
sected during the Committee stage rather than
during the second reading debate. However,
there are a couple of points I want to place on
record.

The National Party was privileged to be
given briefings on this legislation by ministerial
and departmental offlicers. We were also fortu-
nate to have the representatives from the
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Trades and Labor Council speak to us, and the
Confederation of Western Auistralian Industry
also gave us its views about this Bill.

it is quite interesting to see the different di-
rections in terms of ideology and philosophy of
all three of those groups. Nevertheless, despite
the fact that there is some divergence of philo-
sophical direction between those particular
bodies, I beieve this Parliament, if it considers
this legislation properly, can produce at the end
of the day legislation which will place on the
Statutes of Western Australia something which
will give people involved in industry and in the
workplace something to which they can refer
and something which reminds them that they,
as individuals, have a responsibility to main-
tain a very safe workplace.

While the National Party does propose to
move a number of amendments to various
clauses of this legislation, it is not my intention
to deal with each one during the second reading
debate except to perhaps refer to that issue
which is the most important-the Provision to
enable health and safety representatives to di-
rect that work at the workplace shall cease.

It is rather interesting that the Minister for
Labour, Productivity and Employment has
said by way of interjection tonight and cer-
tainly in conversations outside this House, that
one of the major objectives of this legislation is
to take the matter of health and safety out of
the field of industrial relations. Perhaps it
could be suggested that by giving health and
safety representatives the right to direct that
work cease at the workplace it will defeat the
very purpose for which he is aiming.-

If a health and safety representative is al-
lowed to stop work, surely the whole of this
legislation is immediately being placed back
into the field of industrial relations. I would
have thought it would be much better that that
particular capacity was not granted to a health
and safety officer. The National Party will cer-
tainly be seeking to have that changed. We
would not in any way deny the right of the
individual, if he determined he was in an un-
safe place, to stop work and, if he wishes, ad-
vise the industrial inspecors should they be
summoned to the workplace.

Mr Peter Dowding: The difficulty is that you
then come back to a situation that if a person is
in a factory situation where you do have
signficant industrial problems the person who
will be saying those things will be the shop
steward.

Mr COWAN: Why would the person be a
shop steward?

Mr Peter Dowding: That is what happens
now i n a reas where th is isa problem.

Mr COWAN: We are not suggesting there
should be any changes to those consultative
provisions in clause 24.

Mr Peter Dowding: The end result is that in
some workplaces you have people who will stop
work now. We are seeking to alter that scenario
so that that person is no longer a shop steward
and will be disqualified if he misuses his
powers,

Mr COWAN: I cannot accept what the Min-
ister says. All the Minister is doing is
transferring the power to someone else who
may abuse it in the same way it has already
been abused. I have conceded on several oc-
casions that there are times when safety factors
are used as a last resort by people who want to
stop work. I cannot see that the transfer of that
power from one person to another will effect
any change in the philosophical direction of a
militant union body.

Mr Peter Dowding: A person gets disquali-
fied if he misuses his power.

Mr COWAN: Does the Minister not think
that would happen, particularly in this legis-
lation, where so much preferential treatment is
given to unions in the election of health and
safety representatives? All that will happen is
that if one person gets disqualified there will be
a replacement-

M r Peter Dowd ing: At the end of t he i ne you
have some control over the issue.

Mr COWAN: I will accept that after talking
to officers of the Trades and Labor Council, the
TLC has taken upon itself to place some em-
phasis on safety-, but I do not necessarily ac-
knowledge that the TLC having made that
commitment towards safety, every union which
is a member of the TLC is likely to pursue with
the same degree of diligence the matter of
safety in the workplace and agree it should be
taken out of industrial relations and become
merely a matter of health and safety in the
workplace. Utopia in the field of industrial re-
lations has not yet been reached in Western
Australit.

M r Pete r Dowd ing: Regre ttablIy bot h you and
the Liberal Opposition want to leave it where it
ies at present.

Mr COWAN: Not at all. What we are
suggesting as an alternative is that where a
health and -safety representative has decided
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there are unsafe conditions, rather than give
him the power to direct a cessation of work it
would be better to give him the power to sum-
mon a director who makes that decision.

Mr Peter Dowding interjected.
Mr COWAN: That does not necessarily have

to be the case. The individual has a right to
make the decision.

Mr Peter Dowding: The individual may not
be informed. The health and safety representa-
tive is a person who will receive some training
and have some informat ion-

Mr COWAN: Yes. I am sure the health and
safety representative would indicate to individ-
ual workers that he could not direct them to
stop work immediately but that they could,
under clause 26 of this legislation, withdraw.
That individual's right can be exercised.

Mr Peter Dowding: But the employer says,
"No you cannot."

Mr COWAN: The employer cannot stop
them.

Mr Peter Dowding: What are you going to do
when you have two people saying. "No you
cannot, yes you can"?

Mr COWAN: The point I am making is that
the individual still has the right to take action
and he can take action if he so wishes and
believes strongly enough in it. The employer
may also believe strongly that he is correct. He
can find someone else to do the job if those
other people cannot. All I am saying is the
National Party supports the principle that is
enshrined in this legislation.

We take exception to several provisions
contained in the Bill. I am quite sure the M inis-
ter will say we have an ideological problem and
he may be right, but we do not see why this
legislation should confer so much preferential
treatment to the union movement, notwith-
standing the fact, and I acknowledge it, that the
TLC has been prepared to accept health and
safety as an issue of prime importance within
the union movement. We do not accept that it
should be incumbent upon small business to
establish a health and safety committee.

If there is a small business comprising 10 or
15 employees, it should be sufficient to appoint
or elect a safety representative and not have a
health and safety committee because, in such
businesses employers and employees are
usually particularly close. I do not think it is
necessary to foist upon that type of relationship
an additional committee which in many re-
spects may not be necessary because of the

close working relationship that exists between
employers and employees. We certainly do not
accept the requirement that health and safety
re presen tat ives sho uld have th e power to d irect
that work at the workplace should cease. We
see that as remaining the responsibility of the
individual and of any inspector who has been
called to inspect a particular workplace where
there is some dispute over conditions, and that
dispute cannot be resolved under the processes
of the legislation.

The National Party is very keen to see the
elections that are carried out under the aus-
pices of this legislation conducted by way of
secret ballot rather than by any other way. We
want to make it quite clear that a secret ballot
should be used on all occasions.

One of the other areas of concern is the ac-
tions of departmental inspectors. Part of this
legi slat ion gi ves peopl e wi th in the wo rkplace a n
opportunity to call an inspector onto the prem-
ises. If that is the case, we shall see a real need
for the discretionary powers granted to inspec-
tors to be limited where an inspector decides to
call on premises without invitation.

Perhaps it might be appropriate, now that
there is this mechanism in place where people
within the work force can invite an inspector to
examine conditions and where an inspector
takes it upon himself to visit some premises.
that he should seek a warrant from the com-
mission to enter that workplace.

It must be accepted that the powers granted
to an inspector by this Bill are very broad.

Mr Peter Dowding: No broader than they
were before.

Mr COWAN: That is a matter of opinion
and I would be very happy to hear the Minis-
ter's views on that later. We must concede that
already the legislation contains a- provision
allowing a health and safety representative or
an employer to request a visit by an inspector
to resolve a dispute. If that request is made,
surely the inspector does not of his own vol-
ition decide to call on those premises. Where
he makes that decision, his powers should be
exercised under warrant by the commissioner.

I think I have dealt with most of the issues
we want to raise during the Committee stage. I
have no doubt that the Government will use its
numbers in this place to see that the legislation
passes through this Chamber unscathed. But I
ask the Minister, when we reach the Com-
mittee stage, to give particular attention to
those areas to which we take exception. I do
not expect him to deal with them in his second
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reading reply, but I expect him to give us a
detailed response so that we can assess exactly
the Government's view and the view of his
departmental officers relating to what we are
saying.

The National Party is endeavouring to ap-
proach this legislation with a degree of reason-
ableness. Where it can be shown that we are
being unreasonable, or that what we are
suggesting by way of amendments is impracti-
cal, we will endeavour to reach some agree-
ment.

This legislation is similar to some legislation
which came before this House previously, and
that concerned electoral reform. Everyone had
ideas for change, but was never prepared to say
to what degree that change should be made. In
this case I would not like to see this legislation
go the same way as the Bill I have just
mentioned. I hope that by the time it has
passed through both Houses we will have some-
thing to encourage the people of Western
Australia's work force to become more aware
of health and safety issues in the workplace and
set about the task of reducing the number of
work-related accidents in this State.

I accept that we wilt never reduce them to a
negligible number, but it is a fine ambition. If
this legislation contributes to that, every mem-
ber should be able to support what it endeav-
ours to do in principle.

MRS HENDERSON (Cosnells) [9.55 pm]: I
will direct my comments to clause 25 of this
Bill. Before doing so I would like to say how
pleased I am that the Opposition spokesman
handling the Bill and the National Party Leader
have expressed their support for two of the
major thrusts of this Bill.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Honourable
members, while the member for Gosnells has a
tremendous amount of ability, she does not
have the loudest voice in this place. While she
is on her feet I am not going to tolerate any of
these little meetings. Only three are going on at
present, or were when I rose to speak. They are
not the noisiest meetings which have ever
taken place. I would like to hear only the voice
of the member for Gosnells. If members need
little meetings, there are passageways and
chairs outside. Hold them there.

Mrs HENDERSON: I am pleased to see the
support for the two main thrusts of this Bill,
which are to increase the level of consultation
and to move towards greater self-regulation in
the area of industrial health and safety. I am
also extremely pleased that members have

supported the concept of joint responsibility by
employers and employees for health and safety
in the individual workplaces.

At the same time various members have said
how keen they are to see industrial health and
safety removed from being an industrial issue,
removed from being an area of dispute: They
have failed to recognise that there is no equal
outcome when it comes to employers and em-
ployees in this area. Ultimately the employer
has the power to purchase the plant. He nor-
mally establishes the industry and purchases
the equipment necessary for the operation at
the beginning.

Although this Bill, in breaking new ground,
places a duty of care on the manufacturer of the
plant and equipment to ensure it is not hazard-
ous to those who use it, ultimately the em-
ployer still has the power of purchase. The em-
ployee is generally the person who suffers the
loss of the arm, the leg, the fingers or the dis-
ease 20 years down the track. So there is no
equality of outcome.

The only area in which one could see any
equality of outcome might be occasionally in a
small business, where two or three people, in-
cluding perhaps the employer or owner, per-
form the same work as those who work there.
Even then the person who owns the establish-
ment obviously has a much greater degree of
power and control over the practices which oc-
cur there. It is very important to keep that in
mind when we talk about this Bill tonight.

A major breakthrough is that for the first
time this piece of legislation imposes a duty of
care on both the employer and the employee. A
great deal of attention has been focused on one
particular part of the legislation, and that is the
right of safety representatives to issue cease-
work directives. And there has been a degree of
lack of concern about the fact that for the first
time this wide-ranging duty of care is there. It
applies equally to employers and employees.

A great duty of care rests on the health and
safety representatives. The right to call a cease-
work is seen as a last resort when that duty of
care and all that consultative mechanism has
not achieved the results we want, which is to
remove the hazard from the workplace.

In supporting the retention of the right of
health and safety representatives to call a cease-
work in the workplace, I would like to make
several points. The first is that there is absol-
utely nothing new about this. At the moment it
is the unchallenged common law right of any
individual to cease work in a situation of
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serious or imminent harm or injury. That is
part of the contract of employment, and I do
not think anyone in this place has denied or
challenged the right of an individual worker to
refuse to perform duties which could be haz-
ardous.

Of course, the employer has a lawful right to
request the worker to perform reasonable du-
ties. However, while common law provisions
might provide the right to a worker to refuse to
perform certain duties, the only remedy avail-
able to a worker who refuses to work in a situ-
ation that the individual deems to be hazard-
ous is if the employer subsequently sacks the
worker or docks him time for refusing to work
while the hazard is there. The worker must seek
a remedy elsewhere for reinstatement or for
recovery of the lost wages or time that was
docked from him. There were some very
interesting examples of this, both in Western
Australia and in other States and, indeed, over-
seas.

Few people will forget the case of the fatal
accident that occurred at the Worsicy alumina
refinery site recently when a worker was killed
when excavations collapsed. The building
workers on that site held a meeting and
instructed their shop steward to negotiate pre-
ventive measures. In this case those measures
were the construction of more shoring in those
excavations to ensure the same thing did not
happen again- It took four days of these
workers not working before that kind of com-
mitment was forthcoming. Subsequently thai
employer, the Hornibrook Group (WA), actu-
ally docked the pay of those workers for the
four days during which negotiations proceeded
to ensure the safety of that site. Subsequently
those workers went to the Industrial Relations
Commission, which found they were justified
in ceasing work and ordered that they be paid
for those four days.

In my view that is a very long and drawn-out
method for asserting the right not to work in
unsafe conditions. It places the onus on the
persons going to the commission to prove that
in that situation they had the right to cease
work. So the whole concept of individual
workers having the right to cease work and to
refuse to work in unsafe conditions has in the
past not proved to be sufficient. It certainly has
not given us a very proud record of industrial
health and safety in Western Australia.

It is also not new because there are many
awards and agreements currently in existence
in Western Australia that provide precisely
what this clause provides:. that is, the right for

the representative on the job to call a cease-
work if the conditions are hazardous and pose
an imminent danger to workers. For example,
the waterside workers award has provided for
15 years the right to stop a job that is con-
sidered unsafe, and that right was won after
numerous accidents on the waterfront involv-
ing unsafe lifting practices and unsafe tackle. It
stemmed from the fact that many ships
progressed under flags of convenience and it
was extremely difficult for an individual
worker pursuing his common law right to take
action against an employer. So the waterside
workers won that right some 15 years ago, and
experience has shown that right has been used
sparingly and responsibly.

I would like to quote from the Business Re-
view Weekly, which is not known to be a rad-
ical journal. Its edition of October 1983 re-
ferred to the right of the waters ide workers to
cease work, and said-

When the clause first came in there were
a few industrial disputes disguised as
safety disputes but other than that the
WWFA has proved itself to he highly re-
sponsible on safety matters . . . Safety
rights are not abused.

That was the view of the Business Review
Weekly looking at a 15-year record in an indus-
try notorious for its accident rate and hazards.

As I said, the member for Kalamunda said
that this clause is vehemently and vigorously
opposed by employers, and he said he was
seeking to reflect their views in coming here
today. I would like to quote a few areas other
than the waterfront where provisions like the
one in clause 25 have been in effect, and are
currently in effect, and -employers have
supported them through agreement. For
example, there is the Hamersley Iron award;
the Goldsworthy Mining Company agreement;
the State Energy Commission health and safety
agreement negotiated in March 1986, more
than 12 months ago and which has never been
used-, the Perth Mint charter which was agreed
to in July 1986 and likewise has not been used,
despite the fact that a well-publicised accident
occurred recently where a person lost the end
of her finger in an accident. Even though that
provision has been provided it has not been
used. The Telecom Australia health and safety
agreement was negotiated in April 1985; the
Woodside Offshore Petroleum Pty Ltd agree-
ment applying to the Rankin platform was
negotiated in August 1986; the Plumbers'
Memorandum of Understanding, which is the
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Federal agreement, provides the same right for
the stoppage of work: and the building industry
generally has memorandums of understanding.

So there is a wide range of areas where
workers already have the kind of provision that
we are seeking to extend right across the work
force by clause 25. And that is in addition to
the common law right contained in clause 26 to
which the member for Kalamunda referred. It
has been suggested tonight that perhaps we
could take out clause 25 and leave in clause 26
and we would be no worse off. I suggest that if
that were the case why would we have the ex-
tensive list of industries and employers where
agreements have been reached and awards have
been inserted which provide precisely for what
we are trying to do in clause 25 this evening?

Not only would I argue that these clauses are
not unusual-and the general experience in
Western Australia in industries where they
exist is that they have not been abused-but
also there is no doubt that it is common over-
seas and in Australia itself. For example, the
Victorian health and safety legislation, which
has been referred to several times tonight, came
into operation in October 1985. By the end of
1986, 7 000 safety representatives had been
elected, and that represents many thousands of
workplaces. Yet during that period of more
than 12 months-it must be closer to I8
months-only 30 cease-work directives were
issued of which only two were later found by
the attending inspectors to be unnecessary.

Therefore the fears expressed by the em-
ployers in Victoria, which are the same fears
expressed tonight by the member for
Kalamunda, were not found to be soundly
based. The Victorian legislation has been in full
operation for more than I12 months. The
unions have had ample opportunity to abuse
that new-found right, and that has not oc-
curred.

In Sweden there is a longstanding right to
cease work, which is a similar provision td that
which prevails in Victoria. In 1984 only 70
cease-work directives were given, which were
called by health and safety representatives in a
work force of 4.5 million people. The Swedish
people apparently considered this to be a vital
component of the whole self-regulatory
occupational health and safety regulation
system they have, and Sweden has a very im-
pressive record in occupational health and
safety. Over the last 15 years they have
achieved a 300 per cent reduction in workplace
fatalities. I do not think any Western country
could ignore that kind of record and could

really say, as the member for Kalamunda has
said tonight. "We are a different culture." I do
not think the workers in Western Australia are
so different from those in Sweden that they will
abuse a privilege or an insertion of a right that
gives them the opportunity to protect their
safety and that of their fellow workers when we
have before us an example of a country where it
has been in practice for a long time and which
has achieved a 300 per cent reduction in
workplace fatalities.

Similarly, in Norway health and safety rep-
resentatives have the right to stop unsafe work
where there is an immediate danger to life or
limb. That right has been used responsibly and
where it has been challenged and found not to
be upheld, the workers have lost pay for the
time they have stopped on the job.

Mr Thompson: They would not under the
terms of this legislation.

Mrs HENDERSON: I will come to the civil
liability of the representatives in a moment.

In many provinces in Canada workers have
the right to stop work where unsafe work is in
progress, and that is enshrined in law. How-
ever, the 1 981 legislation in Canada gives indi-
vidual workers the right to stop work where it
is considered to be unsafe, and to call in an
inspector to arbitrate. That is the position the
National Party has taken tonight. In Canada
the inspectorate has stopped work on more oc-
casions than have the health and safety represen-
tatives or individual workers. In 1982, for
example, there were 233 stoppages involving
969 workers, which averages four workers each
time work stopped. By contrast, health and
safety inspectors closed down some 769 jqbs.
Inspectors were going out into the workplace
and finding more examples of places where
conditions were sufficiently unsafe for them to
call an immediate halt than were individual
workers. To some extent that encapsulates the
problem which arises when one places the onus
on the individual who is representing other
workers and has to make the decision of his
own accord.

In the United States the Supreme Court has
upheld the right of workers to stop where they
consider conditions to be unsafe and hazard-
ous. There was a celebrated case in 1980 in-
volving the Whirlpool company where a
unanimous ruling of the Supreme Court upheld
the action of two employees who were asked to
go onto a screen under a conveyor belt. Ma-
chinery parts from the belt regularly fell down
onto the wire mesh. The two workers were
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asked to walk on the wire mesh and pick up the
bits which had fallen off the conveyor belt, and
they refused. Two weeks earlier someone had
fallen through the mesh and been killed. De-
spite that, the employer and a supervisor asked
them to walk onto the screen. When they
refused they were docked six hours' pay and a
written reprimand was placed on their record.
The court upheld their right to refuse to carry
out those duties which were undoubtedly haz-
ardous and a serious threat to their health and
safety.

There are ample precedents from all around
the world, as well as in the States in Australia
with similar legislation, that where one provided
the opportunity for delegates on behalf of other
workers to stop unsafe work that right has not
been abused.

Mr Thompson: That is a different scenario
from the right you have outlined. There is no
veto on the right of the individual worker to
stop work if he feels he is placed in a position
of danger. You are confusing that-

Mrs HENDERSON: No, I am not. Members
are not arguing that that should be removed.

Mr Peter Dowding: You are saying the per-
son who is well informed does not have the
right to use that information.

Mrs HENDERSON: The reason I gave the
example of the Whirlpool case was that those
people had to go to court to recover six hours'
pay which was docked when they were ordered
to do something which someone had already
been killed doing. If the member for
Kalamunda thinks that is reasonable--

Mr Thompson: I do not think that IS reason-
able.

Mrs HENDERSON- 1-ad there been a safety
representative on the site there is no doubt he
would have felt more confident in his capacity
to act on behalf of the workers in saying, "You
shall not go on the screen and place yourselves
in any kind of danger." I do not think it should
be up to the individual to make that decision.

Mr Trenorden: Who is arguing that? All sides
have agreed.

Mrs HENDERSON: No, they have not. The
National Party and the Liberal Party have ar-
gued that we should leave in clause 26 which
deals with the individual's right and take out
clause 25 which provides for a stoppage to be
called by a representative. I am arguing that to
leave in the capacity for the individual is not
fair. It places the onus on the individual at the
time, and if he makes the wrong decision Or is

overawed by the situation, or is concerned
about his future in the industry, he will not take
the risk.

M r Thompson: Yo u are giving the safety rep-
resentative the right to 'stop work and
exonerating him from action if he abuses his
power. That is inequitable.

Mrs HENDERSON: We are not exonerating
him. That person is elected to a responsible
position and the duties are clearly laid out in
the Act. Such a person has to inform himself or
herself on all the safety issues connected with
the workplace, participate on the health and
safety committee, be available to visit any
part of the workplace to check hazards, and
make responsible decisions, If that representa-
tive is disqualified for acting irresponsibly it is
a strong punishment in the same way as if the
electors booted members opposite off their
benches in this place. Those representatives are
elected by their peers to represent them and to
carry out certain duties.

Mr Thompson: But they will not lose their
job; they will lose their position as a safety
representative.. Some people co 'uld
irresponsibly cause a stoppage which leads the
employer to lose significant sums of money.
There is no redress except that the safety rep-
resentative loses his position.

Mrs HENDERSON: The member can say
that this or that may happen, but experience
shows that such things have not happened. The
member for Kalamunda asked why there
should not be a civil'liability so safety represen-
tatives can be sued if they stop work and do the
wrong thing. The answer is that nobody would
volunteer to be a health and safety representa-
tive. Would the member for Kalamunda take
on the responsibility of judging whether a situ-
ation in the workplace was hazardous if he
knew he could be taken to court for making a
wrong decision?

Mr Thompson: It is not a matter of making a
wrong .decision but whether someone
irresponsibly uses the power. No court would
rule against a person who made a legitimate
mistake. Your legislation would exonerate
someone who wilfully misuses power.

Mrs HENDERSON: Nothing in the legis-
lation exonerates anyone. The Bill lays down
that not only must the representatives have
worked in the workplace for two years, but also
they have to have a good understanding and
knowledge of the industry and be prepared to
undergo training, and be elected by their peers.
That is a good list of qualifications for someone
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to take on ihe position. If they make a mistake
or abuse the position they can be disqualified.
In my view that would be quite a severe blot on
their record.

Mr Cash: What about in the case of vex-
atious or malicious stoppages which cause an
employer to lose money? Are you saying they
should be absolved of responsibility?

Mrs HENDERSON: I have dealt with that
point.
*Mr Cash: You ran away frm it because you

could not answer the question.
Mrs HENDERSON: I have answered the

question, and I have just explained that that
person has clear duties which are laid out in
this legislation.

Mr Cash: I asked about a malicious or vex-
atious stoppage.

Mrs HENDERSON: I have been waiting and
I would be interested to hear the member give
some specific examples where people have
vexatiously or maliciously used that power.

Mr Lewis: Have a look at the casino site, day
after day.

Mrs HENDERSON: The member is talking
about a site which involves 1 000 people. Let us
have a specific example.

Mr Blaikie: Mudginberri!
Mrs HENDERSON: That has nothing to do

with it. The member is off the track.
Stripping a safety representative of his

position is in itself quite a major punishment
for that person who has been elected by his
peers. Most people would take pride in the fact
that they had been elected to fulfil those duties.
and would take those duties seriously. We have
plenty of evidence that that is the case. This
Bill imposes a requirement on those people to
be trained, to be given information and to
understand the information, and to take the
time and make the effort to act on behalf of
their fellow workers. It places a great responsi-
bility on each of them. Where the statutory
right to stop unsafe work is vested in each indi-
vidual it defeats the whole purpose of consul-
tation.

People have gone on tonight about how im-
portant consultation is. One defeats the whole
purpose of consultation if every person in the
workplace acts as an individual. The whole
purpose of consultation is that one provides
information, that people get together to discuss
and negotiate in order to try to work out the
situation in the workplace, and that they have a
last resort if everything else fails.

Another safeguard against abuse has not
been mentioned. Where work ceases on a
workplace as a result of a hazard or risk, those
people who work at that workplace can be
directed to do other work by their employer
until normal work resumes and the hazard pre-
sumably is removed. Once the health and
safety inspectors visit the site and assess the
situation, the cease-work directive given by the
health and safety representatives ceases to
exist. Upon notification of that work directive,
the Bill quite clearly requires the inspector to
attend at that workplace forthwith and take
whatever action is necessary.

Mr Cash: What happens if it takes him two
days to get there?

Mr Peter Dowding: We have given an under-
taking that he will be there within two hours in
the metropolitan area and 24 hours in remote
areas.

Mr Cash: You have people sitting waiting in
the Kimberley?

Mrs HENDERSON: Perhaps the member
has not heard about air travel, but he was say-
ing earlier that he thought people should not
have the right to stop work and that they
should get on the telephone and call up the
inspector. If the inspector comes and issues a
stop-work directive, he said work should then
stop: the next minute the member is saying that
it might take the inspector two days to get
there. Really, there is no consistency in the
member for Mt Lawley's argument. On the one
hand he is quite happy to leave the hazardous
situation for two days while the inspector gets
there: on the other hand, when the Minister
gives the clear undertaking that the inspector
will be there within two hours, the member is
not happy to accept that.

There is one consistent theme: The Oppo-
sition's ideological fixation about this particu-
lar matter. It does not matter how many
examples the Government gives which prove
that the legislation will not be abused re-
gardless of how often it is implemented around
the world, because the opposition will say,
"Oh yes, but in Western Australia, we're differ-
ent; workers here will abuse it." Workers have
not abused it in the past and numerous
examples can prove that, but now that we are
trying to introduce this Bill, suddenly the
workers will abuse it.

The sobering fact is that the time lost at work
because of occupational injury and disease is
two or three times the time lost through strikes.
The potential benefit of this legislation to
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Western Australia is enormous. in my view
there is no way one can measure the benefits in
terms of the human tragedy of those people
who are injured at work. One can measure the
time lost, the loss of productivity, and the com-
pensation paid but one can never measure the
human tragedy involved. In 1984-85. 31 500
Western Australian workers were involved in
some injury or disease that required compen-,
sation. Our record is not a proud one in this
area. Work-related injuries or disease at work
cost this State a staggering $123 million last
year.

This provision in the Bill is an integral part
of the legislation. It is part of the whole thrust
of the package. One cannot separate one sec-
tion from the rest and then say, -Well, the rest
should be able to work without that." This
package was developed with tripartite agree-
ment;, it is not true to say that employers do not
support clause 25 because employers have
already agreed to it in agreements I have re-
ferred to previously. I think it is a great pity to
contemplate the possible loss of an integral part
of this Bill, which already exists for some
workers in this State but which would be de-
nied to other workers purely because the Oppo-
sition has demonstrated tonight a fear of what
might happen, and of possible abuses.

The member for Kalamunda talked about
the sledgehammer approach. If one looks at
this Bill carefully, one sees that there is a very
clear series of steps to be taken that involve
consultation and information at all levels, and
involve the greatest possible joint action on the
part of employees and employers, with joint
duties of care. And, where a situation is so
hazardous that lire is at risk, there is a final
resort provided. I do not call that a sledgeham-
mer approach; that is something that is absol-
utely necessary to improve our sorry record in
Western Australia.

I commend the Bill to the House and I sin-
cerely hope it will not be amended.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Leader of
the Opposition) [10.25 pm]: I rise to make a
few brief comments on the legislation and to
ask a few questions of the Minister. I would
also make a firm commitment in terms of the
principles the Opposition will introduce when
approaching this type of legislation when in
Government.

Firstly I would answer some of the comments
made by the previous speaker who indicated
that the Opposition, for some reason or
another, is anti-union. The member for

Victoria Park interjected and made the same
sort of comment-that is. that the Opposition
was scaremongering'about what might happen
with the legislation. For the information of
members, I wish to quote from a letter I
received recently from a major employer in
Western Australia, who, when talking about
this legislation said, in effect, that his experi-
ence with unions, both here and in the Eastern
States, was that safety is seen as a means for
them to exert pressure on employers to accede
to their demands. The employer said the com-
moon comment from unions when things did
not go their way was that, in effect, they would
stop the job on a safety issue. The employer
said that he saw the legislation as lending a
semblance of legitimacy to the unions' actions.

The fears expressed by the Opposition are
not merely our fears alone. They have not been
manufactured out of thin air; they have been
expressed on be hal f of a large n umber of peop le
in the community who share the Opposition's
concern about the potential for misuse of cer-
tain sections of this legislation.

Mr Burkett: Was that the same employer
who four years ago asked a metal fabricator to
do the job of an expert rigger? The expert rigger
was not called in because that employer-a
very good friend of your party-decided that
the metal fabricator could do the job. The
metal fabricator fell and died-and you say
that we do not need this sort of legislation.

Mr MacKINNON: I do not think the mem-
ber is i nterj ect ing from h is seat.

Mr Burkett: If you check with the records,
you will find that I know the rules, and when
you are sleeping, I am working from this seat.

Mr MacKINNON: I apologise to the member
for Scarborough;, I had not noticed he had
shifted his seat.

In respect of the member's interjection, I
would retu rn h im to t he facts whe n h e says that
the Opposition is trying to say there is no need
for this sort of legislation. The member for
Scarborough must have been asleep himself
and has not listened to Opposition members
debati ng the Bill1. Every speaker on th is s ide h as
endorsed the Bill in principle, and has
endorsed the concept of occupational health
and safety, although not welfare. We have
indicated the specific areas within the legis-
lation that we are not happy about and we
intend to move amendments on them. The Op.
position .Joes not intend to reject the Bill but to
move to amend it. What the member for
Scarborough says is not true. Members op-
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posite have tried, as he just did, to mis-
represent the Opposition's point of view,
claiming that we are somehow or other trying
to scaremonger about certain sections of the
legislation.

The letter I read to the House indicates quite
clearly that we are not expressing an isolated
point of view. I ask the Minister whether he or
his Government have made any estimate of the
cost to industry of complying with the legis-
lation once it is implemented. Obviously it is
far more comprehensive than previous legis-
lation.

Mr Peter Dowding: You cannot measure the
cost of the savings, but there will undoubtedly
be, from experience, huge savings down the
track to industry and to the community.

Mr MacKINNON: Can the Minister measure
the cost of compliance?

Mr Peter Dowding: No. you cannot measure
the direct cost. In fact, in most workplaces
there will not be a cost involved.

Mr MacKINNON: Why not?

Mr Peter Dowding: You demonstrate where
the costs will be.

Mr MacKINNON: Will there not be a safety
representative and a safety committee? They
will hold meetings during working hours to ad-
dress issues. What is the estimated cost for
these people to stop work to investigate safety
matters and the like?

Mr Peter Dowding: You do not assess the
cost of compliance with good safety pro-
cedures. You look at the savings everyone will
experience from the better safety practices.

Mr MacKINNON: Has the Minister made an
estimate of the savings?

Mr Peter Dowding: You have heard of the
level of cost to the community and the evi-
dence around the world is that sensibly ad-
dressing safety issues results in cutting those
costs. We would expect those costs to begin to
reduce over the next few years.

Mr MacKINNON: By how much and when?
Mr Peter Dowding: That is not a sensible

inquiry.
Mr MacKINNON: I ask the questions be-

cause it is a very important point to make in
terms of our approach to this type of legislation
in the future. I do not accept from the Minister
that one cannot estimate the cost of compliance
with this type of legislation. If the legislation is
to be introduced surely some analysis has been

made of how it is to be managed; that is. the
cost to industry and the cost to Government of
setting up the regulatory bodies.

When in Government it will be our intention
to ensure that when this type of legislation is
introduced in this House, a proper economic
impact statement is attached to the legislation
so that everyone in the community under-
stands exactly what cost is involved in terms of
compliance with the legislation. The Minister
has claimed that there will be significant ben-
efits; let us hope there are.

Mr Peter Dowding: Can you give me any
evidence that any Government has been able to
demonstrate the cost of setting up proper safety
procedures in industry?

Mr MacKINNON: The Victorian Govern-
ment has made a commitment along the lines I
have set out in terms of legislation which will
impact on the community. I do not know
whether that has happened elsewhere in the
world in terms of safety legislation. It is reason-
able and fair that industry should know the cost
of compliance with any new legislation. It is
also fair and reasonable that we, as the people
who will make a decision on the new regu-
lations, should know the estimate of cost
involved.

If we as legislators had had that information
in terms of the Travel Agents Sill debated last
year, we may have made different assessments
about its impact on industry and we may have
introduced amendments to the legislation as it
passed through the Parliament. However, that
was not done at the time.

Although it may be too difficult for this
Government. the Government I hope to lead
will implement such a policy so that when this
type of Bill is before the Parliament a compre-
hensive and proper economic impact statement
will accompany the legislation. If this Govern-
ment does not intend to do that in future, that
is its business.

Dr Watson: No other Government has been
able to cost health and safety issues.

Mr MacKINNON: It seems a pretty simple
exercise to estimate the cost of compliance to
an average employer. I repeat the commitment
I have given on behalf of the Opposition that
when in Governmcnt we intend that such a
document will accompany legislation into the
Parliament. The Minister has said that it is
impossible to estimate the cost and the member
for Canning is shaking her head. However, it
has been done in terms of legislation elsewhere
and we shall do it when in Government.
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My second question to the Minister is: Is
there a sunset or review clause in this legis-
lation?

Mr Peter Dowding: No.
Mr MacKINNON: Why not? Perhaps the

Minister needs to get his advice from the mem-
ber for Canning.

Mr Peter Dowding: The member for Canning
pointed out that there is a review clause in the
original Act and that this legislation is under
constant review from the tripartite mechanism
of the commission. The Leader of the Oppo-
sition obviously does not understand the struc-
tu re set up in 1984.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister wants me to
believe that because a tripartite commission,
has been set up, the matter is under constant'
review. Is that the case with every other regulat-
ory body set up in Western Australia? The Dairy
tndustry Authority has representatives from all
sections of the industry-it could be from
three, four, or five representative groups. Is that
under constant review?

Mr Peter Dowding: If ypu look at section 61
of the Occupational Health, Safety and welfare
Act of 1984 it will solve your problems.

Mr MacKIN NON: It is a review section and
says the Act will be reviewed. I am merely
asking the Minister a question. Is it a review or
sunset clause? If the Minister does not want to
answer that question, he does not have to.

Mr Peter Dowding: I have told you it is a
review clause but I would have expected you to
know that before making the assertion.

Mr MacKINNON: I am indicating what I
already knew: it is a review clause. A few years
ago when the original Bill was debated in this
House I led the Opposition's comments and
said that I did not believe the review clause was
appropriate. I said it should have a proper sun-
set clause if it was intended to have any form of
proper review of this regulatory body. It is not
appropriate to say that the legislation will be
reviewed in four years. I indicate that when we
are in Government all the legislation like this
which sets up regulatory bodies will have a sun-
set clause inserted which ensures a proper re-
view of the legislation in terms of the sunset
period.

It is not an original idea, it is working very
effectively in many States in the United States
and we intend to ensure that the same thing
happens in Western Australia so that proper
review lakes place at regular intervals. Also not
just the people involved in the industry and the

regulatory body review it, but we, the legis-
lators, every seven, eight, or 10 years will have
to make a new decision to renew the charter of
that body and its commitment to make sure
that we know what it is doing and whether it is
doing it in terms of our original intention as
pant of the legislation passed through the Par-
liament.

If the Minister claims, as he did a moment
ago by way of interjection when the previous
speaker was on his feet, that he will guarantee
that an inspector will attend every job within
two hours, what number of staff will he employ
to do that?

I s the M in ister goi ng to provide extra staff or
is an extra staff member not going to be
required? Does the Minister believe he can do
that with the existing resources or has such an
estimate not been made?

Mr Peter Dowding: Yes, an estimate has
been made and it is believed that by using the
existing resources in a different way, that com-
mitment will be met.

Mr MacKIN NON: So no new staff will be
employed?

Mr Peter Dowding: No new staff as a direct
result of the commitment that I have given.
What I am saying is that the Government is
looking at ways of changing the utilisation of
the existing resources within the department.
and I assume you know all about that.

Mr MacKINNON: What is going to happen
in terms of the staff that now service isolated
areas or country communities? Are they going
to be served by the same people or by different
people?

Mr Peter Dowding: Different from what?
Mr MacKINNON: Different from now. Is

the Goveriiment going to have the same num-
ber of people but organ ise them differently to
service country people?

Mr Peter Dowding: In the event of those pro-
cedures not having produced a result, the com-
mitment is to get to the workplace within 24
hours if it is in a remote location and within
two hours if it is within the metropolitan re-
gion, and that includes a commitment made in
the last budgetary provision to give the inspec-
tors radio-controlled vehicles.

Mr MacKINNON: What has been the experi-
ence with the building industry code of conduct
with the BLF7 Have inspectors been able to
attend to disputes that have been reported
with in two hours, or has it been five, or eight, or
10 hours?
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Mr Peter Dowding: There are a variety of
responses in the building industry, but regret-
tably employers are still using different pro-
cedures from those contemplated in this Bill,
and so are employees in some cases.

Mr MacKINNON: The Minister did not
answer the question: Do inspectors attend
within the time limits that have been specified?

Mr Peter Dowding: I would have to get ad-
vice as to whether that is the current position,
but the Government has not yet removed the
inspectorate legislation. It is changing that
legislation and will be redeploying the staff for
this once the general duty of care provisions are
in place, which they are not at present.

Mr Court: I think that in the building indus-
try it can take up to a day.

Mr MacKINNON: The point has been made
by employers that currently that commitment
of two hours is not being complied with in
terms of the Government's current commit-
ments in other areas.

Mr Peter Dowding: The inspectors are there
to resolve industrial relations matters, and that
is the major concern of employers.

Mr MacKINNON: The concern expressed by
employers is that the Minister might say two
hours now, but it is their belief that given the
Minister's performance to date, that is not go-
ing to be complied with; it is not possible for
him to do so.

Mr Peter Dowding: It is not my performance;
it is the performance of the departmental
officers.

Mr MacKINNON: Is it not a commitment
that the Minister has given personally, so that
he is responsible for it? The Minister is now
saying he is not responsible for a commitment
he has given to employers in a letter. He is
walking away from a commitment.

Mr Peter Dowding: Since the member has
raised this matter and I have said I would have
to get the information. I have been handed a
note which says that since May 1986 until the
introduction of the code of conduct,' safety in-
spectors have been attending within one hour
in the metropolitan area when requested. There
may be occasions when that is not so, but that
is the advice I have received. I believe the in-
spectorate provides a very good service, since it
has been given the resources to do that.

Mr MacKINNON: I take the Minister at his
word, but the Opposition will check that infor-
mation over the next few days or so with
people who have had discussions with us in

that area to see what their experience has been.
If that documentation is obtained, I will come
back to the Minister and give him examples,
because that is an area where people have
expressed concerns.

Mr Peter Dowding: Did you ask me to check
that information before you made your as-
sertions tonight?

Mr MacKINNON: I thought that was the
objective of the debate.

Mr Peter Dowding: You did not do your
homework before you got on your feet. That is
a poor show.

Mr Lewis: You did not know either.
Mr MacKINNON: The Opposition can ask

the Government a lot of questions, but I ask
members to look at the Notice Paper and they
will see a long list of unanswered questions; so
it is little wonder that members on this side are
reticent about asking the Government any
questions.

In conclusion. I make two brief comments
arising out of matters that have been raised
previously. First, I concur with the comments
of the member for Nedlands in relation to the
Opposition's meeting with the Trades and
Labor Council. The Opposition was very
appreciative of the opportunity to meet with
the TLC representatives. While we have agreed
to disagree on certain aspects of the legislation.
those discussions were of great value. As the
member for Nedlands said. I hope that in fu-
ture the TLC will see its way clear to meeting
with the Opposition on a more regular basis,
bearing in mind that it is our intention to be
the next Government and therefore it should
be in the best interests of the TLC to maintain
good communication with us in terms of indus-
trial relations.

Secondly, the Minister commented about
whether the Opposition asked for a briefing.
While I have appreciated the Minister's brief-
ing in certain areas, the most recent briefing in
relation to the superannuation Bill was of little
value. In fact, the Opposition received more
information from meetings with other people
than it did from the Government officers who
briefed it in that particular instance.

Mr Peter Dowding: You did not complain to
me about the briefing. I spoke to you about it
and offered it to you.

Mr MacKINNON: It is little wonder that if
the Minister is representative of the Labor
Party, there are troubles in this State on the
industrial relations front, with the aggressive
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attitude the Minister seems to take to any com-
ments made by members on this side of the
House.

1 conclude my remarks there. I have made
the commitments that I have wanted to make
and have asked the questions, and I will par-
ticipate further in the debate in the Committee
Stage.

MR CASH (Mt Lawley) ( 10.46 pm]: In rising
to make my contribution to this debate I con-
firm the Opposition's general support for those
principles in the Bill that address matters of
safety and health in a responsible way. I qualify
my support of the Bill inasmuch as I believe the
Opposition will be able to show in the Com-
mittee stage of this legislation that safety,
health and welfare are not necessarily the real
objectives of this Bill.

Before moving into that area, I confirm a few
facts to the House so that members are sure of
my position in respect of the need for proper
health, safety and welfare legislation. First, as
members of the House would probably be
aware, I am a former member of the Australian
Workers Union and in fact was a member of
that union when-

The SPEAKER: Order! It is becoming evi-
dent to me that the people in the gallery on my
left are becoming rather more adventurous as
time goes by and that their contributions to this
debate are becoming slightly louder. I take this
opportunity, before an unacceptable stage is
reached, of saying how much both I and all the
members appreciate people coming and
participating in the Parliament. However, your
participation from the public gallery must be
only to listen. I realise the difficulty that may
sometimes place people in, but nonetheless the
rules are that you cannot contribute to the de-
bate other than by l isten ing.

Mr CASH: I was confirming to the House
that I am a former member of the Australian
Workers Union. I think it is fair to say that
many years ago when I was a member of that
union it was regarded as probably the most
militant union in Australia. I do not claim to
have taken pant in any of the militant actions in
which the union engaged at the time. tn fact, I
was one of the moderates of the day who tried
to urge the union to be responsible in its deal-
ings with industry generally. it would be quite
wrong for members of the Government to as-
sume that I do not have some working knowl-
edge of the union mnovement-
(45)

I also recognise the International Labour Or-
ganisation Convention No. 155. which basi-
cally states its aims and objectives on industrial
safety. Article 4 of that ILO convention reads
as follows-

The aim of the policy shall be to prevent
accidents and injury to health arising out
of, linked with or occurring in the course
of work, by minimising, so far as is reason-
ably practicable, the causes of hazards in-
herent in the working environment.

The House collectively would agree that they
are very honourable objects, towards which we
should all work.

I am also aware of the report that Lord
Robens prepared way back in 1972 when it was
claimed that he had researched the general sub-
ject of industrial safety in the most analytical
way to that time. The ILO used many of his
recommendations in its debates of that time
before coming up with its convention No. I155.

It is also fair to recognise the problem of
work force injuries in Australia. It has been
said that in 1984 in Australia those injuries
were equivalent to a loss of $6.5 billion. It has
also been suggested that up to one million
working weeks were lost as a result of injury.
They are very hard statistics to run away from,
and I am sure the Government wo 'uld agree
that Opposition comments to date have
recognised the need for responsible legislation
th at goes to the heart of recogn isi ng a nd sol vi ng
problems of industrial safety in Australia-
something I hope the Minister bears in mind
when he makes his comments.

There is no question that some employers
will never play the game when it comes to in-
dustrial safety, no matter how much one asks
them to;, and I make no excuses for those
people. We need adequate legislation and ad-
equate regulations without tying ourselves in
red tape. On the other hand, it is fair to say that
some employees also refuse to play the game
when it comes to industrial safety. As much as
an employer can provide adequate literature,
training, and the necessary educational aids,
these employees will refuse to heed the advice
given and will suffer industrial injury, which in
the end is a cost to the community; it is a cost
to the employee first, 10 the employer second,
but in the end the cost falls back onto the
Australian community.

I rei te rate i n my ope n ing co mments thatI I do
see a need for industrial safety legislation, but
that is not to say I believe that is the primary
objective of the Bill. Later I will show that
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particular clauses have been inserted for no
other reason than to pay back certain trade
unionists for past favours they have obviously
granted the Government. If the legislation falls
down because of the adverse clauses that have
been inserted-clauses which deal specifically
with industrial relations rather than industrial
safety-that responsibility will fall on the
Government's shoulders.

We have heard about the tripartite com-
mittee which met for several years to consider
the documentation that was submitted on the
subject, and it is fair to say that the contribution
of the member for Canning was both excellent
and worthy of the work she did. I also thank
her for supplying me the other day with docu-
mentation that provided me with an insight
into the various meetings of that tripartite
committee and an insight into the general
objectives the Government laid down some
years ago.

In recognising the work of that tripartite
committee, I see that tonight some members of
it have decided to come to Parliament House
to see how the legislation is proceeding. I see
Don Chisholm from the Confederation of
Western Australian Industry, a man who
played a tremendous part in putting positive
advice to the Government. I also see Pat Gilroy
from the Chamber of Mines, who was able to
provide a great deal of technical information. I
see Brendan McCarthy from the Confederation
of Western Australian Industry, who was able
to guide the committee in its deliberations.
Also present is Stephanie Mayman from the
TLC. I regret that as yet I have not seen Rob
Meacham from the TLC, although it is fair to
say that members of the Opposition, including
me, met recently with Stephanie Mayman and
Rob Meacham to discuss certain aspects of the
Bill.

Earlier the Minister tried, by implication, to
suggest that the Opposition had been dilatory
in approaching the TLC. For his information,
many Opposition members went privately to
union members of their acquaintance to seek
their thoughts and guidance on this legislation,
and of course diverse views were received. We
were also able to seek and obtain some guid-
ance from the TLC and other union groups. We
consulted also with employer representatives.
It is fair to say that the Opposition. in the
limited time available, sought the views of the
community generally about the effect of this
legislation.

It is also fair to say that the delibecrations and
decisions of the tripartite committee were not
always unanimous, It is important to have
recorded the fact that the legislation in its
present form does not necessarily follow all the
recommendations made by the committee to
the Government. The Government in its wis-
dom has inserted certain clauses with which
certain members of the committee would not
agree and could not agree, owing to the econ-
omic and social impact of those clauses were
the Bill to become operative.

The important thing to note is that the only
way that industrial safety legislation will ever
be successful is for there to be cooperation be-
tween the employer and the employee; there
needs to be cooperation in recognising the need
to upgrade and improve the existing situation
in Australia. and not be forced into a
confrontation ist situation, which this Govern-
ment is trying to do by having particular
clauses inserted into the Bill. If industrial
safety legislation is to succeed, it must be by
way of cooperation. It will never work if it is
written in a way that creates confrontation, and
there is no question that certain clauses in this
Bill are unable to be accepted by many mem-
bers of the community. If the clauses remain it
will clearly indicate that the Government is
looking for confrontation rather than cooper-
ation.

The Bill deals with a number of areas.
Firstly, it deals generally with the safety area. It
then goes on to health aspects and tries to deal
with the problems associated with welfare. No-
where in the Bill can I find a definition of' the
word "welfare". The member for Canning said
that she understood the Bill covered the welfare
area. I do not accept that. I do not accept the
concept that the Bill dlefines "welfare" globally.

Obviously in the Committee stage we will
have a look at what the Government proposes
and the real impact of that proposal on the
community.

Mr Peter Dowding: Is the definition not in
the existing legislation?

Mr CASH: I do not want the Minister to
interject unless I call for the interjection.

The welfare area is an extremely complex
one. What would happen if a worker reported
to work and said he had been traumatised be-
cause his cat had been run over during the
night? Is that a welfare situation globally de-
scribed by the member for Canning? I do not
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think it is. I again emphasise the need for the
definition of welfare to be clearly set out in the
Bill.

What would happen in the case of a group of
employees coming to work and announcing to
their health and safety representative that they
were traumatised because they had received
their electricity accounts which had been
increased dramatically by this Government?
Would that be sufficient cause for them to turn
to this Bill to seek reasons to close the place
down or seek employer assistance? I certainly
hope not.

It is important that one raises possibilities of
actions that could arise under this legislation. It
is no good the Government's saying that those
actions are not possible, because if one has a
look at some of the opportunities that exist,
there is no doubt that someone with a ma-
licious and vexatious intent could use this legis-
lation to his own advantage and to the disad-
vantage of employers and his fellow
employees.

I want to qualify my remarks about union
power. I have friends who are members of the
union movement. I suggest that 98 per cent of
union members are genuine in their attempts to
see that the work situation in- Australia is
improved, not just in their own interests but
also in the interests of their brother unionists
and the community generally. I share those
ideals. However, there is no question that there
is a minority of militant unionists in this State,
perhaps only a handful-

Mr Hodge: They are not worth mentioning if
they are such a small minority.

Mr CASH: The Minister said they are not
worth mentioning. I guess an extension of that
is for me to assume that the Minister is pre-
pared to support the activities of those militant
unionists who have caused tremendous econ-
omic disruption to industry in this State. I am
surprised that he should make those comments.
I did not think he supported that kind of ac-
tion.

The member for Nedlands said earlier that.
members opposite have had an opportunity to
look at various parts of the Bill. I have had an
opportunity to look at part IV of the Bill
headed -Health and Safety Representatives
and Committees". Given the present wording,
there is a potential for alarming things to hap-
pen under the legislation. it is fair to say that,
unless an employee called upon the employer
to set up a health and safety committee, there
would be no need for one to be set up. How-

ever, the moment one employee, be he a union
member or not, asks an employer to set up a
committee, the employer is bound under this
legislation to do so. Severe penalties of up to
$50 000 attach to his failure to do so. The im-
portant thing to look at, though, is who votes in
respect of that health and safety representative.

After reading the Bill very closely, I believe
that the present wording of part IV which deals
with the voting system is a Soviet model of
democracy.

Mr Read interjected.

Mr CASK: The member for Mandurah has
made his usual comment. One thing is sure:
There is no way the member for Mandurah will
contribute to the debate on this legislation. He
is always prepared to interject but not prepared
to make a positive or even a negative contri-
bution to any debate in this place. What does
that suggest? It suggests that the member for
Mandurah is unable to comprehend the legis-
lation that is introduced into this House, or
that he could not care less about its eventual
impact on the community. I am disappointed
that he should take that stand, because I also
believe him to be a reasonable and fair-minded
person. However, when it comes to legislation
being considered by this House, he is sadly
lacking.

There may be 50 employees at a workplace,
none of whom is a union member. They may
decide to nominate a delegate to be their health
and safety representative. All of the employees
would be able to vote on that nomination Or on
as many nominations as were put forward.
However, if one worker among the 50 was a
unionist, that unionist and all of the 49 non-
union members would have a vote. The legis-
lation provides that the union will nominate
the delegate.

Mr Peter Dowding: That is not true.

Mr CASH: It is true. if the M inister does not
understand his legislation; he should go back to
school and learn to read, because that is the
situation. Obviously, that point will be pursued
during the Committee stage. The Minister does
not realise the real effect and possible intent of
the wording of this legislation. It states clearly
that if one union member is present, the union
can nominate the health and safety representa-
tive, and all the employees are to vote for that
person:-
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When I mentioned the Soviet model of
democracy, I heard sniggers from the Govern-
ment benches. It was obvious that Government
members did not realise the significance of this
part of the Bill.

There is no question that if only one union
member is nominated by the union, he can
vote for himself, If 49 fellow non-union em-
ployees vote against him, under the legislation
in its present form he will become the health
and safety representative.

Mr Peter Dowding: He does not.
Mr CASH: If the Minister claims that that is

not correct, he will have plenty of time during
the Committee stage to make his point. The
interpretation of that part of the Bill by people
much better qualified than I am is exactly what
I have said. If it is necessary, I suggest to the
Minister that be speak to some of his advisers
who have written this legislation for him. He
should ask them for advice in order that he can
tell the House the truth.

If the Minister is unable to understand his
own legislation, the Government should with-
draw it to enable him to become fully convers-
ant with the real intent of it. In spite of the
interjections by the Minister handling this Bill,
there is no question that the intent of the legis-
lation is to give an unfair advantage to mem-
bers of the union movement. I do not think
that is fair. I qualify that statement by saying
that as far as militant unions in Western
Australia are concerned. I have made it very
clear in this House that, First, I do not support
their actions; and, secondly, thank goodness,
they comprise only a handful of people. That in
itself is something that the Minister probably
does not appreciate.

During discussions on this Bill I have heard
the Minister say, "Trust me." Believe me, I will
not trust the Minister handling this Bill because
I have learnt in the past that that is not wise.
The discussions I have had with trade union
members in this State have proved that many
people at Trades Hall do not trust him. They
are never sure what he has in mind from one
day to the next.

Mr Peter Dlowding: You make wild as-
sertions in this House with no justification.

Mr CASH: The Minister can talk about wild
assertions; I am talking about fact. From my
discussions with union members in Western
Australia. I am in no doubt about their views
on the impact of this legislation. First, some
have said that they are not prepared to support
it in any way in its present form. Secondly.

some have said that it will not improve indus-
trial safety in this State. I am talking about
members from the union movement who
occupy senior positions at Trades Hall and who
are prepared to talk to members of the Oppo-
sition about some of the problems they have
with this Government. They are of the opinion
that industrial safety in Western Australia is
being used as a vehicle so that this Government
can improve and extend the power of unions in
this State. I do not believe that is a good thing
for this State, and it is certainly not a good
thing for the union movement. Also, it is not a
good thing for the ordinary employer and the
ordinary employee in the community.

Mr Peter Dowding: If you do not produce
some evidence about what you are saying-

Mr CASH: Mr Deputy Speaker, I have not
called on you for any protection because I can
handle this Minister myself. I make the point
to the Minister that if he does not calm down a
little he will have an accident, and that is what
this legislation is about. I suggest that he not
suffer industrial brain damage, because he does
not have the ability to understand the impact
of this legislation. The Minister should calm
down and listen to what I am saying. He should
talk to his advisers and ask them if what I am
saying is correct.

Mr Peter Dowding: They do not think that.
They have given me a note denying it.

Mr CASH: How can the Minister hear what I
am saying when he shouts me down?

Mr Carr: You said that you did not want the
protection of the Chair.

Mr CASH: I am not calling on the Chair for
protection. If the Minister wants to hear what I
am saying, he should not try to shout me down,
because he makes it very difficult.

I support the need for proper legislation in
this State that will give better industrial safety.
I also support the following words spoken by a
prominent member of the Government some
time ago when the initial document on
occupational health was circulated in the com-
munity for comment. He said-

Occupational health and safety is one of
the most important industrial issues for
our State and for Australia.

The misery and pain that injury and dis-
ease cause individuals and their families
cannot be measured.

In the end the community bears the
costs.
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I support that comment in relation to industrial
safety in this State.

Mr Peter Dowding: Who said that?
Mr CASH: There we are; it shows that the

Minister does not know very much about his
portfolio. The Premier of Western Australia
said that, and the Minister should have known
it without running to the back of the Chamber
and talking with one of his advisers. It shows
the lack of knowledge this Minister has when it
comes to his portfolio.

I support the need for good industrial safety
legislation in this State. I look forward to the
Committee stage of this Bill, and I am hopeful
that the Governmcnt will recognise that it will
destroy its opportunity to bring in acceptable
legislation if it uses industrial safety as a ve-
hicle to increase the power of unions.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr
Marlborough.

House adjourned at 1i. 19 prn

1413



1414 [ASSEMBLY]

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

SPORT AND RECREATION
DEPA RTM ENT

Lockridge Meeting
621. Mr CASH, to the Minister representing

the Minister for Sport and Recreation:

(1) Did a group of concerned Lockridge
residents join with officers of the De-
partment of Sport and Recreation in
either 1985 or 1986 at Noalimba to
discuss opportunities to improve the
quality of life for residents of
Lockridge?

(2) If yes, will he outline the initiatives
suggested at the meeting and the ac-
tion taken to implement such initiat-
i ves?

(3) Are the Lockridge residents satisfied
with the action taken by the depart-
ment?

(4) If not, why not?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) The workshop referred to in the mem-
ber's question was one small part of a
number of initiatives actually
undertaken in 1984 to-

(a) bring into active contact the vari-
ous community agencies working
in Lockridge;

(b) provide an opportunity for the
sharing of consensus and issues
between relevant agencies and
their clients or members-.

(c) foster the formation of support
networks and coordinating
groups:

(d) listen to ideas for the develop-
ment of the community.

(2) Projects undertaken included-

(a) meetings between the Lockridge
Tenants Association, the local
member, the General Manager of
the State Housing Commission,
and officers of the State advisory
commission;

(b) conducting of a creative planning
workshop by Playgrounds on De-
mand, with children at Parakoola
Flats, Lockridge;

(c) a "think tank" with local resi-
dents with the object of providing
personal positions on the devel-
opmental needs for the Lockridge
community;

(d) observation and reporting on
Lock ridge young people by a com-

munity worker,
(e) a Lockridge agencies conference

held at Noalimba;
(f') a general enhancement of

Homeswest medium-density units
to improve the amenity level for
tenants.

(3) Homeswest subsequently developed a
comprehensive upgrading programme
for the community in consultation
with various tenant groups. This pro-
gramme has been substantially
implemented. However, work is
ongoing, and further improvements
are planned for the 1987-88 financial
year.
Lockridge is a small geographic lo-
cation, with a social problem created
by a relatively high percentage of flats
housing a significant number of' econ-
omnically and socially disadvantaged
people. The mobility of the flat ten-
ants with their expectation of a short-
term occupancy in Lockridge,
combined with the 'social structure,
denies community groups and
Government services a true develop-
mental role in the community. Resi-

-dential stability and a greater percent-
age of stable family groups with an
adequate income support base are
basic requirements -for sustainable
community development.
The focus of attention on Lockridge
by a number of agencies has brought
into the suburb more workers and pro-
grammes, in terms of population and
geographic size, than those available
to many communities in Perth.

(4) Not applicable.

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS
Pastoral Leases;- Purchases

721. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs:

Would he give details of property that
has been-
(a) purchased:

(b) acquired,
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for Aboriginal people from either
State or Commonwealth Government
sources since 1970. and indicate the
current titleholder of the land?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
Preparation of a reply to this question
would require considerable diversion
of resources otherwise engaged in im-
portant tasks. If the member has any
specific concerns and raises them with
me, I will give close consideration to
having them investigated.

POLICE

Complaints: Statistics
764. Mr STEPHENS. to the Minister for

Police and Emergency Services:
(1) With respect to complaints against the

police in each of the financial years
ending 1985. 1986, and to April
1987-
(a) how many complaints were

received:
(b) how many complaints

substantiated;
(c) how many co

subsequently re
Ombudsman?

(2) Of the complaints
Ombudsman, how
substantiated in-
(a) 1985;
(b) 1986;
(c) to April 1987?

GORDON HILL replied:
5985
667
94

Period prior to I
July 1985* and
therefore not sub-
ject to the Parlia-
mentary Comn-
missioner Act.

were

)mplaints were
~ferred to the

referred to the
many were

1986 1987
498 315

35 37

65 60
(2) (a) to (c) No complaints were held to

be sustained by the Ombudsman.
However, in at least I I cases the
Ombudsman, as a result of his investi-
gations, has recommended amend-
ments to police routine orders, prac-
tices and procedures. In some cases
the recommendations have already
been adopted, with others currently
under review.

TRANSPORT: RAILWAYS
Elect rification: Consultants' Report

768. Mr RUSH-TON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Regarding electrification of the metro-

politan passenger rail system, will he
please hand to me and table a copy of
consultants John Connell & Associ-
ates' submissions to the Government?

(2) Will he please hand to me and table a
copy of the report or reports from
which he claimed the Government
considered all alternative transport
systems?

(3) Will he please hand to me and table a
copy of the Transperth study and all
other reports and submissions which
were considered and influenced the
Government to decide three weeks
ago to introduce electrification?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) 1 am prepared to table a copy of this

submission.
(2) and (3) As these documents contain

information which is commercially
confidential. I am not able to agree to
the member's request.

CRIME
Indecently Dealing: Charges

780. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:
(1) How many people have been charged

with an offence under section 184 of
the Criminal Code in each of the last
10 years?

(2) When was the last occasion a person
was charged with an offence under
that section?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) Persons charged with gross indecency

in last ten years-
1975-76 Nil
1976-77 Nil
1977-78 6
1979-79 2
1979-80 2
1980-8I 10
1981-82 14
1982-83 7
1983-84 6
1984-85 58
1985-86 10
1986-87-10 mnonths 2

Mr
(I)

(a)
(b)
(c)

1415



1416 [ASSEM BLYJ

(2) The last occasion a person was
charged with gross indecency was 9
December 1986.

POLICE

Criminal investigation Branch: Overtime
Worked

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

What, were the budgeted and actual
hours of overtime worked by criminal
investigation branch officers at the
following CID offices for the financial
years 1983-1985-
(a) Fremantle;,

(b) Midland;,

(c) Warwick;

(d) Gosnells;

(e) Belmont;,

(f) Mt Hawthorn;

(g) Morley;

(h) Wembley?

M r GOR DON H ILL replied:

Prior to the financial year 1986-87
there was no separate allocation of
budgeted overtime made to individual
squads and/or sub-branches. Overtime
used was drawn from total CIB allo-
cation. As the result of recent require-
ments of the Financial Administration
and Audit Act, the allocation of an
overtime budget to individual offices
was implemented.

Details of overtime used by sub-
branches as follows-

(a) Fremnantle
(b) Midland
(c) Warwick

(d) Gosnells
(e) Belmont
(f) Mt Hawthorn

(g) Morley

(h) Wembley

CRIME REPORTS
Statistics

790. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services:*
(1) Will be provide statistics to indicate

the number of offence reports for the
years 1966 and 1986, including the
percentage increase, for the following
offences-
(a) murder,
(b) break and enter;
(c) sex assaults;
(d) robbery;
(e) stealing;,
(f) motor vehicle offences-,
(g) fraud;,
(h) other indictable offences such as

unlawfully on premises?
(2) What was the estimated population of

Western Australia in 1966 and 1986,
and what was the percentage increase
for this period?

(3) What was the total number of offence
reports in 1966 and 1986, and what
was the percentage increase?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) This information may be obtained by

the member by reference to the Police
Department annual reports.

(2) 1966-864 093-esimated popu-
lation-,
1986-i1449 400, an increase of 67.7
per cent-ex. Bureau of Statistics.

(3) 1966-17 411;
1986-12 5 95 5, an increase of 623 per
cent.

POLICE
1983-84 1 984-85 Counselling Services

hours hours 794. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Police and
99 485 Emergency Services:

(1) Which firm or group of counsellors
1 069 1 069 does the Government intend to use to
1 099 918 offer counselling services to police

officers and their families?
1 371 1 190 (2) Does the firm or group have particular
1 041 1 242 expertise in dealing with matters af-
1218 839 fecting police officers and their famil-

ies?
1 371 1 080 (3) if yes, will he outline the particular
1 345 1 014 expertise which will be available?
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(4) How will the service operate?

(5) On what basis is the firm or group to
be remunerated?

(6) What is the estimated annual cost of
the service?

(7) Where can the firm or group be
contacted?

Mr GORDON H ILL replied:

(1) to (7) The matter of the scope and
nature of welfare services currently
available to police officers and their
families is being examined.

The member should be aware from
Press coverage that Cabinet has given
"in principle" approval to the concept
of a welfare service for police and
their families, subject to budgetary
considerations.

HOSPITALS

Elective Surgery: Categories

871. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Health:

(1) What are the categories of treatment
regarded as -elective" in each of-

(a) Royal Perth Hospital;

(b) Queen Elizabeth II Medical
Centre;

(c) Fremantle Hospital;,

(d) King Edward Memorial Hospital;,

{e) Princess Margaret Hospital?

(2) What is the normal or average waiting
time for such surgery in each such
category at each said hospital?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) So-called "elective" cases form pant of
the workload of all specialities in hos-
pitals.

The term "elective" is used in respect
of patients who do not require im-
mediate admission and treatment.

(2) No such categories exist- Each case is
individually assessed on the basis of
its clinical urgency.

MOTOR VEHICLES: FARM
Licences: Limited

896, Mr CASH, to the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services:
(1) (a) Can a farmer register for a i m ited

period a vehicle being used for
seasonal purposes;

(b) if yes, what is the maximum
period for which this registration
may apply?

(2) Should a farmer wish to continue the
licence referred to above under a farm
plate, does the vehicle have to be re-
inspected?

(3) If yes to (2), what is the logic or reason
behind this re-inspection, given that
the vehicle would have been inspected
before being approved for seasonal
purposes?

M rGORDON H-IILL repl ied:
(1) (a) Yes;

(b) (i) where the vehicle is a tractor,
other than a tractor (prime
mover type), a trailer, or
caravan-two months; or

(ii) irrespective of the type of ve-
hicle-three months.

(2) Where the licence is to be continued,
it is not necessary to have the vehicle
re-inspected.

(3) Not applicable.

MOTOR VEHICLES: FARM

Licences: Forms
897. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Police and

Emergency Services:
(I) What forms need to be completed to

licence a farm tractor or a header?
(2) Is he aware of concerns expressed by

country local authorities at the current
licensing procedures for farm tractors
and headers?

(3) What action does he intend to take to
streamline the present licensing pro-
cedures of farm machinery?

Mr CORDON HILL replied;
(1) (i) Application to licence a farm trac-

tor or tractor plant-form MR
18-to be completed by the appli-
cant,
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(i i) certificate of inspection-form
MR I or MR lB-to be
completed by applicant; and,
where necessary, by examining
officer,

(iii) combined motor vehicle new
registration licence and third
party insurance policy-form MR
2-is completed by the licensing
authority.

(2) Yes.
(3) The matter is currently being reviewed

by the Police Department.

COMMUNICATIONS
Telephone Directory:, Macedonian Language

900. Mr CASH, to the Minister for
Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs:
(1) Is he or his department aware of con-

cern within the Macedonian com-
munity that the State telephone direc-
tory does not have a general infor-
mation section printed in
Macedonian, while this information is
provided in a number of other foreign
languages?

(2) If yes, what action has he taken to date
to assist the Macedonian community?

(3) is it a (unction of his department to
liaise with Federal departments to en-
sure there is no discrimination of thl-
nic groups by literature published by
Federal departments?

Mr GORDON H ILL replied:
(1) 1 am fully aware of the Macedonian

community's views in relation to rec-
ognition of their language, and I am
also aware that the Telecom telephone
directory to which the member refers
does not contain information in that
language. However, I am not aware of
any view held by the Macedonian
community that this situation is a
cause for concern.

(2) Members of the Macedonian com-
munity in Western Australia, along
with members of other ethnic com-
munities, have been the beneficiaries
of a number of very positive decisions
made by both the Burke and Hawke
Labor Governments.

(3) This question is readily answered by
reference to the Multicultural and Eth-
nic Affairs Commission Act 1983; and

the member is referred to that Act and
requested to familiarise himself with
its provisions.

MULTICULTURAL AND ETHNIC
AFFAIRS COMMISSION

Government Pubications: Liaison
901. Mr CASH, to the Minister for

Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs:
Is it a function of his department to
liaise with other State Government
departments to ensure that there is no
discrimination of ethnic groups in
literature published by Government
departments?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
This question is readily answered by
references to the Multicultural and
Ethnic Affairs Commission Act 1983,
and the member is referred to that Act
and requested to familiarise himself
with its provisions.

POLICE
Traffic Branch: Air-conditioning

904. Mr CASH, to the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services:
(1) Did be address a parade at the traffic

branch, Perth, in January 1987 and
give a commitment that air-condition-
ing would rbe installed in the patrol
room forthwith?

(2) If yes, why has the air-conditioning not
been installed?

(3) Does he consider the fact that air-con-
ditioning has not been installed to
date to be a breach of commitment by
himself?

M r GOR DON H ILL repl ied:
(1) I addressed a parade at the traffic

branch. Perth, in January 1987 and
informed the parade that I had given
approval for air-conditioning to be in-
stalled and for the necessary work to
commence forthwith.

(2) As the member is aware, I do not per-
sonally undertake the work of instal-
lation. However, arrangements for im-
plementation of my commitment were
made by the Commissioner of Police,
who informs me that installation is
expected to be completed this week.
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(3) It is clear from the foregoing that my
commitment has been honoured, as
the member would be aware had he
taken the trouble of checking before
asking his question.

ROADS
Line Marking: Passing on Left

909. Mr WILLIAMS, to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services:
(I) Are drivers at fault by passing on the

left on roads where median strips div-
ide four lanes of traffic, but no white
lines are marked?

(2) If yes, what action has the Police De-
partment taken to ensure drivers ad-
here to this regulation?

(3) Has the Police Department requested
the Main Roads Department to pro-
vide white lines for major roads of this
nature in the metropolitan area?

(4) If yes to (3). when can we expect this
work to be completed?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) Drivers may or may not be "at fault"

(2)
(3)

in the circumstances described in the
event of a collision. However, the
Road Traffic Code provides, by regu-
lation 502(2), that where a carriageway
is a one-way carr iageway, a driver may
overtake and pass to the left of
another vehicle, if conditions permit
him to do so with safety.
Not applicable.
No. The member is referred to (1)
above.

(4) Not applicable.

FIRE BRIGADES
Volunteer- Emergency Rescue Role

910. Mr COWAN, to the Ministerfor Police
and Emergency Services:
(1) Is the Government considering any

proposal to transfer the emergency
rescue role from volunteer fire brig-
ades to the police?

(2) If yes, when will a decision be
announced?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) and (2) No. However, the member

may by now be aware from public an-
nouncements that for the first time in
this State, in an effort to avoid costly

duplication and in the best interests of
the people of Western Australia, a
rationalisationi of various rescue roles
has been undertaken. There has been
no diminution of the roles carried out
by the WA Fire Brigades Board in
rescue situations.

AGRICULTURAL MACHINERY
Transport: Licences

915. Mr SCHELL, to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:

When transporting agricultural ma-
chinery without facilities to store
documentation, can a dispensation be
granted to allow the operator not to
carry the licence certificate of regis-
tration?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
No. It is a requirement that the licence
be carried in the vehicle a[ all times to
ensure that any person driving that ve-
hicle is fully aware of the conditions
governing the safe use of the particular
vehicle on public roads.

UNIONS: MAY DAY RALLY
Banners Government Grant

921. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Budget
Management:
(1) Concerning a recent newspaper report

that the May Day rally in Fremantle
had been enhanced by the provision of
10 new banners financed partly by a
$35 000 Government grant, was that
grant from the Western Australian
Government?

(2) If so, who applied for the grant, to
what department, and by what Minis-
ter was it approved?

(3) Under what category of Government
grant was it made?

(4) What was the expressed purpose of the
grant?

(5) What accountability provisions apply
in relation to the use of the money?

(6) To whom was the cheque ibor the
$35 000 made available?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) I am advised no.
(2) to (6) Not applicable.
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MOTOR VEHICLES
Tow Truck Regulations

935. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services:
(1) What regulations cover the towing of

vehicles by commercial tow trucks?
(2) Did these regulations have to be

amended in order to provide for the
new "Mobi Tow" service to be
provided, and if so how?

M r GOR DON H ILL repl ied:
(1) The tow truck regulations, 197 5.
(2) No. However if they did have to be

amended, normal procedures would
be followed.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
Public Service;- Smoking Regulations

939. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Public Sector Management:
(I) What rules currently exist with the

Public Service in relation to -smoking
in the workplace" within State
Government departments?

(2) Does the Government have any plans
to introduce such regulations?

(3) If so, what are these regulations?
(4) when will the regulations be

introduced?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) Administrative instruction 709.
(2) to (4) Decisions with respect to areas

of smoking and non-smoking within
State Government departments rest
with permanent heads. All Public Ser-
vice departments have been advised
that the Public Service Board
recommends that consideration be
given to the implementation of anti-
smoking measures additional to those
contained in administrative instruc-
tion 709.
The health education unit of the
Health Department has also
forwarded guidelines to permanent
heads for the promotion of smoke free
zones in Government offices.
The board is continuing to review its
policy in this area to ensure that the
current developments, including re-
cent Commonwealth initiatives, are

taken into account, and to determine
further action which may be necess-
ary.

LAND TAX
Exemptions:- Horse Breeders

945. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Budget
Management:
(1) What would be the cost of exempting

horse breeders from land tax?
(2) What is the reasoning behind the fact

that horse breeders have not been
exempt from land tax and, in particu-
lar, what is the distinction for this pur-
pose between horse breeders and
breeders of other livestock?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) 1 am advised that the State Taxation

Department has no record from which
this information could be ascertained.

(2) The provisions of the Land Tax As-
sessment Act, which exclude land used
for the grazing, agistment, breeding, or
training of horses from the land tax
exemption allowed for farming land,
were included in the Act when it was
enacted in 1976.
1 am advised that, although this class
of land was not expressly excluded
from exemption under the relevant
legislation prior to 1 976, the practice
was to refuse an exemption.
I can only assume that that practice
was given legislative force in 1976 be-
cause it was considered appropriate
that horse breeding and the like
should not be entitled to the exemp-
tion which was allowed for farming
and other primary industry pursuits.

JMJ FLEET. MANAGEMENT-W. D. SCOTT
REPORT

Recommendations: Implementation
946. Mr MacKINNON, to Ihe Premier:

(1) Which of the 20 recommendations in-
cluded in the JMJ Fleet Management-
W. D. Scott report dated 10 May 1982
has the Government implemented?

(2) If the Government has not
implemented all of those recom-
mendations, would he please indicate
to me which ones have not been
implemented, and why not?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) A number of the report's

recommendations were adopted, but
others were not regarded as appropri-
ate because of factors such as cost.

(2) The Government has an ongoing com-
mitment to improve practices aimed
at achieving economies in the oper-
ation of the Government motor ve-
hicle fleet, and, where appropriate,
further changes are being introduced
to achieve cost savings.

PRISON: CANNING VALE
Support: Casuarina Prison

950. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Corrective
Services:
(1) Is the Canning Vale prison complex to

be used in any way to support the
proposed Casuarina prison?

(2) If so, what will be the nature of that
support?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) For efficient use of resources, the

Casuarina Prison will utilise existing
laundry facilities and regethermic
meal preparation facilities at the Can-
ning Vale complex.

PARLIAMENT HOUSE
Temporary Accommodation: Decision

972. Mr LEWIS, to the Speaker:
In view of the new partitioned offices
which have been constructed in recent
days in the corridors of Parliament
House, could he advise-
(a) was the decision to construct

those offices that of the Joint
House Committee at a meeting
formally held by that committee;

(b) if no, on whose authority were the
partitioned offices positioned and
constructed?

The SPEAKER replied:
This work was carried out on my auth-
ority.
For the information of the member, I
point out that the Joint House Com-
mittee's function, like that of the other

joint domestic Parliamentary com-
mittees, is to advise the Speaker and
the President in their several areas.

DEPARTMENT OF THE PREMIER AND
CABINET

Staffing: Increase

976. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:

(1) Could he confirm the following infor-,
mation regarding the staffing figures
for his department, the Department of
the Premier and Cabinet, as obtained
from the personnel information man-
agement systems readout-

Number of Number of
positions employ=e

3O.1unc1996

27 February 1997

Inrea.e

251 204

268 224

7 er cent 10flpercent

(2) If this information is correct, how
does he reconcile these increases in
both the number of positions and
the number of employees in his own
department with his stated commit-
ment to reduce public sector employ-
ment by three per cent?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) and (2) In response to earlier ques-
tions, particularly question 28 which
was asked by the member for Dale, I
have provided information on changes
to the collection of employment stat-
istics.

The new full-time equivalent-F'TE-
employment data base is not compar-
able with the personnel management
information system-PI MS-estab-
lishment counts as the latter is still in
the development stage.

In my reply to question 1879 asked on
20 November 1986, I advised the
member that the Public Service Board
has approved a three per cent re-
duction target for the Department of
the Premier and Cabinet. This re-
duction will be achieved by 30 June
1987.
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PORNOGRAPHY
Literature:- Birnie Home

977. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services:
(1) Is it a fact that "stacks of porno-

graphic books and video tapes were
found by the police in the Birnie
house" as reported in the Eastern
States Press at the time?

(2) If these reports are factual, can he
state-
(a) how many books and how many

tapes were found;,
(b) if any of the pornographic ma-

terial had been classified by the
Minister for The Arts as restricted
publications, and how much of
this pornographic material had
not been released under the In-
decent Publications and Articles
Act 1902-1983?

M r GOR DON H ILL repl ied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

INDUSTRIAL REFERRAL AND
DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES INC.

Services
978. Mr HASSELL. to the Min ister for Police

and Emergency Services:
(1) What services are offered by Indus-

trial Referral and Diagnostic Services
Inc.?

(2) Who are the proprietors or principals
of that company?

(3) On what basis does the Government
propose that they be appointed?

(4) Has any contract or agreement, actual
or in principle. been reached?

(5) What is the estimated annual cost?
(6) Is the appointment intended to be

ongoing?
(7) When will the issue of making the ap-

pointment be resolved?
(8) were submissions for the work invited

publicly, or tenders called for?
M r GOR DON H-IILL replied:
(1) and (2) It is suggested that the mem-

ber write to Indrad (Inc-) for infor-
mation on the business affairs of that
body.

(3) to (8) See answer to question 794.

TRAFFIC LIGHTS

Service Station Corners
979. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for

Planning:
Is there any general provision or pol-
icy directed to prevent the operation
of motor vehicle service stations on
corners where traffic lights are in-
stalled?

Mr PEARCE replied:.
No.

WA EXIM CORPORATION
Agreement: Mitsui

980. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Economic Development:
(1) Further to question 56 of 1987, is it

the statutory Exim Corporation or the
limited company which has entered
into an agreement with the Japanese
trading house Mitsui in relation to
overseas markets fo r Western
Australian manufactured goods?

(2) What is the current progress of dis-
cu ssion s?

(3) With whom are they being held?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Any agreement will be between the

Western Australian Exim Corporation
and Mitsui.

(2) Negotiations are proceeding.
(3) With Mitsui representatives.

MULTICULTURAL AND ETHNIC
AFFAIRS

Language Service Policy Office:- Establishment

981. Mr H-ASSELL, to the Minister for
Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs:
(1) With reference to the establishment of

a language service policy office as
reported on 6 May 1 987, what is the
budgeted annual cost?

(2) How many staff have been appointed
or are proposed to be appointed?

(3) If any staff have been appointed, or
contracted, who are they, and what are
their Public Service levels?

(4) Were or will positions be advertised?
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(5) Has the Government considered
whether the services proposed will
duplicate any existing services
provided by the-
(a) State Government;,
(b) Commonwealth Government?

(6) In relation to the last question, if there
is any duplication perceived as likely.
what is it, and why is it being perm it-
ted?

Mr GORDON H ILL replied:
(1) As the member is aware, the Budget

has not yet been brought down.
(2) Two.
(3) Appointments have not yet been

made.
(4) Yes.
(5) Yes.
(6) Not applicable.

SPEAKER OF THE LEGISLATIVE
ASSEMBLY

Government Employees: Positions
987- Mr COWAN, to the Speaker:

With respect to the Government's tar-
get of reducing total State Govern-
ment employment by three per cent
between 24 June 1986 and I July
1987, will he provide the following in-
formation about each of the various
departments, authorities, and agencies
within his portfolio responsibility-

()What actual reduction in total
employment-that is, permanent
and temporary-is projected to
be achieved by the due date?

(2) How many existing positions
have been re-classified-
(a) upwards;
(b) downwards,
since 24 June 1986?

(3) How many new-
(a) temporary;,
(b) permanent,
positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many-
(a) temporary;,
(b) permanent,
positions have been abolished
since 24 June 1986?

(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?

The SPEAKER replied:
(1) to (6) 1 should point out to the mem-

ber that Parliament is not an activity
of the State Government. Conse-
quently, I have taken the view that the
various branches of the parliamentary
activity which fall under my juris-
diction do not necessarily have to con-
form to the stated Government target.
However, in general terms, staff
restructuring has been taking place in
several branches of the Parliament,
and advantage has been taken of this,
wherever possible, to effect appropri-
ate economies.
In this I have, at the same time, had to
keep in mind the desire of members to
see a marked improvement in the ser-
vice which is being made available to
them within Parliament.

EDUCATION: REGIONAL RESOURCE
CENTRE

Ease Nor!tham: Reallocation
989. Mr TRENORDEN, to the Minister for

Education:
(1) Has the old regional resource centre

building, now located in the grounds
of East Northam primary school, been
allocated to a new user yet?

(2) When this building goes, what is the
proposed usage of the old site?

(3) Is Northam Technical and Further
Education to receive premises to
operate out of as a regional centre?

(4) If this is so, when is it likely to hap-
pen?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) No.
(2) It is proposed to develop that portion

of the site as a grassed play area, sub-
ject to fund availability.

(3) Yes.
(4) The officer-in-charge currently

operates out of Mclver House. How-
ever, negotiations are almost com-
pleted for the transfer of the operation
to a more suitable location.
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TRANSPORT: BUSES
School Warning Devices

990. Mr HOUSE, to the Minister for
Education:

Will he legislate to have a warning de-
vice, such as flashing lights or similar,
fitted to all school buses indicating to
other traffic in the vicinity that the
bus has stopped and that children will
be alighting?

Mr PEARCE replied:
I would support such a proposal if
there is a net benefit after due con-
sideration has been given to the fre-
quency of incidents, availability of
suitable alternatives to cover a diver-
sity of body designs, and the impact of
costs.
A committee that reviewed the safety
of children travelling on buses in
Western Australia recommended the
fitting of high-level stop lights in ad-
dition to normal stop lights. This, and
other recommendations, have been re-
ferred to the Police Department.
Alterations to school buses to include
specific flashing lights can only be
brought about by changes to the ve-
hicle standards regulations. The Police
Department has the prime responsi-
bility to draft legislation to change
these regulations.

RACING AND TROTTING CLUBS
Funding: Racecourse Development Trust

991. Mr WATT1, to the Minister for Racing
and Gaming:

Would she please provide a complete
list of all racing and trotting clubs
which have received funds from the
racecourse development trust since its
inception, including dates, amounts.
and the purpose of each grant?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
As the Racecourse Development Trust
has been in existence since 1976, the
compilation of a list of all grants
together with the date and purpose of
each grant would represent an unwar-
ranted use of scarce staff resources.
if the member is seeking information
in relation to a particular country club
or clubs, I would be pleased to provide
specific details accordingly.

ENERGY
Solar Energy Research Institlute:- Review

Committee
993. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for

Minerals and Energy:
(1) Has there been a review committee

appointed into the operations of the
Solar Energy Research 'Institute of
Western Australia similar to that
which recently reported on the West-
ern Australian Mining and Petroleum
Research Institute?

(2) If so, would he table the report?
(3) If not, why did he and the Govern-

ment dissolve the Solar Energy Re-
search Institute of Western Australia
without first asking a group of pro-
fessional people to examine whether
the advantages the institute offered to
the community outweigh the possible
disadvantages?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) No. not a review of that nature, but

regular assessments of SERI WA's per-
formance were made by the institutes
board.

(2)

(3)
Not applicable.
As I said at the time, the Government
believes it can get better value for its
research dollar by funding private and
academic research projects.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN MINING AND
PETROLEUM RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Review Coinmitt cc: Recommendations
994. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for

Minerals and Energy:
(1) Will the Government implement

recommendation No. 7 of the review
committee into the first five years of
operation of the Western Australian
Mining and Petroleum Research Insti-
tute as follows-

that serious consideration be
given by the Western Australian
Government to increasing annu-
ally the funding allocation to
maintain the value of its 1981
level?

(2) If so, what amount can be anticipated
to be allocated to the Western
Australian Mining and Petroleum Re-
search Institute in 1987-88?
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Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) This depends upon the outcome of the

1987-88 Budget pmocess.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN MINING AND
PETROLEUM RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Review Committee: Recommendations
995. Mr MENSAROS. to the Minister for

Minerals and Energy:
(1) Will the Government implement

recommendation No. 9 of the review
committee into the first five years of
operation of the Western Australian
Mining and Petroleum Research Insti-
tute as follows-

that the functions accounting in
the administration of minerals
and petroleum research be kept
quite separate from those of other
energy research e.g. in Solar En-
ergy Research Institute of West-
em Australia, particularly if man-
agement of the two present insti-
tutes is combined or is in parallel?

(2) If so, will he withdraw and/or undo
the decision announced by him that
the role of the Solar Energy Research
Institute of Western Australia would
be transferred to the Western Aus-
tralian Mining and Petroleum Re-
search Institute in 1987-88?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Yet.
(2) No.

EDUCATION
'Shai -.- Production

996. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) What has been the annual cost since

its inception of the production and
distribution of the Education Depan-
ment publication, Shot'?

(2) How many staff are involved?
(3) What is the budgeted total cost for the

current year?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) 1985$3 928; 1986, $5 861.
(2) One pant-time officer.
(3) Publication $6000

Salary $2 500

MR ZELKO LENDICH
Minister for Transport Position

998. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Over what period of time was Mr

Zelko Lendich a ministerial adviser or
principal private secretary in his
office?

(2) Was Mr Lendich employed in the
Public Service prior to being
appointed in the Minister's office?

(3) What was Mr Lendich's role in the
Minister's office?

(4) At what salary level was Mr Lendich
paid while in the Minister's office?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) Mr Lendich has been employed since

7 April 1986, and is currently on loan
to the Department of the Premier and
Cabinet.

(2) No.
(3) Principal private secretary.
(4) Public Service level?7.

MR MARK CUOMO
Minister for Transport: Position

999. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Has Mr Mark Cuomo been employed

as a ministerial adviser or senior
executive officer on his staff and, if so,
on what date was he appointed?

(2) What is his present position and what
salary is he being paid?

(3) Did Mr Cuomo hold any position with
the Builders Labourers Federation be-
fore joining his staff?

(4) Presently, what is Mr Cuomo's role in
his office?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) Yes. Mr Cuomo was appointed on 10

March 1986.
(2) Senior executive officer-Public Ser-

vice level 6.
(3) Yes.
(4) Senior executive officer.
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ENERGY: FREMANTLE GAS AND COKE
CO LTD

Tariffs: increases
1000. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for

Minerals and Energy:
(1) Is it a fact that some commercial cus-

tomers of the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Co Ltd have had their charges
increased by as much as 80 per cent
since the State Energy Commission
has taken over?

(2) H-ow many commercial customers
were taken over by the State Energy
Commission?

(3) Have any such customers approached
the State Energy Commission or the
Government for assistance as a result
of the increased charges since the
State Energy Commission takeover?

(4) If yes to (3). with what result?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) Yes, customers previously supplied by

Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd were
supplied with Dongara gas, which was
available at the time at a substantial
cost advantage over North West Shelf
gas. These customers are now charged
on the same basis as all other commer-
cial gas customers in the State who are
supplied with North West Shelf gas by
the State Energy Commission.

(2) Approximately 3 000.
(3) Yes.
(4) Each request has been dealt with on

an individual basis in light of the par-
ticular circumstances.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Interest Rate Relief Public Servants

1002. Mr LAURANCE, to the Premier
(1) What is the State Government doing

to ease the burden of housing interest
rates of public servants who, due to
work transfers-for example, to the
north west-are forced to rent out their
homes in the city, and are now being
charged investment interest rates on
their home loans?

(2) Is he aware that the investment rate of
interes being charged in these circum-
stances can be as high as 19.6 per
cent?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
This question has been addressed
incorrectly to the Premier. It has been
directed to the Minister for Housing,
who will answer the question in
writing,

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Government Employees:- Positions

1005. Mr COWAN, to the Premier,
Treasurer, Minister for Public Sector
Management, and Women's Interests.

With respect to the Government's tar-
get of reducing total State Govern-
ment em ployment by three per cent
between 24 June 1986 and I July
1987, will he provide the following in-
format ion about each of the various
departments, authorities, and agencies
within his portfolio responsibility-
(1) What actual reduction in total

employm ent-that is, permanent
and temporary-is projected to
be achieved by the due date?

(2) How many existing positions
have been reclassified-
(a) upwards:.
(b) downwards;
since 24 June 1986?

(3) How many new-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been abolished
since 24 June 1986?

(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) As indicated in my response to ques-

lions 28 and 922, the Public Service
Board advises that the Government's
employment reduction initiative is
expected to result in a reduction of
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3 143 ETEs to a new benchmark of
97 043 FTEs, subject to the outcome
of Budget considerations.
I have asked the Chairman of the Pub-
lic Service Board to write to the mem-
ber explaining in more detail the FUE
methodology which has now been
adopted.

(2) to (4) The member would be aware
that to provide the information in the
form sought would require substantial
effort and cost. I am seeking further
advice on whether resources can be
spared from other tasks.

(5) Early in June 1986, it was estimated
that $65 million would be saved as a
result of the three per cent employ-
ment reduction initiative. Current in-
dications are that at least this level of
saving will be confirmed, but the
actual level of saving will not be avail-
able until the exercise is completed.

(6) See (5).

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Government Employees: Positions

1008. Mr COWAN, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Community
Services, The Family. Youth, and The
Aged:

With respect to the Government's
target of reducing total State Govern-
ment employment by three per cent
between 24 June 1986 and I July
1987, will the Minister provide the
following information about each of
the various departments, authorities,
and agencies within his portfolio re-
sponsibility-
(1) What actual reduction in total

employment-that is, permanent
and temporary-is projected to

()be achieved by the due date?
()How many existing positions

have been reclassified-
(a) upwards;
(b) downwards;
since 24 June 1986?

(3) How many new-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been abolished
since 24 June 1986?

(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?

Mr WILSON replied:
See reply to question 1005.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Government Employees: Positions

1009. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Local
Government, and Regional Development:

With respect to the Government's
target of reducing total State Govern-
ment employment by three per cent
between 24 June 1986 and I July
1987, will he provide the following in-
formation about each of the various
departments, authorities, and agencies
within his portfolio responsibility-
(1) What actual reduction in total

employment-that is, permanent
and temporary-is projected to
be ach ieved by the due date?

(2) How many existing positions
have been reclassified-
(a) upwards;
(b) downwards;
since 24 June 1986?

(3) How many new-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been
since 24 June 1986?

abolished

(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?
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M rCARR replied:

See answer to question 1005.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN

Government Emnployees: Positions

1010. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Education, Planning, and I ntergovern-
mental Relations:

With respect to the Government's tar-
get of' reducing total State Govern.
ment employment by three per cent
between 24 June 1986 and I July
1987, will he provide the following in-
formation about each of the various
departments, authorities, and agencies
within his portfolio responsibility-

(t) What actual reduction in total
employmnt-that is, permanent
and temporary-is projected to
be achieved by the due date?

(2) How many existing positions
have been reclassified-

(a) upwards;

(b) downwards;

since 24 June 1986?

(3) How many new-

(a) temporary;,

(b) permanent:,

positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many-

(a) temporary;,

(b) permanent;,

positions have been abolished
since 24iJune 1986?

(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?

Mr PEARCE replied:

See reply to question 1 005.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Government Emnployees: Positions

l0l1. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management, and
Environment:

With respect to the Government's tar-
get of reducing total State Govern-
ment employment by three per cent
between 24 June 1986 and 1 July
1987, will he provide the following in-
format ion about each of the various
departments. authorities, and agencies
within his porfolio responsibility-
(1) What actual reduction in total

employment-that is, permanent
and temporary-is projected to
be achieved by the due date?

(2) How many existing positions
have been reclassified-
(a) upwards;
(b) downwards;,
since 24 June 1986?

(3) How many new-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many-
(a) temporary:,
(b) permanent;,
positions have been abolished
since 24 June 1986?

(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?

Mr HODGE replied:
See reply to question 1005.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Government Employees: Positions

1012. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy, Economic
Development, and The Arts:

With respect to the Government's tar-
get of reducing total State Govern-
ment employment by three per cent
between 24 June 1986 and 1 July
1987, will he provide the following in-
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formation about each of the various
departments, authorities, and agencies
within his portfolio responsibility-
(I) What actual reduction in total

employment-that is, permanent
and temporary-is projected to
be achieved by the due date?

(2) How many existing positions
have been reclassified-
(a) upwards;
(b) downwards;
since 24 June 1986?

(3) How many new-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been abolished
since 24June 1986?

(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?

Mr PARKER replied:
See reply to question 1005.

MINISTERS OFTHE CROWN
Government Emnployees: Positions

1014. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Housing, and Lands:

With respect to the Government's
target of reducing total State Govern-
ment employment by three per cent
between 24 June 1986 and I July
1987, will he provide the following in-
formation about each of the various
departments, authorities, and agencies
within his portfolio responsibility-
(I) What actual reduction in total

employmnt-that is permanent
and temporary-is projected to
be achieved by the due date?

(2) How many existing positions
have been reclassified-
(a) upwards;
(b) downwards;
since 24 June 1986?

(3) How many new-
(a) temporary
(b) permanent;
positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been abolished
since 24 June 1986?

(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?

Mr WILSON replied:
See reply to question 1005.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Government Employees Positions

1015. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Works
and Services, and Labour, Productivity
and Employment:

With respect to the Government's
target of reducing total State Govern-
ment employment by three per cent
between 24 June 1986 and I July
1987, will he provide the following in-
formation about each of the various
departments, authorities, and agencies
within his portfolio responsibility-
(1) What actual reduction in total

employment-that is, permanent
and temporary-is projected to
be achieved by the due date?

(2) How many existing positions
have been reclassified-
(a) upwards;
(b) downwards;
since 24 June 1986?

(3) how many new-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been abolished
since 24 June 1986?
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(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:

See reply to question 1005.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN

Government Emnplovees: Positions

1018, Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Transport, and Small Business:

With respect to the Government's
target of reducing total State Govern-
ment employment by three per cent
between 24 June 1986 and 1 July
1987, will he provide the following in-
formation about each of the various
departments, authorities, and agencies
within his portfolio responsibility-

()What actual reduction in total
employment-that is, permanent
and temporary-is projected to
be achieved by the due date?

(2) How many existing positions
have been reclassified-
(a) upwards;

(b) downwards;

since 24 June 1986?

(3) How many new-

(a) temporary;

(b) permanent;,

positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many--

(a) temporary;

(b) permanent;,

positions have been abolished
since 24 June 1986?

(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?

M rTROY replied:

See reply to question 1005.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Government Employees:- Positions

1019. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Water
Resources, The North West, and
Aboriginal Affairs:

With respect to the Government's tar-
get of reducing total State Govern-
ment employment by three per cent
between 24 June 1986 and I July
1987, will he provide the following in-
formation about each of the various
departments, authorities, and agencies
within his portfolio responsibility-
(1) What actual reduction in total

employment-thai is, permanent
and temporary-is projected to
be achieved by the due date?

(2) How many existing positions
have been reclassifid-
(a) upwards;
(b) downwards;
since 24 June 1986?

(3) How many new-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been abolished
since 24 June 1986?

(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
See reply to question 1005.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Government Employees:- Positions

1020. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services, and Multicultural
and Ethnic Affairs:

With respect to the Government's
target of reducing total State Govern-
ment employment by three per cent
between 24 June 1986 and I July
1987, will he provide the following in-
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formation about each of the various
departments, authorities and agencies
within his portfolio responsibility-
(1) What actual reduction in total

employment-that is, permanent
and temporary-is projected to
be achieved by the due date?

(2) How many existing positions
have been reclassified-
(a) upwards;
(b) downwards;
since 24 June 1986?

(3) How many new-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;,
positions have been abolished
since 24 June 1986?

(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?

Mr GORDON H ILL replied:
See reply to question lO05i

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Government Employees: Positions

1021. Mr COWAN, to the Minister
representing the Minister for Sport and
Recreation:

With respect to the Government's
target of reducing total State Govern-
ment employment by three cent be-
tween 24 June 1986 and 1 July 198'7,
will the Minister provide the following
information about each of the various
departments, authorities, and agencies
within his portfolio responsibility-

()What actual reduction in total
employment-that is, permanent
and temporary-is projected to
be achieved by the due date?

(2) How many existing positions
have been reclassified-
(a) upwards;

- (b) downwards;

since 24 June 1986?
(3) How many new-

(a) temporary;
(6) permanent;
positions have been created since
24 June 1986?

(4) How many-
(a) temporary;
(b) permanent;
positions have been abolished
since 24 June 1986?

(5) Can he identify a saving, in real
terms, in the total wages and
salaries bill?

(6) If yes to (5), how much has been
saved?

M r W ILSON repl ied:
See reply to question 1005.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
Apprenticeships: Government Departments

1022. Mr WILLIAMS, to the Minister for
Labour, Productivity and Employment:
(1) How many apprenticeships were

offered by Government departments
in-
(a) 1985;
(b) 1986;
(c) 1987?

(2) Of the apprenticeships offered, how
many are related to the following
trades-
(a) building;,
(b) mechanical;
(c) engineering?

(3) Does the Government intend to keep
the intake of apprentices at the current
level in the immediate future?

(4) If not, does it intend to increase or
decrease the intake?

Mr PETER DOWDING replied:
(t) Apprentices empioyed on probation

by Government departments and
insirumentalities-all trades-
1985-408
1986-381
to 30 April 1987-195

(2) (a) Apprentices employed on
probation-
Build ing Trades- 1985-90
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-1986-95
-to 30 April 1987-45

(b) and (c) Statistical trade groupings
do not include the specific
categories of "mechanical" and
llengineering". If the member is
able to be more specific about the
particular trade areas he is con-
cened with, the information may
be available.

(3) and (4) The current apprentice intake
levels have been determined by train-
ing capacity and foreseeable skill re-
quirements related to Government
economic activity. Future levels will
be determined by similar assessment.

PLANNING COMMISSION
Membership:- Increase

1023. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Planning:
(1) Is it his intention to introduce legis-

lation to increase the membership of
the State Planning Commission to in-
clude a person nominated by the
Country Shire Councils Association?

(2) If yes, when?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Subject to the usual legislative con-

straints, this year's spring session.

HOUSING
Maintenance:- Balga

1024. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for
Housing:
(1) Has Homeswest either by its own re-

sources or otherwise by contract car-
ried out maintenance works in the last
1 5 months on properties at 40, 41, and
42 Loughton Way, and 57 Wallington
Road, Balga?

(2) If yes, was or is the maintenance being
carried out by day labour employees
of Horneswest or a Government
agency, or otherwise by contract?

(3) If by contract, is it by fixed price ten-
der or quote, or otherwise by cost
plus?

(4) If by cost plus contract, were tenders
or quotations sought prior to the con-
tracts being let?

(5) If the work has been or is being done
by day labour, what Government
authority is responsible for the work?

(6) What is the total actual completed
cost or estimated cost of the mainten-
ance works specifically related to-
(a) 40 Loughton Way. Ralga;
(b) 41 Loughton Way, Balga;
(c) 42 Loughton Way, Balga;
(d) 57 Wallington Road, Balga?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Day labour employees of Homeswest.
(3) and (4) Not applicable.
(5) Answered by (2).
(6) The properties identified are part of

an overall cyclical maintenance pro-
gramnme involving some 160 proper-
ties. The approach of cyclical main-
tenance is to treat on an "as required"
basis, and some properties may need
more work than others. This ap-
proach, together with the "bulk" ad-
dressing of activities, means that cost-
ings are not kept on an individual
house basis.

HEALTH
Dental Hygienists: Registration

1025. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Health:

Is it the Government's intention to
amend the Dental Act to allow for the
registration of dental hygienists?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
Not at present.

MR ZELKO LENDICH
Tender Assessments: HiI/arys Boat Harbour

1026. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) While employed in his office, was Mr

Lendich involved in examining,
evaluating, or assessing any tenders
for any of the work associated with the
Hillarys marina project?

(2) If so, what was Mr Lendich's role in
this regard?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
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MR ZELKO LEN DICH
Interstate Travel

1027. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(I) During 1987, has Mr Lendich trav-

elled to any other State of the Com-
monwealth at Government expense?

(2) If so, will he list each such occurrence
and the reason for it?

(3) Has any of Mr Lendich's interstate
travel been by train and at Govern-
ment expense?

(4) If so, in what class did Mr Lendich
travel and why was it necessary for
him to travel specifically by train?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Two trips were made in February

1987. In the first instance. Mr Lendich
accompanied me to Canberra to dis-
cuss transport and small business
issues. On the second occasion, Mr
Lendich visited the Eastern States to
investigate and pursue various
transport and small business initiat-
ives at my request.

(3)
(2)

Yes.
First class. Travelling by train was not
necessary, but given the negligible dif-
ference in cost and the opportunity to
view the marketing and operations of
the Indian-Pacific service during Mr
Lendich's own time, 1 approved his re-
quest to return to Perth by train.
It may be of assistance to the member
to point out that discussions relating
to the* future of the Indian-Pacific have
been pursued during the past 12
months.

MR ZELKO LEN DICH
Railway Electrification: Role

1028. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) What has been Mr Lendich's involve-

ment in the proposal to electrify the
urban rail system and, in particular,
was he or is he still a member of the
respective steering committee?

(2) With how many major international
companies has the Government met
to discuss aspects of the railway elec-
trification proposal?

(3) In particular, has he held any dis-
cussions with the Swedish concern,
ASEA, in this regard?

(4) If so, did this involve any meetings
overseas, and was Mr Lend ich a par-
ticipant in any such meetings?

M r TROY repl ied:
(1) (a) Provision of broad transport pol-

icy advice on all options relating
to the assessment of electrifi-
cation as requested by the Minis-
ter. it may be of interest for the
member to note that Mr Lendich
has an economics honours degree
specialising in transport econ-
omics and a Master's degree in
Business Administration.

(b) Yes.
(2) We have met with 16 major inter-

national and Australian companies.
(3) Yes.
(4) Yes. Mr Lendich accompanied me to

all such meetings.

MR ZELKO LENDICH
Employment: Department

1030. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:
(1) Is Mr Zelko Lendlich currently

employed in the Department of the
Pre mier a nd Cabi net?

(2) If so, what position does he hold and
what level of salary is he receiving?

(3) Does Mr Lendich have the use of a
Government vehicle?

(4) If so, what special criteria are there
which require him to have the use of a
Government vehicle ahead of more
senior departmental off icers?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) M r Le ndich is on loan from the M in is-

ter for Transport's office.
(2) Policy officer and continuation of

similar conditions as with the Minis-
ter for Transport. His salary level is
Public Se rv ice level 7.

(3) Yes.
(4) As Mr Lendich is on loan from the

Minister for Transport's office and
still performing considerable tasks for
that office, it was felt appropriate that
M r Lend ich cont in ue to have access to
a Government vehicle.
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ROAD: EYRE HIGHWAY
Trucks: Speed Limit

1031. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) What has been the effect of the recent

move to increase the speed limit for
trucks on the Eyre Highway from 90
kilometres per hour to 100 kilometres
per hour?

(2) Is it intended that this will be a perma-
nent arrangement?

(3) Is it intended that coaches on this
highway should also have their speed
limit lifted to 100 kilometres per hour?

(4) If not. why not?

MrTROY replied:
This question has been incorrectly
addressed to the Minister for
Transport. It has been referred to the
Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, and he will answer the ques-
lion in writing.

EXPLOSIVES DEPOT
Resiting

1038. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

Adverting to the recent announcement
by the Minister for Sport and Rec-
reation about the transformation of
Woodman Point to a "revolutionary"
caravan park, would he give infor-
mation about the new site of the
Mines Department explosives depot
-in particular, whether the State for-
est site selected by the previous
Government would be used, the exact
size and description of the new site.
and the buffer zone between the actual
site and areas around it used by the
community?

Mr PARKER replied:
The site for explosives Reserve No.
38575. to which the Woodman Point
facility was transferred in 1984, is as
selected by the previous Government.
it comprises an area of 65.5345 hec-
tares of State forest No. 70 and has
been vested in the Minister for Min-
erals and Energy for this purpose since
1984. The buffer zone. Reserve No.
37090. is 484.7934 hectares in area

and provides a safety distance of not
less than 817 metres from areas used
by the community.

1041 and 1042. Struck out at the Speaker's
direction.

WATER RESOURCES: DAM
Big Brook: Beautification

1045. Mr EVANS, to the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:
(1) What amount has been spent by the

Department of Conservation and
Land Management in establishing rec-
reational facilities and beautification
of the Big Brook Dam at Pemberton?

(2) On what projects has this expenditure
been made?

Mr HODGE replied:
(I) $150000.
(2) Road and car park construction;

parkland clearing and grass seeding;
toilet block construction; erection of
barriers; bridge construction;
signposting; tree planting; noxious
weed control; and walk trail prep-
aration.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

PORTS AND HARBOURS
Hillarys Boat Harbour:, Fuelling Facility

114. Mr LAURANCE. to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Has a tender now been let for the fuel-

ling facility at the Hillarys Boat Har-
bour?

(2) Is it a fact that the Minister was
requested to recall tenders for this
facility?

(3) If so. who requested him to recall ten-
ders, and why?

M rTROY replied:
(1) Tenders were called, and there were

three interested parties, one of which
subsequently fell by the wayside. I per-
sonally saw those tenderers and
rejected them because I was not satis-
fied with the conditions they offered.

(2) and (3) I therefore directed the Gen-
eral Manager of the Department of
Marine and Harbours to call for those
tenders again. I think it is important
that we take the opportunity to get the
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very best facility we can possibly get at
that magnificent harbour. I certainly
will not let such an opportunity go
past. Tenders have been recalled, and
I understand there were a number of
tenders back in this second stage.

H EALTK
Tobacco Smoking Adveriisemeni

115. Mr BERTRAM, to the Minister for
Health:
(1) Has the Minister seen the full-page

colour advertising insert in today's
Daily News for Rothman's Special
Mild cigarettes?

(2) If so. does he believe that the adver-
tisement is in keeping with the stan-
dards for tobacco advertising set by
the Media Council of Australia?

M r TAYLOR replied:
(1) Yes, I have seen the insert and I think

that most members in this House-if
not today, certainly over the week-
end-would have seen this insert be-
cause of the nature of the advertising
campaign for the promotion of this
particular brand of cigarette.

(2) No. I do not believe it complies with
the industry's own standards and cer-
tainly the standards set down by the
Media Council of Australia. One of
the basic reasons I do not believe it
complies is that it is required that
people who are featured in this sort of
advertisement must be at least 25
years of age. I would ask all members
whether they believe that the person
who is in this advertisement really
looks 25 years old. The fact is that the
young woman featured does not.
I would also ask whether any member
of this House approves of this sort of
advertising, which is obviously aimed
at young people. Is any member pre-
pared to say that he approves of that
standard of advertising as far as smok-
ing is concerned? I am glad to see that
there is not one.
I also believe that there is a require-
ment on the part of the tobacco indus-
try to realise that people have had
enough of this sort of advertising. As
the Minister for Health in this State, I
am please to say that at the confer-
ence of Australian Health Ministers

held in Fremantle in April this year,
all Ministers, regardless of their politi-
cal persuasions, agreed that something
had to be done about tobacco adver-
tising. Within the next few weeks I
will be going to the Eastern States and,
with the Health Ministers for Victoria
and New South Wales, I will meet
with the Media Council of Australia to
discuss advertising and the standards
as far as this sort of advertising is con-
cerned. We will ask the Media Council
to take it upon itself to do something
about it because I would prefer the
industry to regulate itself and set stan-
dards that I believe are in keeping
with general community standards.
If the industry is not prepared to do
that, or shows an unwillingness to do
that, I believe we, as members of Par-
liament, have no alternative but to
regulate that industry and say, "Well,
okay, if you are not prepared to regu-
late yourself, this is what the standard
will be from now on." I very much
hope that the industry will cooperate.
Members might be interested to learn
that this sort of campaign carries on
from such campaigns as the Peter
Jackson campaign and the Alpine
campaign, which were quite obviously
aimed at young people. In 1986 the
authorities in New South Wales
surveyed young people between the
ages of 12 and 18 years, and the re-
sults showed that in relation to Peter
Jackson cigarettes in 1983 that
company had one per cent of the 12 to
I S-year-old market while by 1986 that
figure had jumped to 27 per cent. As
far as Alpine is concerned, its share of
the market had doubled during that
period.
I am very pleased to have received
over the last couple of weeks a number
of letters from members or Parlia-
ment, from all sides or this House,
saying to me, having been given evi-
dence of this style of advertising, that
they do not believe it is good enough. I
share their concern and I hope that the
tobacco industry, and in particular the
advertising industry which is part of
this campaign, shares the concern that
we, as members of Parliament, have,
and is prepared to work to stamp out
that form of advertising.
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CHEMICALS
Sodium Cyanide P/ant: Approval

116. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Environment:
(1) Did the Government give-the CSBP-

Coogee Cbemicals-AIDC sodium cy-
anide proposal any preliminary ap-
proval prior to the public release of
the Environ mental Protection Auth-
ority report?

(2) Following the EPA rejection of road
transport of liquid sodium cyanide
within a 50-kilometre radius of the
Perth General Post Office, what ac-
lion does the Government now pro-
pose?

Mr HODGE replied:
(I) and (2) 1 am not aware of any sort of

approval given by the Government to
the proponents of that particular proj-
ect. I certainly have not given any sort
of approval.

Mr Blaikie: What about any of your col-
leagues?

Mr H-ODGE: The member will have to ask
that question of my colleagues: he is
asking me now. I have not given any
sort of approval.
I only recently received the advice
from the EPA. I am still studying that
advice, and in fact the proponents re-
cently have lodged an appeal with me
against the recommendations made in
the EPA report.
I think the member is asking me what
the next step in thc procedure will be.
As far as I am concerned, the next step
in the procedure is that I will study the
appeal lodged by the proponents,
make a decision upon the appeal, and
advise the proponents what the result
of that decision is. I have not
concluded my study of their appeal, so
I am not in a position to tell the mem-
ber for Vasse what the outcome will
be.

OPPOSITION
Law and Order Plan

117. Mrs HENDERSON. to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services:

Is the Minister aware of a five-point
plan by the Opposition to give law and
order a high profile?

M r GOR DON H ILL replied:

I am aware of a public announcement
by the Leader of the Opposition to
that effect; and as the Opposition
spokesman on Police and Emergency
Services has been unable to set out in
detail any policy whatsoever so far, I
await details of this alleged plan with
eager anticipation.

Members may recall that several
weeks ago, when at least four members
of the Opposition expressed different
views on random breath testing, I
offered to consider implementation of
any practical road safety policy which
the Opposition had on a bipartisan
basis, and members have failed to re-
spond to that offer.

Mr Pearce: By "bipartisan", you mean
whether the "'wets"~ and the "dries"
agree?

Mr GORDON HILL: I am not sure
whether anyone in the Opposition
would ever acknowledge that there
may be "wets" and "dries" on the Op-
position benches, but that is clearly
the case. It is plainly obvious that the
Opposition has no policies in this
area, nor, for that matter, in any other
area. Despite its huff ing. and puffing
on law and order, it is bankrupt of any
ideas. The opposition is what it ap-
pears to be-an incompetent rabble.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Interest Rates: Farmers

118. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for
Agriculture:

The Minister will recall that last
Wednesday he made a statement to
the House about interest rates in re-
sponse to a question without notice.

(1) Is he aware that reduced interest
rates about which he spoke have
not yet been passed on to farmers
or small businesses?
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(2) Will he acquaint himself with the
real world and advise what action
he is likely to take to ensure that
these alleged reduced interest
rates are passed on to the farming
community and small business?

Mr G RILL replied:
(1) and (2) The situation outlined to the

Kouse last week was factual. The
reduced interest rates that applied at
that date were factual interest rates
applying to the whale community.
The member for Merredin and I know
that, in many instances, farmers pay
penalty rates higher than the Fixed
interest rates advertised by various
financial houses in their publications.
The latest guidelines for the rural ad-
justment scheme in this State seek to
put in place a mechanism whereby
banks and other financial institutions
will be forced into applying the mini-
mum possible interest rate. That is
one step that has been taken by the
Government. I understand that that
step has received the support of the
rural community.
Carrying that further to all of the
finance supplied to the rural sector is a
harder job. I will not say that, simply
by announcing that there has been a
general fall in interest rates, all
farmers will receive that fal
immediately. It is certainly an indi-
cator that interest rates are railing and
that in due course farmers and others
involved in rural pursuits can afford
to lower interest rates. The application
of penalty rates to the farming com-
munity is a big question. It has been
followed up by Western Australian
farmers' associations and by the
present Government; and I have re-
ferred it to the Federal Government.
Banks and other financial institutions
are making record profits. I believe
the question should be asked whether
they should be imposing penalty rates
on the weakest and most deserving
section of the farming community.
The answer is that they should not.
Another question for consideration is
how we force the banks to apply
interest rates properly at the present
time. The National Party should join
with the Government in placing some
pressure on the banking sector.

SUPERANNUATION BOARD
Deposits: Brockley in vestments Ltd

119. Mr LIGHTFOOT, to the Treasurer:
(1) Was $4 million of State

Superannuation Board funds placed
on deposit with Brockley Investments
Ltd?

(2) if so, what was the purpose of
depositing the money with Brockley
when greater returns are available
from other sources with greater secur-
ity?

(3) Who are the directors of Brockley In-
vestments?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
1 have received no notice of this ques-
tion and and do not know the answers.
If the member places the question on
the Notice Paper, I will attempt to
find out the answers for him.
As has been said on a number of oc-
casions1 the State Superannuation
Board makes investments according
to its policies and in accordance with
the approvals given in a global manner
to the propositions put forward from
time to time.

GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTS
Promnpt Payment

120. Mr LEWIS, to the Minister for Small
Business:

In view of the Minister's public
statements reported in the Press on
Monday, 25 May concerning the
Prompt Payment of Government Ac-
counts Bill and his assertion that most
Government accounts are paid within
30 days-
(I How would the need to pay

Government accounts within 30
days add significantly to the
existing costs of paying those ac-
counts?

(2) How would it add significantly to
the administrative complexity of
paying Government commercial
accounts?

Mr TROY replied:
(1) and (2) 1 am grateful for the oppor-

tunity to reply to this question in view
of the Bill's being put to the bottom of
the Notice Paper last week. Quite
clearly, the member for East Melville
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carried out little research on his Bill
before placing it before the House.
When I became aware of it, following
publication of his announcement in
the media some weeks ago about what
he was intending to do this week, I
asked my staff to liaise with the Small
Business Development Corporation to
determine the performance of
Government agencies on this matter,
and we found some pleasing results.
There is certainly scope for improve-
ment in the Department of Services,
but it is addressing the problem and
will be in position to make substantial
improvement in the near future.
If the member for East Melville be-
lieves; that the cost of the system is
related to the number of accounts out-
standing, he is continuing to overlook
the administrative and red-tape costs
of having an effective checking
system. Quite clearly, the member has
failed to recognise that point. That
was one of my objections to what may
seem to be on the surface an effective
contribution to the small business sec-
tor.
This matter is being addressed and I
will write to all departments, through
their Ministers, to ask them to have
some random monitoring of perform-
ance carried out to ensure that per-
formance is lifted even higher than
that presently being achieved.

INFLATION RATE
Western Australia

121. Mr H-ASSELL, to the Treasurer:
What was the estimated or budgeted
rate of inflation for 1987-88 used by
the Treasurer and his staff for the pur-
poses of the various calculations
necessary in connection with .the
Premiers' Conference?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
I am not sure that we did more than
accept the Commonwealth's estimated
increase in the Consumer Price Index.
The Commonwealth uses the non-
farm deflator which is something
more than one per cent of the CrI
increase. I know off the top of my
head what the CPI increase used in
the estimates was but, with due defer-
ence to the member for Cottesloe. I

would not like to give him a wrong
figure and I do not have those papers.
If the member places the question on
the Notice Paper I will answer the
question, or if he rings Bob Boylan
tomorrow. I will authorise him to tell
the member for Cottesloe what the fig-
ure was.

ABORIGINAL LAND
Government Commitment

322. Mr COURT, to the Minister for
Economic Development:
(1) Can the Minister advise when the

Government or Exim will meet its
land commitment to Aboriginal
people following receipt of a $6
million grant from the Common-
wealth Government to assist in pur-
chasing the Emanuel leases?

(2) Have any Aboriginal groups ap-
proached him, as the Minister respon-
sible for Exim, asking when the com-
mitments will be met?

(3) If so, what was his response?
Mr PARKER replied:
(1) The whole restructuring programme

of the Emanuel leases acquired by the
Government, and vested in Exim, is a
process of considerable complexity re-
quiring substantial investment and
upgrading based on the condition of
the stations when they were taken
over. It is intended as soon as possible
to meet all the various obligations the
Government took on, both to the
Kimberley pastoral industry as a
whole and to the various sectors of the
K~imberley population, as soon as it
can conceivably be done.

(2) and (3) No, I have not received any
representation.

SMALL CLAIMS TRIBUN~AL
Restructuring

123. M r COWAN, to the Minister
Consumer Affairs:

for

(1) Is it the intention of the Government
to transfer the Small Claims Tribunal
from the Department of Consumer
Affairs by making it part of the Local
Court under the auspices of the Crown
Law Department?

(2) If so. when?
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Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) and (2) The method of operation of

the Small Claims Tribunal was
examined by a Select Committee of
this House. I think I am right in saying
that one of the recommendations of
that committee was that we should
look at the location of the tribunal.
The Government is considering the
future location of the Small Claims
Tribunal and whether it should more
properly be located in the Department
of Consumer Affairs or come under
the responsibility of the Attorney
General.

BUSINESS
Computer Company: Closure

124. Mr LAURANCE, to the Minister for
Small Business:
(I) Is the Minister aware of a large adver-

tisement which appeared on page 71
of today's issue of The West
Australian relating to the closing down
sale of a computer company under in-
structions from the receivers and man-
agers. KMG Hungerfords?

(2) Is he aware that the closing down of
that company has resulted in 22
people losing their jobs?

(3) Is he aware that the principals of that
failed company are of the opinion thai
the slow payment of Government ac-
counts substantially caused the fail-
ure?

MrTROY replied:
(I) 1 am not aware of the advertisement.
(2) and (3) The Deputy Leader of the Op-

position's question is directed against
the contrary evidence I presented to
the House earlier- It is very easy for
businesses to blame that sort of thing
for their difficulties.
Another element of the legislation
introduced in relation to this matter is

-consideration of the complete com-
mercial world outside. It is unfair to
make impositions on one sector of the
commercial world and not another.
The Bill floated last week addresses
only one of those areas, and people in
the commercial scene generally be-
lieve there should be a degree of
equity.

If the company wishes to comment on
the performance of State authorities
with regard to its difficulties, I am
more than happy to pursue that, as
was my predecessor, the Deputy
Premier. There is an open invitation
at all times to anyone concerned about
late payments of accounts to make our
office or the SBDC aware of it and it
will be pursued. To date the Deputy
Premier has received one such re-
quest, the SBDC has received one, and
I have received three such requests.

PRICE CHECK
Expenditure

125. Mr WATT, to the Minister for Consumer
Affairs:
(1) Does the M in ister agree wi th t he stat-

istics printed in a newspaper adver-
tisement in The West Australian
placed by the Retail Traders Associ-
ation of WA, questioning the spending
of $250 000 of taxpayers' money on
Price Check, showing that between
1981 and 1986 food prices have risen
by 52.5 per cent; inflation by 56 per
cent; total taxation collections by 67.7
per cent; land tax collections by 81.25
per cent; stamp duty collections by
62.4 per cent; tobacco tax collections
by 1 346.4 per cent; car registrations
by 92.8 per cent; and the average
home sewerage rate by 100 per cent?

(2) Does he further agree that it is not
supermarket prices that need watching
but Government taxes and charges be-
cause while consumers have a choice
of supermarket they have no choice
but to pay Government taxes and
charges?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) and (2) No, I did not see the advertise-

ment-it must have been a good one.
The member has obviously outlined
the contents of the advertisement. It
covers the period between 1981 and
1986, and the greatest problem with
regard to the increases was certainly in
the early rather than the latter days.
When we discussed Price Check in
this House a few weeks ago we went
through some of the facts and figures
in relation to increases in Government
taxes and charges. Those few remain-
ing members of the previous Govern-
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ment who now Sit on the Opposition
front benches should hang their heads
in shame at their performance when in
government when, from an economic
point of view, things were a little
easier than they are today. Yet this
Government has still managed to cope
with the demands on Government ser-
vices and the demands from the paint
of view of increased taxes and charges
far better than the Opposition ever
did.

The Retail Traders Association was
looking more at the total revenue col-
lected rather than the actual increases
in Government taxes and charges. If it
is looking at collections, as the
Premier has pointed out, of course
they have grown in terms of Govern-
ment revenue because of the good
economic performance of this
Government since 1983. In relation to
Price Check, the cheapest basket of

goods in the first survey cost $93.90.
and in the list published today the
cheapest basket of goods cost $90.24.

An Opposition member The goods have
changed. You cannot make a compari-
son.

Mr TAYLOR: In fact, comparisons can
still be made between the baskets of
goods because they are weighted.'
Members opposite are demonstrating
total ignorance of statistics. Compari-
sons can still be made between the
prices paid for the goods in week three
and those paid in week one because
the weightings remain the same. A
couple of weeks ago I said that the
$250 000 the Government will spend
on Price Check will save families in
this State a minimum of $20 million
in a full year. That is the result of
Price Check. The people who oppose
Price Check are the Opposition, the
Retail Traders Association, Foodland,
and Coles.
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