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Thursday. 14 October 1982

The PRESIDENT (the Hon. Clive Griffiths)
took the Chair at 3.30 p.mn.. and read prayers.

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL: CHAMBER

Reading of Newspapers: Sratemern by President

THE PRESIDENT (the Hon. Clive Griffiths):
For the benefit of honourable members I wish to
draw their attention to the fact that it has always
been, and is still, unparliamentary to read news-
papers in this Chamber. The situation has not
been altered and I recommend that honourable
members observe that.

QUESTIONS

Pa'nponement

THE HON. 1. G. MEDCALF (Metropolitan-
Leader of the House) [3.38 p~m.J: In view of the
short time available I am obliged to ask that
questions and answers be deferred until the next
day of sitting.

INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION AMENDMENT
BILL (No. 2)

Report

Report of Committee adopted.

JUSTICES AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)

Second Reading

THE HON. 1. C. MEDCALF (Metropolitan-
Attorney General) [3.41 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

Earlier this year the Government announced that
it had set up an advisory committee to consider
amendments to deal with the question of domestic
violence and other family law matters. The work
of the committee was, amongst other things, di-
rected towards providing some immediate protec-
tion for members of a family who may be trapped
in violent or threatening situations with limited
legal redress.

At present the legal proceedings open to per-
sons in such situations are fairly cumbersome.
One method is for the person to obtain an order
under the Justices Act that the offender should be
bound over to keep the peace, but this is a fairly
complicated and even rather ancient procedure
involving a formal complaint being sworn.out and
subsequently a time being fixed for a hearing.

Another alternative is for a person to obtain a
non-molestation order under the Family Court
Act, but once again this means going to the Fam-
ily Court and getting an order. In both cases there
are inevitable delays.

For various reasons many people are reluctant
to go through these procedures and involve them-
selves with solicitors and unknown legal costs.
The principal objection, however, has been that
such orders were not effective so as to offer any
real protection for the victims of domestic viol-
ence.

The advisory committee has been awaiting the
outcome of proposed amendments to the Family
Law Act in the Commonwealth Parliament and
has not been able to complete its work. It may
therefore be some time before the stage is reached
where its recommendations can be considered.

In view of this. and the desirability to provide
some immediate legal redress for those who find
themselves in situations of domestic violence, the
Government has decided to introduce this Bill.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I ask honourable
members to cease their audible conversations
while the Minister is introducing the Bill.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The Bill is based
largely on a 1981 amendment to the Justices Act
in South Australia, which resulted from a report
to that Government by its domestic violence com-
mittee. Although the South Australian legislation
has been in force for a relatively short time, the
indications from that State are that the provisions
have worked satisfactorily.

The legislation will apply generally to all dom-
estic violence-even to violence which may not
strictly be classed as domestic-and is not limited
to violence between spouses. In order that the pro-
visions will apply generally, it has been considered
necessary to include the amendments in the
Justices Act to be administered in the Courts of
Petty Sessions.

This Bill will provide for a new part VII of the
Justices Act, to be entitled "Orders to Keep the
Peace'.- A compl ai nt ma y be made u nder t his pa rt
where a person has caused personal injury or
damage to property and is likely to do so again
unless restrained, or where a person has
threatened to cause personal injury or damage to
property and may, in fact, carry out that threat
unless restrained, or where a person's behaviour is
such as is likely to lead to a breach of the peace.
unless that person is restrained.

A complaint under this part may be made by
either a police officer or a person against whom or
against whose property a threat is directed.
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The amendment will permit justices to make
orders imposing such restraints on a person as are
necessary or desirable to prevent him from acting
in the apprehended manner.

A provision has been added that orders are to
be served personally on defendants by the Clerk
of Petty Sessions. Breach of a court order will
itself be an offence for which the police can arrest
the offender if appropriate. The Bill provides also
that where a suspected offender is arrested, he
shall be brought before a court as soon as practi.-
cable, but no later than 24 hours after the time of
arrest.

This Bill also makes provision for parties to
these proceedings to apply at any time to j ustices
to vary or revoke an order after having heard sub-
missions from the parties to the case.

By tightening procedures, the Bill will provide
some immediate relief for victims of domestic
violence.

I might add that although these amendments
are being brought into Parliament prior to receipt
of the advisory committee's report, the committee
has been informed of the Government's action. It
has been requested to continue with its study and,
if it is found necessary, further amendments may
be made to this aspect of the law at another time.

The committee's deliberations on other items
included in its terms of reference relating to the
co-ordination of Commonwealth and State Acts
will be awaited with interest.

The main point, however, in bringing this Bill
into Parliament at this stage is to provide a
speedy and uncomplicated method of dealing with
breaches of the peace involving violence or
threatened violence and to give the unfortunate
victims a more immediate and effective avenue of
legal redress.

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

Berinson.

STAMP AMENDMENT BILL (No. 4)

Second Reading

Order of the day read for the resumption of de-
bate from 22 September.

Debate adjourned to a later stage of the sitting;
on motion by the Hon. J. M. Berinson.

BUILDING SOCIETIES AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 22 September.
THE H-ON. R. G. PIKE (North Metropoli-

tan-Chief Secretary) [3.47 p.m.]: When this Bill

was debated a number of questions were asked by
the Hon. Fred McKenzie and the Hon. Joe
Berinson. The Hon. Fred McKenzie asked the fol-
lowing question-

Why didn't the Government seek the ad-
vice of the Permanent Building Societies As-
sociation?

The answer is that the need to provide a wider
field for cash stand-by facilities must be looked at
with more importance by the managements of
larger building societies, and this applies particu-
larly to the Perth Building Society, which has
assets approximating $1 000 million. At a liquid-
ity seminar held on 7 July 1982, at which all but
one member of the association was represented,
the Registrar of Building Societies made mention
of the proposed change.

A further point made by the Hon. Fred
McKenzie reads as follows-

If a certain building society
additional facility, the Minister
it clear just where the request
from?

requires this
should make
should come

The answer is that the matter of stand-by facili-
ties is one for the various managements of our
nine permanent building societies to arrange. Up
to date the Government has not seen the necessity
for it to legislate for stand-by requirements, but
over the years encouragement has been given to
the societies to provide for adequate stand-by ar-
rangements. With this view there was no reason
to differ from the Perth Building Society's request
for the amendment when financial conditions in
the past 12 months have changed considerably
with greater competition from the recently cre-
ated cash management trusts and the
deregulation of bank deposit rates resulting from
the recommendation of the Campbell report.

In the financial environment based on a volatile
interest rate market structure, the Perth Building
Society is to be complimente for its decision to
prepare itself for heavy withdrawals in extreme
circumstances under abnormal conditions.

The following question was asked by the Hon.
Joe Berinson-

Why does the Government propose to limit
the use of funds in such a way as to preclude
their use for ordinary Housing loans?

The answer is: The purpose of allowing offshore
borrowing is for it to be used during times of ex-
tremely tight liquidity. The cost of a satisfactory
currency hedge facility is comparatively high
when made at the time a stand-by facility is acti-
vated, but this high cost for which a society would
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budget is acceptable when the only alternative is
that no liquidity would be available.

This high cost would be only for a short while
during which time a society would moake adjusting
arrangements to obtain other liquids. These other
arrangements could be the sale of some of a so-
ciety's assets, no further loans to be made, and the
encouragement of borrowers to repay loans, or
portion of loans in advance.

Even though a hedging arrangement takes
away any currency exposure, the high cost of
hedging does not make it a satisfactory method of
raising funds for ordinary housing loans. The
hedging cost for a short period would be far less
than for a 25-30 year period over which loans are
usually written the average life of a housing loan.

The Hon. J. M. Berinson asked-

Why are the three specific conditions for
allowing offshore borrowing not specified in
the Act?

The answer is: The Government in recognition of
its concern to overseas borrowings by building
societies required that the Treasurer should give
his approval. The Government did not see the
necessity to have the specific conditions imposed
to be incorporated in the Act, but required that
the Treasurer be empowered to impose conditions.

Had tight specific conditions been made in
legislation in this instance they could have de-
feated the purpose of the amendments of allowing
for immediate access to additional liquidity in
times of frequent changes in the Financial environ-
ment which could take place in the remainder of
the 1980's.

To illustrate that point, the conditions con-
tained in the Bill could be so tight, or so limited,
that they could restrict the hedging arrangement.
To write such a condition into a Bill or Act for an
operation which may take place at some time in
the future is unnecessarily restrictive. The tend-
ency throughout the Commonwealth these days is
to leave the negotiating terms to the Treasury.

The I-on. J. M. Berinson: I was not advocating
a comprehensive list of conditions, but only two or
three items which the Minister said would apply.

The Hon. R. G. PIKE: That is true, but a de-
gree of flexibility is needed within the definition
of the two or three items. Had we been negotiat-
ing a loan 10 years ago, we would have been pay-
ing five per cent to eight per cent, and everyone
would have thought that eight per cent was high.i
Today it might be 20 per cent and everyone would
say, "That is the cost of money."

As this degree of flexibility is recognised and
needs to be contained in legislation, the approval
must be given by the Treasury.

The Hon. J. M. Berinson asked a further
question as to whether the Minister would be pre-
pared to table the recommendation and support-
ing arguments by the advisory committee. On be-
half of the Minister. I answer "No." The reason is
that with my comments given today, and replies
to the various questions asked by the Opposition,
I can see that the tabling of the recommendations
of the advisory committee would add no more to
the debate on this one amendment.

In any case, these recommendations were dis-
cussed, and as a matter of policy are always dis-
cussed by Cabinet, and it is not policy for this in-
formation to be made available publicly.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.

Bill passed through Committee without debate,
reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by the Hon.
R. G. Pike (Chief Secretary), and passed.

ACTS AMENDMENT (METROPOLITAN
REGION TOWN PLANNING SCHEME)

DILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 21 September.
THE HiON. FRED McKENZIE (East Metro-

politan) [3.55 p.m.]: The Opposition does not op-
pose this Bill. It provides for a description of the
metropolitan area and I want to make one or two
remarks on that point. I have not seen the map of
the metropolitan area, but I have had a look at
the description contained in the legislation, and it
seems to be a quite reasonable description of the
metropolitan area. It is a great pity that we do not
have a standard description of the metropolitan
area, particularly in relation to the Electoral Dis-
tricts Act. If we had a description similar to that
contained in the Bill we would not have the argu-
ments that we do about descriptions contained in
other Acts, in particular the Electoral Districts
Act. As you know, Mr President, the description
contained in that Act is not really a description of
the metropolitan area as far as we are concerned;
it works against us.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis interjected.
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The Hon. FRED McKENZIE: The Govern-
merit makes it up and we cannot do anything
about it. The Government would do well to take a
cue from this Bill because it is an accurate de-
scription.

The Sill also contains a provision for the main-
tenance and management of land reserves for
parks and recreation. We are happy to support
that, and in doing so I refer to the Minister's sec-
ond reading speech where he said-

The functions of the authority are enlarged
to include the maintenance and management
of land reserved for parks and recreation and,
with ministerial approval, the carrying out of
such works as may be incidental to such
maintenance or management or otherwise
conducive to the planned use of the land for
recreational purposes.

Furthermore, to facilitate management
and maintenance, the authority may. with
ministerial approval, enter into an agreement
with any person under which that person
may acquire a lease or licence or other estate
or interest in any such land.

Also, the authority is authorised to apply
metropolitan region improvement fund
moneys to payment of expenditure incurred
in the maintenance and management of land
reserved under the scheme for parks and rec-
reation or works incidental thereto.

We support the provision that t he Metropolitan
Region Planning Authority should carry out
maintenance and management of the land in its
care. Some of the areas in its care really need
cleaning up. We hope that giving it this authority
in the short term will result in the better care of
particular areas.

The Bill provides also for an increase
in penalties and allows the authority to make
regulations for the carrying out of the general
objectives of the metropolitan region scheme.
The regulations empower wardens to take action
to prevent vandalism, the dumping of rubbish,
and damage to fences, and the existing maximum
penalties are inadequate as a deterrent. It is pro-
posed the penalties be increased from $100 to
$500, with the daily penalty for a continuing of-
fence to be increased from S$10 to $50. The Oppo-
sition does not argue with an increase int penalties
because, clearly, at their current level they do not
provide sufficient deterrent.

The Bill also provides for a renaming of the
groups operating within the Metropolitan Region
Planning Authority. Formerly they were known as
groups A, B, C, and D and now are to be known
as the south-west group, the north-west group, the

south-east group, and the eastern group. This ap-
pears to be a sensible move because it will enable
one to identify the area represented by the indi-
vidual groups.

Sitting suspended fromt 4.02 to 4.15 p.m.
The Hon. FRED McKENZIE: The Bill con-

tains a new provision relating to compensation.
Previously the authority was not able to take ac-
tion to claim damages. In his second reading
speech, the Minister said-

In recent prosecutions, the Crown Law De-
partment has advised that it has been unable
to move to obtain damages in the absence of
statutory powers.

Instances include damage to fences and
gates and dumping of car bodies. Repairs
and removals are a heavy charge on public
funds.

These in effect provide that a court may
order a person convicted to pay compensation
to the authority for the costs of repairs and
loss of property incurred by means of the of-
fence.

We agree with the insertion of this provision in
the legislation, because if damage of this nature
occurs, the person responsible for causing it
s hould be required to pay compensation.

I turn now to the delegation of routine
functions and I ask the Minister to comment on
that matter in more detail, because although the
proposed amendment may result in more efficient
administration, I point out that when the Act was
amended in 1979 provision was included for the
appointment of a full-time chairman. At that time
a provision which this Bill seeks to repeal was in-
serted, and it reads as follows-

(4) A Committee shall not enter into a
contract or other commitment or undertaking
without first having the express authorization
of the Authority to do so and any contract,
commitment, or undertaking entered into
without that authorization is of no effect.

It is acknowledged that by removing the bar con-
tained in section 18A (4) the process will be
speeded up, and that is desirable.

We cannot help but wonder why this provision
was inserted in the first place not so long ago in
1979. It has not been there long, yet now we are
taking it out.

If I were the chairman of the authority I would
want to know what was happening with these
committees. I do not know whether a provision
exists to provide that the chairman be informed of
the activities of these committees when they enter
into contracts for other sorts of commitments.
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Thai appears to be the intention of the removal of
this provision. We arc concerned about ibis point
and the Minister should olfer an explanation be-
cause, if the committees enter into undertakings
that the chairman will be required to defend, we
should have a provision whereby he is fully aware
of what the committees are undertaking.

Another amendment entails the insertion of the
words "a copy or' in section 33 of the Act so that
in future it will be satisfactory to have tabled in
both Houses of Parliament a copy of an amend-
ment to the scheme. It would appear from the
Minister's second reading speech that we have
been acting illegally, because copies of amend-
ments have been tabled in both Houses of Parlia-
ment when the originals should have been tabled.
I do not know how we stand now in respect of any
challenge that might be launched in the courts
questioning the validity of past amendments to
the scheme. We are not opposed to the insertion
of the words "a copy of" but we would like the
Minister to comment on the validity of our pre-
vious actions.

Alhough we have had made many amend-
ments to the Metropolitan Region Town Planning
Scheme Act it is unfortunate that none of them
has enhanced the reputation of the MRPA. That
body is continually under attack in the public
arena and a lot of the criticism of it has been
brought on itself: in fact, the great majority of
criticisms have been of its own making.

Recently the MRPA sacked from one of its
committees the Mayor of Stirling, Mr Graham
Burkett, because he had the temerity to disagree
with other members of the authority. In doing so
he publicly expressed his disagreement.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: Do you think to do that
in the public arena is the right thing?

The Hon. FRED McKENZIE: It concerned a
very topical matter and I believe he quite rightly
spoke out in the way he did. He was entitled to do
so. What is the good of having people on the auth-
ority if they are to be just puppets to carry out the
Government's wishes.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: That is not true.
The Hon. FRED McKENZIE: That appears to

be what happens. The authority could not accept
the criticism levelled at it by a properly elected
member of one of its planning committees.

The MRPA does not have a good track record
and is disliked in many quarters. I know that its
tasks arc sometimes very onerous but one would
think it would enideavour to improve its image in
some way.

The Government appointed a full-time chair-
man to the authority, but since then the authority
seems to have been in more trouble than in the
past. We have had the Servetus Street problem,
and Mr Moore knows that in his own party room
his colleagues rejected the Spencer-Chapman
Road link.

The Hon. P. G. Pendal: A good job.
The Hon. FRED McKENZIE: I take the op-

posite stance. Mr Pendal does not want the traffic
going through his area, but now other people will
have to suffer.

The Hon. P. G. Pendal: We did put an alterna-
tive so that other people would not suffer.

The Hon. FRED McKENZIE: It was not a
satisfactory alternative. The member shovelled all
the problems to my side of the river. If ever I get
the opportunity I will shovel those problems back
to his area.

We support the measure but would like to hear
from the Minister on the points I have raised.

THE HON. R. G. PIKE (North Metropoli-
tan-Chief Secretary) [4.26 p.m.J: I shall deal
with the Hon. Fred McKenzie's last question first.
He mentioned clause 6, which deletes reference to
the amendment and inserts the words "a copy of".
When I was being advised on this Bill by the ap-
propriate officer I raised with him precisely the
same query. The answer is that there is no pro-
vision for an original copy but rather a provision
for four copies of the amended documents. The
reference has been always to four copies of the
amended documents, so the parliamentary
draftsman altered what is a grammatical thing to
read "a copy or'. In no way does it affect the
legality of what we have done; it is merely a
grammatical correction.

The member referred also to the amendment to
section 18A in which subsection (4) is deleted. I
have made comment vide section 19, which gives
the MRPA power to delegate power to com-
mittees. What is relevant is that section 19 gives
the power for referral of that power and I am ad-
vised-because I requested detailed explanation
of this section-that the Crown Solicitor had rec-
ommended this amendment advising that there
appears to be a major impediment at present in
the Act.

The effect of section 18A(4) could well create a
limitation upon the extent to which the functions
of the authority can be delegated to a committee
under section 19. It seems a committee can enter
into a contract only if it has the express authoris-
ation of the authority.
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The Crown Solicitor's advice was that section
18A(4) defeated the purpose of section 19. The
reason for this amendment is very simple. The
authority may only delegate power from time to
time as it determines, and it cannot delegate the
power to delegate. But the authority, which meets
only monthly, has found that it can better provide
a benefit for owners of land who have dealings
with the authority if the contracts can be entered
into and money paid on a fortnightly basis instead
of a monthly basis. That is a great advantage to
the citizens of this State.

The committees will be restricted by specific
terms of the delegation as gazetted and as ap-
proved. In other words, it was always envisaged
under section 19 that the authority would have
the power to delegate. However, as often happens
in Acts of Parliament, the authority found in
practice that it was prevented from doing so.
Therefore this is a machinery measure designed to
expedite the payment of moneys dealing with con-
tracts to which the MRPA has already agreed. It
is a machinery measure further in that it enables
these committees to process the payments.

The Hon. Fred McKenzie: That means we will
see settlements more quickly?

The Hon. R. G. PIKE: That is right. That is
the reason for the delegation. It was done on the
advice of the Crownv Solicitor.

The Hon. Fred McKenzie: There will be no ex-
cuses in the future.

The Hon. R. G. PIKE: I cannot speak in de-
fence of the general structure of the MRPA be-
cause I am not the Minister responsible for it. I
associate my comments with those made by the
Hon. Fred McKenzie. Certainly the situation
must be improved.

I will now deal with what is probably the most
important comment made by the honourable
member and which refers to the Mayor of the
City of Stirling. I will deal with the comment in
this way: The Government never has, nor would it
ever, challenge the right of the Mayor of the City
of Stirling to express a view on any matter what-
soever; indeed, it does not have the authority to do
so. The real. problem with the Mayor of the City
of Stirling is illustrated in these words; it is well
known in Government circles that if a person is a
member of a Parliamentary Select Committee or
a Standing Committee of the Parliament he is
authorised by the law for the time being to have
access to information, opinions and submissions
which are at that time either (a) a confidential
statement or (b) made within the totality of a
submission. With regard to the Mayor of the City

of Stirling, there is no challenge to his right to
speak. The challenge is as to when he spoke.

The Hon. Fred McKenzie: Weren't the hear-
ings in public?

The Hon. R. G. PIKE: On my understanding,
they were not in public, but I could be wrong on
that. Whether I am right or wrong on that mat-
ter, it does not detract from the point that if one
belongs to an organisation or to a local authority
which is going into committee to decide on a ten-
der, a contract or a delicate negotiation, or a com-
mittee of a House of Parliament. until the time
the determination or the decision is made by that
body, a member does not enter into public debate
until the organisation to which he belongs makes
the decision and is usually bound to confiden-
tiality in regard to the determination.

I put it to the Hon. Fred McKenzie and to the
House that if a person is a party to those nego-
tiations and somebody makes a statement to him
before the time the committee of which he is a
member has made a determination on the evi-
dence before it, and he makes public statements
about one part of it with which he disagrees, he is
not meeting the standard of integrity that is re-
quired of him as a member. At some subsequent
occasion when an authority, a Select Committee,
aStanding Committee, or a committee of a local
authority of which he is a member has made a de-

cision with which he disagrees, by all means he
may say, "Look, this was submitted to me. At the
time it was submitted to me it was part of an
overall submission or a negotiation." I do not
know what was the matter to which the Mayor oF
Stirling was privy, but I judge that it was a deter-
mination by the MRPA at the time and that it
was part of an overall submission dealing with a
controversial and difficult issue.

The Hon. Fred McKenzie: Was there anything
in the Act or regulations that prevented him from
saying what he said?

The Hon. R. 0. PIKE: I do not know the
answer to the member's question. I do not know if
it is a requirement of the MR PA. I know there is
a requirement for confidentiality in regard to
committee submissions made to the MRPA. The
member should be asking the question: Was the
subject information given to him a result of a con-
fidlential statement by people to the MRPA or
was it the result of a public submission?

The Hon. Fred McKenzie: What is the answer
to that?

The Hon. R. G. PIKE: Just a moment, please.
Irrespective of the point that is made in that re-
gard, I return to the simple issue that the Govern-
ment does not challenge the right to speak of the
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Mayor of the City of Stirling. Obviously the
MRPA challenged his right as to when to speak.
He made a decision to go public on a submission
that had been made to him as a member of the
MRPA prior to the time the MRPA
subcommittee or indeed the MRPA itself con-
sidered the submission.

I repeat that every honourable member should
have the right to do so. Where, is the question?
Let us reverse the proposition and look at whether
or not it may have been done for political advan-
tage.

The Hon. Fred McKenzie: I am sure it was be-
cause he was an endorsed Labor candidate!

The Hon. R. G. PIKE: I thank the member; he
said there was only Political advantage for Mr
Burkett to have made that statement because sub-
sequently the MRPA committee would have con-
sidered it anyway and made a decision, so the
timing of the announcement by the Mayor is of
concern; and (hat is relevant to the decision the
MRPA would have made. The only advantage i n
the announcement would have been to Mr
Burkett, which it has been admitted, is a party
political advantage: that is another question.

I conclude by saying the Government does not
challenge the right to speak of a person who is a
member of boards or authorities for the time
being; the honourable member would know this as
he is a member of a Select Committee of this
House. It would not challenge his right when to
speak, just as when a Select Committee brings
down a recommendation, a member of that Com-
mittee is entitled to give an opinion to the con-
trary. It is a question of the processing of infor-
mation in regard to a decision which might be
made by a statutory authority.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.
Bill passed through Committee without debate,

reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by the Hon.

R. G. Pike (Chief Secretary), and passed.

GAS UNDERTAKINGS AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 28 September.
THE HON. J. M. DERINSON (North-East

Metropolitan) 14.38 p.m.): The object of this Bill
is to secure the continuity of gas supply to con-
sumers within the franchise area of the Fremantle

Gas and Coke Co. Ltd. It will counter any possi-
bility that speculation in the company shares
could lead to stripping of its assets or any other
development which could disturb that supply.

On behalf of the Opposition I indicate that
both the purpose and method of this Bill are re-
garded as proper and the Opposition supports it.

THE HON. 1. G. MEDCALF (Metropolitan-
Leader of the House) [4.39 p.m.]: I thank the Op-
position for its indication of support for this Bill.
The Government hopes it will achieve its object. I
assure the member that the people of Fremantle
will have their gas supply assured in the event of
unforeseen happenings in respect of the
Fremantle Gas and Coke Co. Ltd.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee, etc.

Bill passed through Committee without debate,
reported without amendment, and the report
adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by the Hon.
1.0G. Medcalf (Leader of the House), and passed.

STAMP AMENDMENT DILL (No. 4)

Second Reading

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sk -
ting.

THE HON. FRED McKENZIE (East Metro-
politan) 14.42 p.m.]: The Opposition supports this
Bill, which will enable revenue to be obtained
which previously has not been paid. This will
overcome any avoidance practice which may have
existed in the past. We have no argument with
this amending Bill and support it.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee

The Chairman of Committees (the Hon. V. .
Ferry) in the Chair; the Hon. 1. G. Medcalf
(Leader of the House) in charge of the Bill.

Clauses; I to 7 put and passed.
Clause 8: Second Schedule amended-
The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The requested

amendment in my name on the notice paper ap-
pears because this amendment was to have been
moved in the other place but for some reason un-
known to mnc, was not. I have been asked to move
the amendment in this Chamber.
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I am in favour of the amendment because it is
not as if we are requesting an amendment which
we are not otherwise empowered to make. The
amendment is being made for the convenience of
people to understand the legislation and in order
to put the present wording of item 19 in the
schedule into better shape. At present that item is
extremely badly phrased and there are sugges-
tions of ambiguity in it.

It is now better phrased, but without any
change in the actual sense of-the amendment and
is in line with the practice which has been fol-
lowed by the Stamp Office for many years and is
indeed well understood by those who have deal-
ings with matters of this nature. I ask members,
in order to delete the clause, to vote against it.

The Hon. 1.0G. MEDCALF: I move-
That the Assembly be requested to make

the following amendment-
Page 4-Delete clause 8 and substitute a

new clause as follows-

Second 8. The Second Schedule to the principal
Schtdutce
.,.ended. Act is amended by deleting item 19 and

substituting the following item-
ih'-gr19. SETTLEMENT. SLeiten

4

id,,.DEED OF. OR DEED -F-
OFGIFT Schedule

111 con, ider'-

Ihi. Sche~d
ule 1,eing

rerrnce,
o he

,Aue Fr he
prONy
e,,nce eI

(1) Any instrument, whether
voluntary or upon any
good or valuable consider-
ation other than a bona
fide pecuniary consider-
ation whereby any prop-
erty is settled or agreed to
to be settled in any man-
ner whatsoever, or i s given
or agreed to be given in
any manner whatsoever.

(2) Any instrument declaring
that the property vested in
the person executing the
same shall be held in trust
for the person or persons
mentioned therein.

Question put and passed.
Clause put -and passed.

Clause 9 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, with a requested amendment, and
the report adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by the Hon.
1. 0. Medcalf (Leader of the House), and re-
turned to the Assembly with a requested amend-
men t.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE

THE HON. 1. G. MEDCALF (Metropolitan-
Leader of the House) [4.49 p.m.]: I move-

That the House do now adjourn.

Legislative Council: Sitting Hours

THE HION. J. M. BERINSON (North-East
Metropolitan) [4.50 p.mn.]: Before the lunacy of
our last two days' proceedings fades from our
minds I think it is worth spending a moment to
try to learn some lessons from it.

We sat until 3.30 Wednesday morning and
we sat until 6.30 this morning. I do not want to
reflect on the capacity of any other member to
function adequately under those circumstances.
but speaking for myself I am quite happy to con-
fess that in the condition to which I was reduced
normally I would not trust myself to buy a shirt.
What we did in fact, was make a decision on a
very far-reaching and important piece of legis-
lation.

The heroes of the last couple of days have been
the Hansard staff. I am referring not only to the
extent of their physical endurance but as well to
their capacity to produce transcripts of speeches
which read coherently in spite of what was actu-
ally said. Again. I am quite happy to confess that
I am referring to myself as much as anyone else.

I think it ought to be said that this is simply not
a sensible way of proceeding, nor is it a necessary
wvay of proceeding. The House has ample facility
to arrange its affairs in such a way as to avoid
such situations and ought to make sure this oc-
curs.

While I rise on the particular problem we ex-
perienced this week, the occasion might be appro-
priate to consider also the general question of our
sitting hburs. It has never made sense to me that
on two days of the week we should start sitting
only at 4.30 in the afternoon. That is the hour
when most people are knocking off from work.
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I do not pretend to be a student of the history
of the State Parliament, but I do not think I
would be far wrong in suggesting that the reason
for our starting to sit at 4.30 p.m. follows from
the fact that in the early days Parliament was re-
garded as a place to which a member came when
his real work had finished. That might have been
reasonable in those days, but it is not reasonable
now.

In earlier days the duty of being a member of
Parliament was not regarded as a full-time occu-
pation. It probably was not a paid job, and again I
say that I have not looked into the history of t his
Parliament; but 1 suspect members once were not
paid or they were paid a nominal sum. We are not
in that position. We are in the position of being
able to provide our constituents with Cull-time
representation. I believe that most members do
provide full-time representation and that, in that
sense, parliamentary work does not commence at
4.30 p.m. However, that does not change the ar-
gument I am trying to put forward. All it mans
is that we are continuing with a system whereby
we are beginning work in this Parliament after we
have done the equivalent of a full day's work else-
where. As far as I can see there is not the slightest
justification for sitting the hours we sit.

The very least we ought to do is look towards a
2.00 p.m. or a 2.15 p.m. starting time on every
day of the week, and preferably a morning
starting time on one or two days. Apart from any
other consideration, though this is not the main
point I want to stress, there is a capacity [or sub-
stantial economy. If a sitting of this House was
from 2.15 p.m. to 6.15 p.m., we would have the
capacity to do as much work as would now be
done in a sitting extending to about 10.00 p.m.
The existing procedure does not make sense to me
and I have not found anyone with whom I have
discussed this question privately who disagrees
with that.

In drawing to the attention of the House the
absurdity of the proceedings this week, I have
taken this opportunity to suggest that consider-
ation be given to the more general question of our
sitting hours, because it is time to look to a sen-
sible variation of the present arrangements to en-
able our work to be done better and more ef-
ficiently.

THE HON. G. C. MacKINNON (South-West)
[4.57 p.m.]: I think we owe the Hon. Joe Berinson
our gratitude for bringing this matter before the
House. I agree with him in regard to the Bill with
which we have just dealt, but it would have been
helpful to uas if Mr Berinson had gone a little
further and said in unequivocal terms that the
strategy of handling legislation of that type would

have been preferable had we adopted a planned
approach and used the guillotine.

Had he said that, and had someone from the
Government side agreed with him, then forever
and a day when a similar situation arose one
would have a benchmark to which to refer. I am
one of the few members in this place who has
been in Opposition several times and in Govern-
ment on more than one occasion. Therefore, I
understand the differences, and many members
do not. Very frequently when a member is
opposing a Bill he finds himself in a situation
where he has to speak because of necessity; not so
much as a sensible approach to the Bill; not so
much in duty to the Opposition; not so much as to
ensure the Bill is a good Bill; but in order to
satisfy his supporters.

I can recall a similar situation which arose
when dealing with the unfair trade practices legis-
lation. I was unsuccessful in my attempts to have
it stopped when other members of the Opposition
then, including the Hon. L. C. Diver, voted for it.
We did not have the numbers and were defeated.
Normally we had the numbers and we should
have won. The debate on this legislation took
much longer than it should have taken-to be
crude about it. it was just to put on an "act".

I am not suggesting for one moment that any of
the speeches delivered during the last two nights
have been "put on" purely for an "act". I am sure
no member in this House would stoop to that
practice. I am suggesting as a follow-on from M r
Berinson's remarks that both sides should accept
this. During the time of most of the young mem-
bers here it is at least possible they might be both
in and out of Government.

Maybe the time has come, because things are
becoming more polarised, when we should use a
planned approach to the Bill such as that which
occasionally is used in the Assembly, and fre-
quently used in Federal Parliament. I guess some
members are not aware that it means that the
Leader of the House allocates a period of time for
a second reading debate. At the end of that time
the President stops the debate and puts the
question. The same applies for the Committee
stage-a certain amount of time is set aside for
the first 10 clauses, the second 10 clauses, and so
on. As soon as the time set down for the debate
expires the Chairman stops the proceedings and
puts the question.

In other words, the Opposition can claim legit-
imately to its supporters that its members were
not allowed to speak any longer. Enough time is
given for reasonable debate because once three
people have spoken on a subject generally it has
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been covered. I agree with Mr Berinson that the
time has come to look at that. However I would
urge a great deal of caution in relation to the sec-
ond point he made about changing the hours of
sitting. Some country members have wide-flung
electorates. The nature of the House has changed;
in some ways the changes support Mr Berinson's
contention and in others, they oppose it. One as-
pect which would tend to make us think carefully
is that this House is much more political now than
it was in times gonc by.

The Hon. Garry Kelly: Oh, come on!
The Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Do not argue

on that point, Mr Kelly; you have been here two
minutes. It is much more political than when I
came into this House 25 years ago. That has oc-
curred because in 1965 it became a House of
adult franchise, and members now fight cam-
paigns, not on a voluntary enrolment basis, but on
a compulsory enrolment arrangement, as is the
case in the Assembly. The House has become
more political in that sense.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: It is unenforced com-
pulsion.

The Hon. 0. C. MacKINNON: Mr Dowding
has lost me. When I first came into this House we
had to enrol people; they had to0 agree to be en-
rolled; and they had to agree to be taken in to
vote. I admit that was before some of the younger
boys here were born.

If we changed our sitting hours, a number of
other aspects would have to change as well. We
would have to accept limitations, on the length of
speeches because the time would be Filled in with
extra speeches. When we had one session of Par-
liament each year we used to pass 110 Bills; now
we have two sessions and we still pass 1 10 Bills.
In short, Parkinson's law applies, and the time al-
lotted to the situation is taken up by hard work.

A country member who is in Opposition is in a
vastly different situation from a country member
who is in Government. When one is in Opposition
and one wants to achieve the ordinary things for
one's electorate. it involves going downtown and
seeing Govcrnment officers. One has to walk
around the streets to look after the affairs of the
constituency. When it is a large constituency, and
diverse and complicated, as is Mr Gayfrs-

The Hon. H. W. Gayfer: I went to a funeral
yesterday.

The Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I should have
been at a funeral in Bunbury this morning with
Mr Ferry. We did not get there, but all the no-
tables in the south-west would have been there.
As I had known Monsignor Cunningham for 30
years I felt I should have been there to pay my re-

spects. All I could do was to ring the Bishop and
apologise for not being there. These things happen
to a country member, and we have to bear in
mind that we have little enough time to do the
necessary research on Bills, and questions have to
be prepared. That situation would have to change
if Mr Berinson's proposals were adopted. It might
not be a bad thing if questions were asked one
week and answered the next.

When we talk about changing the sitting hours,
we are dealing with a very complicated for-
mula-a total package deal. Despite the fact that
we are all a little tired, and I have had no time to
prepare my remarks, I wanted to make these
points.

The Hon. V. J. Ferry: There are problems also
with Select Committees.

The Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I wanted to
mention one or two aspects to indicate there are
serious problems involved in these proposals. I
agree wholeheartedly with Mr Berinson's first
proposition, and I would go further. I think this
might be an admirable occasion for someone from
the current Opposition to indicate that there are
some circumstances in which the planned ap-
proach to a Bill might be an acceptable prop-
osition.

The Hon. Garry Kelly: The guillotine.
The Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: Yes, that is

right. We could use this conversation as a
benchmark so that we do not get too hammered
by the media, and so that whoever happens to be
the Leader of the House is not referred to as an
arbitrary-

The Hon. 1.0G. Medcalf: Genghis Khan.
The Hon. 0. C. MacKINNON: That is right.
The Hon. Fred McKenzie: Has it been used in

this House?
The Hon. 0. C. MacKINNON: Yes, and it has

been used several times in the Assembly. Of
course, the Opposition's natural reaction is to say
that it is a dreadful thing, that brutal tactics are
being adopted and that the Opposition is being
dictated to and domineered by the majority.
T hen, of course, members all get on with the
business of the debate. With the sort of accept-
ance I am suggesting might be given, the Press
could ring up a member and ask about a particu-
lar matter, and a member would be able to refer
them to the debate of Thursday. 14 October. The
Press would be able to look up the debate and ac-
cept what was said then. I am reminded that the
Standing Orders had to be knocked out in prep-
aration for the last big debate on industrial legis-
lation so that the initial speakers in the Assembly
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could not talk for 24 hours and repeat 'Mr
Graham's heroic effort of speaking for about nine
hours on one day. There are many gaps in what I
have said because I am dredging up thoughts I
have had over a period of time. We owe Mr
Berinson our thanks for demonstrating that he
thinks beyond the immediate and that he has
given serious consideration to the well being of
the House in the future. We might well make this
an occasion on which to build a basis for examin-
ation of his proposals. I reiterate my serious warn-
ing about changing the days and hours of sitting.
We can look at what might suit us in the immedi-
ate situation and then find ourselves in difficulties
during periods of far greater political turmoil
than we have now. I can recall times bei ng grim
and when we had Worries which took us all day to
fix. Those days will come again.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: They are here now.
The Hon. G. C. MacKIN NON: They are here

in a different sense, but I agree they are coming
now and will bring all sorts of problems.

THE MON. D. K. DANS (South Metro-
politan-Leader of the Opposition) [5.09 p.m.]: I
support the remarks made by Mr Berinson. The
debates which took place on the amendments to
the Industrial Arbitration Act were, in the main.
most unnecessary. The Government introduced
the Bill with undue haste and then pressed for-
ward for one reason only-to avoid the embar-
rassment accruing to it while the debate took
place in this House. As events have unfolded, it
appears there was no great need to push on to the
extent that we did last night.

In the first instance, today the Legislative As-
sembly sat for eight minutes, after which it ad-
journed because the Hansard reporters had to be
relieved. Because we had gone into another day,
and because of the provisions of our Standing Or-
ders. we could not proceed with the third reading
debate today. However, I was assured the reason
we were pushing on with the Bill was so that it
could be presented to the Assembly today. Obvi-
ously, it simply was not necessary to sit such long
hours. Apart from the physical strain placed on
members, we must consider also the question of
the people who put us here. No-one could ever
convince me that to sit until 4.00 a.m. on
Wednesday, after all members had attended com-
mittee meetings on the Tuesday, and then to re-
turn to the Parliament on Wednesday morning
and sit from 4.30 p.m. until 6.30 a.m. the follow-
ing day is doing the right thing by our constitu-
ents. It simply is not on.

Another important element in this issue relates
to one of the things Mr MacKinnon said. Every

day we hear less and less from the Government
about this place being a House of Review. No
better illustration that this place is not a House of
Review can be found than in the performance on
this Bill.

The Hon. Carry Kelly: It never has been a
House of Review.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Perhaps so. Some time
ago, during another adjournment debate, I said
this was simply a two-ended Parliament. We
introduce Bills at each end. How can anyone
seriously claim that this is a House of Review,
with three Ministers sitting on the Government
side introducing Bills in their own right? Does
anyone seriously suggest we were not actually de-
bating the Industrial Arbitration Amendment Bill
(No. 2), but that we were reviewing it? Or are we
to review it when it returns from the other place?
It would be simply farcical to make such a
suggestion, and it completely destroys any argu-
ment that that is the role of this Chamber.

Since changes have been made to the Standing
Orders, a check of Hansard will reveal more and
more Bills being introduced in this Chamber, and
given a second reading in this place.

Mr Berinson's suggestion that we should com-
mence sitting at 2.30 p.m. is quite valid. I reject
the suggestions of the Hon. Graham MacKinnon.
Mvembers know the sitting hours of the Assembly
have been changed dramatically.

The Hon. P. H. Wells: It has not stopped the
Assembly from sitting after midnight.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: There is no reason we
should not adopt similar hours. The sitting hours
of the Federal Parliament and other Parliaments
of the Commonwealth are completely different
from ours; they have moved with the times. This
place no longer is full of the landed gentry who
Finish work of an afternoon and then come up
here to fill in their evenings. It is absolutely rid-
iculous to adhere to anachronistic sitting times in
this day and age, and this has been aptly demon-
strated over the last couple of days.

I know Ministers in this Chamber must
introduce Bills. However, as I have said be-
fore-this applies equally when Labor is in
office-that exercise completely destroys the il-
lusion that this is a House of Review. As I said
last night, this place is simply a playpen. The Bill
will go to the Legislative Assembly and be de-
bated there and then will be returned to this
place; however, it will not be debated in this place
again. So, where is the Bill to be reviewed? It will
not be reviewed by this place. This is a political
House, and that is as far as it goes.
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On the question of the guillotine motion, I sup-
pose I could agree with a restriction of hours in
this place, I certainly could never agree with a re-
striction on speaking time.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: I think there
would have to be machinery whereby a minority
Government could operate in this place.

The IHIn. D. K. DANS: I do not know why we
do not move in that direction. We have already
established, if not in the mind of the Government,
then certainly in the mind of the Opposition and
the people we represent that this place no longer
is a House of Review. I do not know why -we do
not throw these Standing Orders out the door and
adopt the Standing Orders of the Legislative As-
sembly and in that way, operate as a two-headed
dog. I agree with the proposition put forward by
Mr MacKinnon, because we would be moving
closer to the concept I have mentioned. We would
operate under exactly the same rules as the Legis-
lative Assembly; it would not be a bad idea. It
would remove the last vestige of the charade that
this is a House of Review.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Forget that.
The Hon. D. K. DANS: I cannot forget it, be-

cause that is an important part of the whole oper-
ation. Only a few tattered remnants remain of
what used to be if it ever was; let us go the whale
hog and have a planned approach to legislation.

While in no way do I wish to limit the oppor-
tunity of Government back-bench members to
speak, last night's debate reinforced what I have
said in respect of this House not being a House of
Review. It is simply a political Chamber, in which
Ministers may introduce Bills. I note from a per-
usal of Hansard that a number of Government
members spoke on behalf of the Minister.

The Hon. P. G. Pendal: They did not speak on
behalf of the Minister.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Normally, when a
Minister is handling a Bill during the Committee
stage the practice is for the Minister to speak for
himself, and to answer any queries raised.

The Hon. C. E. Masters: That upset you.
The Hon. D. K. DANS: It did not upset me one

bit. In fact, I found the contribution of other
Government members no better than that of the
Minister.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: You are biased.
The Hon. D. K. DANS: Naturally. Last night

we had the unusual situation-whether planned
or unplanned-of Government members stone-
walling their own Bill. I believe that either by ac-
cident or design, they added about live hours to
the debate.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: Let H-ansard record
loud laughter.

The Hon. P. G. Pendal: You seem to Forget
that back-benchers represent constituents;, that is
why we talked.

The Honi. D. K. DANS: I have already said
that; I agree. This no longer is a House of Review.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: You are doing now
what you did last night.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: Members forget that
this Bill was in Committee in the House of Re-
view.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: Look at Hansard anid
then talk to some of your own members, Mr
Dans.

The Hon. D. K. DANS: All the sensible com-
ments were made by our own members, so the
Government should forget all this bunkum that
this is a House of Review. I will go along with
what Mr MacKinnon said -and then we will de-
stroy the last vestige of the charade that this is a
House of Review.

THE HON. IL G. MEDCALF (Metropolitan-
Leader of the House) 15.21 p.m.]: I do not intend
to delay the House.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Well, don't!
The Hon. 1. C. MEDCALF: I had hoped we

could allow members to go home a little earlier
than usual tonight, but due to these pressing mat-
ters which had to be debated on this occasion,
there was no need that this House should finish
by 6.00 p.m. The Hon. Des Danis cannot continue
any longer now, because he has sat down; but I
am surprised that members have spoken at such
length at this time. Nevertheless, that is their
right in this House of Review.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: Yes, yes!
Several members interjected.
The Hon. 1. C. MEDCALF: It is very odd that

the Hon. Mr Dans should take us to task for not
being a House of Review.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: I was not taking you to
task. I was just pointing out a reality.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I was not aware
that the policy of the Opposition was to allow its
members to have any voice other than that laid
down by Caucus. Indeed, it is very obvious From
what happened last night that a number of mem-
bers of this House chose their own time to make
their own speeches and a note had to be sent to
one member reminding him to conclude his
speech in reasonable time, otherwise he would still
be talking now!
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Far from this being a concerted effort on the
part of the Minister to have Government mem-
bers speak on his behalf, I can assure the Hon.
Mr Dans-

The Hon. D. K. Pans: I did not say that. You
are fabricating things.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: -members spoke
entirely independently, in their own time, and at
their own choice. That was quite apparent bearing
in mind the number of Government members who
spoke last night. I was sitting next to Mr Masters
and from time to timie he expressed astonishment
as to who intended to stand up and speak next.

The Hon. D. K. Pans: I bet he did'.
The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: It certainly was

not an orchestrated effort: but I hasten to add it
was a particularly fine demonstration of members
having adequate time to speak and using that
time to say what they wanted to put frward.
That also applied to members of the Opposition.

The Hon. D. K. Pans: I agree with that.
The Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: I could well im-

agine the Opposition might be taking us to task
had we used the gag, but we did not even think
about doing that.

The IHon. D. K. Pans: I was not arguing about
those who spoke. I thought they supported the
Minister well when he was caught flat-footed on a
number of occasions.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Ample time was
allowed for this debate, but unfortunately it was
delayed for two hours on a point of order before
we were able to start, otherwise we could have
Finished a couple of hours earlier.

The Hon. G. E. Masters: That was engineered!
That was set up!

The I-on. 1. G. MEDCALF: I heard the Hon.
Des Dans say to the President as he left the
Chair. "Take your time". Obviously it was not
necessary to hurry!

The Hon. D. K. Pans: You know why I did
that:, I had suffered an accident. My pen had
burst in my pocket and my blue blood was all over
mny white shirt.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: In other words,
the Hon. Des Dans was in no hurry whatsoever.

The li-on. D. K. Dans: I had to go home and
change my shint-a very practical reason.

The Hon. 1. 0. MEPCALF: It is apparent the
Opposition speaks with two voices: Frequently we
are taken to task because we are not a House of
Review and, at other times, we are accused of
being a rubber stamp. It depends entirely on the
mood of the Opposition and the legislation under

discussion. If Opposition members feel they can
arrange for some of our members to change their
minds, they start reminding them that we are a
House of Review and they say, "We are a House
of Review. Why don't you vote with us?"

Many different constructions can be placed on
what is meant by a "House of Review". I give
credit to the Hon. Des Dans for being entirely sin-
cere in what he said. I do not mean to lampoon
his comments, but legislation may be reviewed in
different ways. With a bicameral legislature each
House can, and indeed does, amend the legislation
of the other.

Every time Parliament is opened we proudly as-
sert our undisputed right to introduce legislation
in this Chamber. Of course, with three Ministers
tn this House, not only do they each have to man-
age the work of Five Ministers in another place,
but also they have to introduce their own Bills.
The only situation in which Council Ministers
cannot introduce their own Bills is when they re-
quire a Governor's message. We amend legis-
lation which comes from the other place. Indeed,
today we returned to the Assembly a requested
amendment to the Stamp Amendment Bill (No.
4). Frequently Bills are amended in this House
when matters are brought to our attention either
by one of our members or a member of the Oppo-
sition-

Likewise Council Bills are amended in the
other House where necessary. The Bail Bill was
amended in the Legislative Assembly. Therefore,
with a bicameral legislature. legislation may be
reviewed in either House. That is one
interpretation which may be placed on the matter;
but if one does not advocate a bicameral legis-
lature, one has no chance whatsoever to review
anything.

The hours of Parliament were referred to and
Government members have already given some
attention to this matter and will continue to do so.
Government members are well aware that, from
time to time, problems are created as a result of
sitting hours and naturally people look at this
from their own points of view.

The Hon. Mr Berinson looks at this matter
from the point of view of a member who lives in
,he metropolitan area and is quite happy to spend
h,: dy at Parliament House. because that is his

prime requirement.
The Hon. Mr MacKinnon pointed out the situ-

ation of members representing country electorates
which is very different from that of city members.
Country members have large electorates to ad-
minister and many calls are made on their time.
They are certainly not able to be at Parliament
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House at 9.00 am., 11.00 a.m. or 2.30 p.m. every
day.

The Hon. D. K. Dans: They manage it in the
Assembly.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Many members
here would be well aware of what I am saying. I
am looking at the matter from the point of view
also of a Government Minister w ho has all the
calls on his time which are involved in the
administration of ministerial duties. That is one of
the reasons the hours have remained as they are
for so long.

If a Minister had to be at Parliament House at
2.30 p.m. every day, what does he do about Cabi-
net and Select Committee meetings? When does
the Minister attend meetings which are designed
to assist members of Parliament? How would a
Minister be able to deal with the manifold
responsibilities entailed in the administration of a
department? We are constantly criticised in this
regard. For example, an Opposition member may
stand up and ask. "What did you do about the
McCabe- La Franchi report in 1980 when Messrs
McCabe and LaFranchi came over to Western
Australia?"

The Hon. D. K. Dans: What did you do?
The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I did not know

they were over here and I believe the Hon. Peter
Dowding asked me that question. When I referred
the matter to the Commissioner of Corporate Af-
fairs, he said. "Why should you know they were
here? I did not know either. They never tell us
when their inspectors come over to Western Aus-
tralia. They just come over and make their inquir-

les. When our inspectors go to Victoria, we do not
tell them. We only tell them if they have infor-
mation which we need. Otherwise we obtain the
information directly ourselves from the police, the
people involved, the companies. or anyone else
who can be of assistance." The same situation
pertains in other States and there is no reason
that it should be any different.

I mention that just to illustrate that, when
members of the Opposition ask Ministers what

t hey are doing about this or that, they must con-
sider when Ministers would be able to investigate
matters-if Parliament were to sit during the
hours suggested, would they have to do so be-
tween the hours of 11.00 p.m. and 6.00 the next
morning? We must be practical.

There is another point of view besides the one
mentioned by the Hon. Joe Berinson and the one
mentioned by the Hon. Graham MacKinnon, for
which I have the greatest sympathy because I am
well aware of the problems facing country mem-
bers. There is also the point of view of the
Government how we run a Government in the
Legislative Council. where we have Ministers who
have to answer to their duties in the House. to
their duties in the electorate, and all, the other
manifold duties to which they have to attend.
There are many sides to this coin. While it is a
matter to which I am sure the Government parties
will give continued attention, members should be
aware of the real problems that exist before they
consider changing to the times requested.

Question put and passed.
House adjourned at 5.31 p.m.
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