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The SPEAKER (Mr Harman) took the Chair
at 2.1 5 p.m., and read prayers.

PORNOGRAPHY AND VIOLENCE

Video Films: Petition

MR COYNE (Murchison-Eyre) [2.17 P.m.]: I
have a petition to present which reads as fol-
lows-

TO:

The Honourable the Speaker and Mem-
bers of the Legislative Assembly of the Par-
liament of Western Australia in Parliament
assembled.

We, the undersigned plead that because it
will cause serious harm to the community the
Parliament will not legalise the sale, hire or
supply of any video tape, video disc, slide or
any other recording from a vi sual image
which can be produced, which portrays
scenes of explicit sexual relations showing
genitalia detail; acts of violence and sex; sex-
ual perversion such as sodomy; mutilation;
child pornography; coprophilia; bestiality or
the use and effect of illicit drug taking.

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

The petition bears 228 signatures and I certify
that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

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

(See pet ition No. 83.)

PORNOGRAPHY AND VIOLENCE

Video Films: Petition

MR GRAYDEN (South Perth) [2.18 P.m.]: I
have a petition which is worded similarly to the
previous one and contains 19 signatures. I certify
that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.

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

(See peition No. 84.)

ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT BILL 1984

Standing Orders. Suspension

MR STEPHENS (Stirling) [2.19 p.m.]: I
move, without notice-

That so much of Standing Orders be sus-
pended as is necessary to enable a Bill for
"An Act to amend section 5 of the Road
Traffic Act 1974-82" to be introduced with-
out notice and to pass through all its stages
in one sitting.

The SPEAKER: I point out at this time that to
be passed the motion requires an absolute ma-
jority of the members of the House.

Mr STEPHENS: Members would be aware
that a move was made last session to amend the
Road Traffic Act to give legal recognition to Fire
fighting units trailed behind tractors. Unfortu-
nately that was defeated, but since that time the
Government has been considering taking action to
overcome the problem. I accept that, but the
Government has taken a tremendous amount of
time to reach a decision. In the meantime several
bushfires have occurred within my electorate and
no dloubt in other parts of the State. Firefighting
units have gone to these fires and on one occasion
on 10 January 1984 over 100 units attended a
fire. Fortunately we were able to supress the fire
quickly.

However, not one of those units was there
legally, yet the police took no action to prosecute
the owners of those units. But that is just part of
the story. A prosecution and fine could be very
minimal compared with the cost that might be in-
curred by a farmer if he were to be involved in an
accident when towing one of these units and was
taken to court and sued for damages.

Mr Bertram: Were the police present?
Mr STEPHENS: Yes, and they actually told

the people that they did not intend to take action.
The units were there and they were obviously not
seriously threatening road safety, because the
police took no action.

In my electorate a fire between Mt. Barker and
Denmark has been raging since last Saturday and
farmers in the area have been fighting that fire, in
some cases for 24 hours at a time without sleep.
At one o'clock this afternoon I was informed that
over 40 units were involved in combating that fire.
Not one of them is there legally. If any one of
them were to be involved in an accident, the
farmer would risk litigation and possible damages
against him and these damages could cost the
farmer his farm.

What are they doing at the moment? This fire
is largely in a reserve, and they are protecting the
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property of the State-our property. It is incum-
bent upon this Parliament to take immediate ac-
tion to give these people the protection to which
they are entitled. After all, they are fighting a fire
which is threatening State property, and they are
putting their lives at risk. Why should they be put
in a position where their properties are put at risk
because this Parliament fails to take action?

I urge members to support this motion to sus-
pend Standing Orders so that we can put through
Parliament a Bill which will provide temporary
relief and protection for them. It will also ensure
that relief and protection are provided should any
other fires occur during the fire risk period. This
would provide covcrage to the fire fighters while
the Government is making a decision for their
full-time protection.

I appreciate that it is not competent for me to
outline the details of the Bill at this stage, but I
assure the Government and its members that the
Bill will provide temporary protection. I urge the
Government to support me in this move, and en-
able this Bill to be introduced, debated, and
passed so that the people who are protecting the
assets of this State might have the protection to
which they are justly entitled, protection which
only this Parliament can give them.

MR CARR (Geraldton-Minister for Police
and Emergency Services) [2.24 p.m.]: I under-
stand the concern felt by the member for Stirling
and I appreciate his bringing the matter before
the House at this time. It is a serious matter, and
is one which has been of concern to many mem-
bers of this Parliament and many people through-
out the State for some time. It is an issue which
has attracted the community's attention for a long
time. The member for Stirling has been very
much in the forefront of this issue, and has raised
it on many occasions in the past.

Last year when we were discussing this matter,
I said that the member for Stirling had raised the
problem with me a great number of times, and I
acknowledge the fact that he has been seeking a
solution to the problem. However, the Govern-
ment is not able to agree to the suspension of
Standing Orders at this time. I say this with some
misgivings, because this problem is serious.

The main reason the Government is not pre-
pared to suspend Standing Orders is that it is very
close to a considered conclusion to this problem. I
mentioned earlier that the matter had been under
consideration for a number of years, just as it has
been before this Government for its 14 months in
office. It was brought to the attention of the pre-
vious Government also. I am not critical of the
Opposition when I say that its members were not

able to solve the problem when they were in
Government, because the simple reality is that the
problem is difficult and complex, and is hard to
resolve.

A number of ideas have been considered over
the years and the member for Stirling in this
House last year raised one possible solution in the
form of a Bill. Since that time, further consider-
ation has been given to the matter within the
Police Department and that consideration has in-
cluded discussions between officers of the depart-
ment and the member for Stirling. Various
options have been canvassed.

The matter has been considered at the last two
meetings of the traffic branch when various
options were considered. The Traffic Branch of
the Police Department is the body responsible for
making recommendations to the Government con-
cerning changes to the laws or regulations relating
to traffic matters. It is a difficult issue and the
Traffic Board has attempted to find a solution at
its meetings, without success.

The comments of the member for Stirling are
perfectly reasonable from the point of view of
farmers and others who wish to defend their
properties, but Government has a responsibility
also to look at the safety issue on the roads.

Mr Stephens: The police must have known
about the use of vehicles on the roads during the
Gnowangerup fire, and as it turned out not one
charge was laid.

Mr CARR: The police endeavour, as far as
possible, to find a solution to such problems con-
cerning safety. The safety situation may have
been overlooked. There are also third party con-
siderations and there may be some legal doubt as
to the coverage of property under a third party
situation.

Mr Stephens: The Bill I want to introduce will
cover third party insurance.

Mr CARR: I think it may help members to
understand the issue before the House if I make
available to members a number of photos of these
vehicles. I am not providing these photos in an at-
tempt to make any particular point about whether
the vehicles are safe, but merely to assist some
members who may not be aware of the types of
vehicles being used.

Mr Speaker, I ask that these photos be placed
on the Table of the House for the remainder of
today's sitting.

(The photographs were tabled for the infor-
mation of members.)

Mr CARR: The Traffic Board considered this
problem at its last two meetings and the next
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meeting is to be held on Tuesday, 17 April. I have
made it clear to the Commissioner of Police, who
is the chairman of the board, that I want a sol-
ution to the problem to be arrived at by the next
meeting of the Traffic Board.

Last night in the House, I indicated that infor-
mation to the member for Stirling. I have seen the
draft recommendations which have been prepared
within the Police Department and which will be
put before the Traffic Board at its next meeti .ng.
It is my view that the recommendations will go a
long way towards solving the problem.

As far as I see the situation, it is likely that the
proposals which will go before the Traffic Board
next Tuesday will probably provide a better sol-
ution to the problem than that put forward by the
member for Stirling. I am quite optimistic that a
decision will be made to recommend a proposal to
me, and that the particular draft proposal I saw
today will be adopted by the Traffic Board, It is
obviously improper for me to pre-empt that de-
cision by giving details because it is the board's
role to discuss the situation, and it will do that on
Tuesday.

On the question of urgency, I point out that the
member has based his motion on a particular fire
burning at present in the Shires of Albany,
Plantagenet, and Denmark. It is not quite true to
say that the fire has been raging since Saturday.
My understanding is that the Fire is pretty much
under control; it has been burning in virgin bush
and very little damage has been done to pasture.
A person from my office had discussions today
with the Bush Fires Board and our understanding
is that the fire is reasonably well contained,
firebreaks have been cut, and there are only a few
outbreaks. An officer in my office discussed the
matter with the weather bureau which informs me
there is a likelihood of some thunderstorms today
and south-east winds tomorrow which will bring
drizzle to the area, so the immediate urgency is
perhaps not as great as that indicated by the
member for Stirling.

I acknowledge the possibility of a dangerous
situation arising, but we have been in the same
situation for a great number of years, during
which time we have been attempting to find a sol-
ution to the problem. The other reason for our not
agreeing to an urgency debate is that this Govern-
ment will not be stampeded into making an ad
hoc decision on a road safety issue . A lot of con-
sideration has gone into this matter and we are
close to a solution. It would not be appropriate to
jump in with an ad hoc approach at this stage.
Commonsense clearly has prevailed in the past
and police officers rightly have exercised dis-
cretion. I anticipate that the type of commonsense

shown in the past will continue to be shown dur-
ing the very short time which remains before this
matter is dealt with and put right in an appropri-
ate manner.

I am unable to agree to the suspension of
Standing Orders.

MR MacKINNON (Murdoch-Deputy Leader
of the Opposition) [2.32 p.m.]: I support the mo-
tion moved by the member for Stirling to suspend
Standing Orders to allow his Bill to be debated.
Only time will tell whether we would then support
thec Bill. The Opposition parties believe that the
issue is such that it warrants a debate at this
stage. The member for Katanning-Roe, the mem-
ber for Stirling, and many others have taken up
this issue for quite some time. I am also aware the
Minister has advised the member for Katanning-
Roe that the issue will be discussed by the Traffic
Board on 17 April.

To that extent we believe a debate today could
give the board some guidance as to the attitude it
might take, even if the House did not agree to the
Bill. The Government has nothing to lose by al-
lowing debate to take place. It has the numbers
and it could defeat the Bill if that were its desire,
but the debate would provide some guidance to
the board. We sincerely hope the Minister goes
further than a long way towards solving the prob-
lem on 17 April. We hope he goes all the way,
and for that reason we support the motion.

MR WATT' (Albany) [2.34 p.m.]: I support
this motion. I share the concern of the member
for Stirling about some things that have been hap-
pening in and around the Albany region. Many
people are very worried about the situation.
Although the fire is not in my electorate, many of
the people involved in Fighting it are known to me
personally and have discussed their problems with
me. This issue clearly demonstrates the adage
that the wheels of progress grind exceedingly
slowly. The Minister for Police and Emergency
Services will remember that I discussed this mat-
ter with him personally after the last debate. Un-
fortunately, when the member for Stirling
introduced his previous Bill, I was away at a
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association con-
ference and was not able to participate. I have
read the Hansard report of that debate, I have
been made aware of the current situation, and I
believe the least we can do is to debate this mat-
ter.

Recently, the Minister for Police and Emer-
gency Services was quoted in the local Albany
newspaper on another matter as saying the pre-
vious Government had turned a blind eye to that
matter. This is the Minister's opportunity to show
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he and his Government are not turning a blind
eye to this matter. IF they want to be fair, the
least they can do is to allow the motion for the
introduction of the Bill to be passed so that the
matter can be aired as the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition has said, and we can have a frank de-
bate. It is not acceptable for the Minister to say a
solution may be reached next Tuesday or some
time soon after that. The people who are putting
their futures, farms, and livelihoods at risk by
carrying out these illegal acts to save the property
and lives of other people deserve some consider-
ation by this Parliament. This issue could one day
be on our consciences if something dreadful hap-
pens in the next day or two, or longer if we pro-
crastinate.

MR COWAN (Merredin) [2.37 p.m.]: The
National Party is very disappointed that the
Government has chosen to adopt the attitude
outlined by the Minister. This is a matter of some
urgency. I wonder what the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services will do now he has de-
cided no protection will be afforded to those
people who have been given the sanction of the
Police Department to take an unlicensed trailer
along a road to ight a fire to protect persons and
property. The Minister has made no comment
about the protection which ought to be given to
those people. The police may turn a blind eye, but
if an accident occurs and those people who are
doing something in the interests of protecting
property are not covered, they could well face civil
litigation or have a complaint against them
brought before the court and be sued for dam-
ages. Those people have been given no cover, yet
the police are prepared to allow those vehicles to
travel on the roads.

There are many anomalies in this situation and
we believe perhaps the biggest-and it relates
somewhat to the photographs the Minister laid on
the Table of the House-is that most of the im-
plements in the photographs are multi-purpose
units. When these units are used as agricultural
implements, it is perfectly legal for them to be
taken on the road. If they are used as fire fighting
trailers, one cannot take them on the road legally.
We, too, have some photographs, and with the
permission of the House I would like to lay them
on the table. They are photographs of an identical
unit set up as a boom spray with a width of 2.8
metres which can be towed legally on the road by
a tractor. That is covered by the licence of the
towing vehicle.

The same trailer with the boom spray equip-
ment taken off and with just a tank and pump is a
firefighting trailer only 2.3 metres wide, but it is
not legal to tow it on the road behind a tractor.

That indicates how ludicrous the situation is. It
has taken this Government at least six months to
get close to a decision on this matter. If I under-
stand the Minister correctly, he is saying a de-
cision will be made perhaps on I17 April. He did
not say that any decision made by him, by Cabi-
net, or by the board will require legislative pro-
cedures which will create a further delay. We
would be fortunate if protection was afforded to
those people before next summer, instead of now
in this particularly urgent period.

It is a very urgent situation, which can best be
summed up by a letter written only recently by
Mr W. T. Frost, who is the President of the Shire
of Plantagenet. I quote the letter as follows-

With the continuing procrastination of
Parliament on farm fire-fighting trailer legis-
lation, it was a pity that it was not physically
possible to transport Parliament House
briefly to Albany Highway, south of Mount
Barker, on January 10 when, in 40deg tem-
peratures and searing winds, fire started on a
kilomectre front in a 10-year-old unburnt
Main Roads Department road reservation.

That the whole district for many kilo-
metres was not ravaged is another credit to
the local buslifre brigades which were put on
the alert by radio network and regional
stations.

With more than 100 Aire-trailer units in at-
tendance, some from as far afield as Many
Peaks, King River and Mt Barker and vir-
tually all on the road illegally, one wonders
what Parliament's reaction would be if one
was involved in a major traffic accident.

My guess is nothing other than to let the
law take its course:.

No Farmer should be expected to carry
such a risk, and the time is long overdue for
legislative action to protect those who are
prepared to voluntarily protect others.

It is now no longer sufficient for the police just to
turn a blind eye to the carriage of those particular
trailers along a main road or a public highway;
something more is necessary. If the police are
turning a blind eye, the fact remains that these
particular individuals who take that risk are liable
to be sued for any damages incurred as a result of
a collision or something of that nature.

Several members interjected.

Mr COWAN: They are not legally entitled to
be on the road. It would be difficult for any per-
son to defend himself adequately in a court of law
if it could be shown that the implement was not
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allowed to be on the road. The member has a bet-
ter ides~ of the law than I have.

Several members interjected.

Mr COWAN: In conclusion, I indicate that the
Minister said that the Government would be
rushed into making ad hoe decisions. What we arc
asking for is a temporary measure. The Minister
has a copy of the legislation my colleague the
member for Stirling wanted to introduce. He
knows it is a temporary measure which could be
applied quickly and then withdrawn. It would be
done at the discretion of the Minister and of the
Government itself. I do not see that the Govern-
ment can claim that it is being rushed into some
ad hoc measure. What the Government fails to
acknowledge and what it should acknowledge is
that it has been very tardy in making a simple de-
cision. What has taken this Government six
months to come to a conclusion on, the member
for Stirling, in conjunction with the Parliamen-
tary Draftsman, was able to produce in the space
of two hours as an amendment to existing legis-
lation. I am quite certain that if that amendment
were examined, it would be found that it would do
everything the Government wants it to do, or it
would have the same effect.

The fact remains that these people who volun-
tarily place themselves at risk with the sanction of
the police are not being given any protection by
this Parliament. The Minister should hold himself
responsible if something happens in the future.

Question put and a division taken with the fol-
lowing result-

Mr Blaikic
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mr Crane
Dr Dadour
Mr Grayden
M r Hasscll
Mr Laurance

Mr Barnett
Mr Bateman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Brian Burke
M r Terry Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Jamieson

Ayes 20
Mr M~acKinnon
Mr McNee
Mr Mensaros
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
M r Thompson
Mr Trethowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

Noes 25
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr A. D. Taylor
M r 1. F. Taylor
Mr Tonkin
M rTroy
Mrs Watkins
Mr Wilson
Mr Burkett

Pa irs

Ayes
Mr Old M
Mr Bradshaw M
Mr O'Coninor M
Mr Peter Jones M
Mr Rushton M

Question thus negatived.
Motion defeated.

Noes
r IHodge
rGordon Hill
rEvans
rDavies
rParker

ADOPTION OF CHILDREN AMENDMENT
BILL 1984: SELECT' COMMITTEE

Membership: Motion
MR TONKIN (Morley-Swan-Leader of the

House) [2.48 p.m.]: I move-

That the Leader of the Opposition be dis-
charged from service on the Select Coin
mittee into the Adoption of Children Amend-
ment Bill 1983, and that the member for
Darling Range, Mr G. C. Spriggs, be ap-
pointed in his place.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloc-Leader of the Op-
position) [2.49 p.m.]: I thank the Leader of the
House for moving this motion. It will be recalled
that as a result of a move by the Opposition when
amendments were proposed to the Adoption of
Children Act, the Government agreed to the es-
tablishment of the Select Committee, the mem-
bership of which is now under discussion.

The response to the establishment of that Select
Committee was very substantial and resulted in a
need for a considerable amount of work by the
committee to receive and take evidence from
many witnesses. Personally I was inundated with
direct contact and mail and was given evidence of
many concerns in the community about adoption
and the processes being followed by the Depart-
ment for Community Welfare in dealing with
adoption. However, that was not strictly within
the terms of reference of the Select Committee.

When I became Leader of the Opposition it
was clearly and immediately apparent to me that
I could not continue as a member of the Select

(Tellcr) Committee and I immediately contacted the
chairman of the committee (the member for
Rockingham) and explained the position to him.
The other member from this side of the House,
the member for Murray-Wcllington, continued
with the work required to be done.

I wrote to the member for Rockingham, as
Chairman of the Select Committee, and explained
both the circumstances and my need to withdraw
from the work of the committee and the view
which I had formed at that stage of the desirable

(Teller) overall outcome of the work of the committee.
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I appreciate the understanding of the members
of the committee of the position in which I round
myself. The committee is very important and its
work will need to be extended on a much broader
front. However, it is not for me or the House to
prejudge its recommendations to the House.

I simply wanted to record that my necessary
withdrawal from the committee in no way indi-
cates any view of mine that the work of the com-
mittee is not very important and hopefully is not
work which will ever be approached in a partisan
political way, because the evidence which has
come forward from people is such as requires a
very high level of understanding and compassion-
ate consideration rising above any immediate
party-political point of view.

There is no question that the issues the com-
mittee has to confront now and which it will need
to confront in the future in a broader way are
issues which touch, in the same way, people from
all strata of society and from all political per-
suasions.

I am delighted that the member for Darling
Range agreed to be the replacement nominee of
the Opposition on the committee to bring it back
to its full strength and I have no shadow of doubt
that that member will approach the matter with
the understanding which his age and experience
have brought to him and also which his past work
in the community has given him.

Therefore, I support the motion at the same
time as I record these brief thoughts as to the
committee and its future.

Question put and passed.

BILLS (2): INTRODUCTION
AND FIRST READING

I . Museum Amendment Bill 1984.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Tonkin
(Leader of the House), and read a first
time.

2. Public Meetings and Processions Bill 1984.

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Carr
(Minister for Police and Emergency Ser-
vices), and read a first time.

VALUATION OF LAND AMENDMENT DILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion
by Mr Grill (Minister for Transport), read a first
time.

WATER AUTHORITY BILL

In Committee

Resumed from 10 April. The Chairman of
Committees (Mr Barnett) in the Chair; Mr
Tonkin (Minister for Water Resources) in charge
of the Bill.

Clause 4: Appointed days, in relation to statu-
tory authorities-

Progress was reported on the clause after the
member for Floreat (Mr Mensaros) had moved
the following amendment-

Page 5, line 16-Delete the word "effect"~
with a view to substituting the following-

effect, but where that statutory auth-
ority is a water board constituted under
Part 11 of the Water Boards Act 1904 or
under section 13 of the Country Areas
Water Supply Act 1947, an Order shall
not be made under this subsection unless
that water board has requested that such
an Order be made or unless the approval
of both Houses of Parliament has been
first obtained.

Mr MENSAROS: I can only emphasise the
importance of the amendment to country areas.
During the second reading debate. I indicated
that the Bill gives the Minister discretionary
power, through the machinery of the Governor's
decision in Executive Council, to absorb the re-
maining three water boards at any time he wishes.
The Minister does not have to give notice of such
action; he does not have to give any reason for it;
he can simply do that by an administrative action.

As I recall the position, instead of replying to
what I said, the Minister played on the fact that I
wanted to diminish the authority of or respect for
the Governor. I respect the Governor and such a
situation would be the furthest from my mind.
The Minister took a wrong approach in that re-
spect, because he knows, or he ought to know, as
well as any other member-at least those mem-
bers who have been in the Executive-that, within
the Constitution, the Governor does what the
Government of the day recommends him to do.

The Minister's suggestion that I had any disre-
spect for a proposal towards the Governor was ab-
solutely wrong. ) want to emphasise this because
the Bill really says that the Minister has a dis-
cretionary power. The way he should exercise his
power is to put an Executive Council minute in
front of the Premier and if the Premier agrees to
it at the next Executive Council meeting that
matter should be resolved in the positive. I wonder
whether the Minister can tell me of any case
where the Governor has rejected an Executive
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Council minute which was put to him by the
elected Government of the day. He should not do
so and I do not think he ever would. My intention
in speaking again to the clause is to emphasise the
importance of the amendment which, of course,
takes this issue right away from the Minister and
places it in the hands of the elected Houses of
Parliament. I cannot see anything to be afraid of
in allowing Parliament to decide such an action
which would spell the end of any of these remain-
ing three water boards. Despite the fact that the
Minister very gallantly wants to protect his col-
leagues-on the one hand, he tells them not to say
a word and, on the other hand, he protects
them-I am pretty sure that the Minister and his
colleagues, the member for Bunbury and the
member for Mitchell, had a different explanation
for the Bunbury Water Board or the Harvey
Water Board about what would happen. They
would not have explained it in the fashion in which
the Minister has explained it to the Committee
now; that is, that it is right and proper, that,
without any explanation, without any reason being
given, and without any advance warning perhaps
in the Government Gazette or anywhere else so
that people may make objections, but merely as a
result of an Executive Council minute, he can
decide the matter which will be known only when
the Executive Council decides it following the
Minister's submission.

When we were in Government, we did not
make any statements before the Governor agreed
to and signed the minute. I note that this Govern-
ment does that which is a discourtesy to the
Governor. It would be well known after the Min-
ister makes his statement after the Governor has
signed it, or when it appears in the Government
Gazetie, when the people would learn of it. They
would have no recourse or means of arguing
against it or doing anything previously. On the
other hand, if the Bill is amended as incorporated
in this amendment it is common knowledge that
Parliament will discuss a measure in full before us
and in public. Parliament, after all, is a public
place and the water boards, the ratepayers, the
local community, and everybody else would know
what was to happen and they could exert their in-
fluence on their respective members, our friends,
the member for Bunbury and t he member for
Mitchell, and they in turn, I think, being con-
scientious members, would try to exert their influ-
ence on the Minister.

That is the purpose of the amendment which I
again urge the Committee to accept.

Mr BLAIKIE: I also want to make some
further remarks on the amendment moved by my
colleague, the member for Floreat.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I point out that up
to this stage I have tended to be relatively lenient
with this amendment, which is to delete the word
"effect". The member for Vasse would be aware
that if the amendment is successful, he will have
an opportunity to talk along the lines he did last
night about the subsequent amendment which will
be moved by the member for Floreat. I did allow
both the member for Floreat and the member for
Vasse what I thought was ample time to talk
along the lines of the amendment which may be
introduced if this one is successful. At this stage, I
am not intending to take any action which will be
designed to stop less debate on this matter; I just
want the member to be aware that some leniency
has already been extended, so I hope he will not
take advantage of that.

Mr BLAIKIE: Yes, Mr Chairman. In the first
instance, having spoken to this amendment last
night, I had hoped that with a good night's sleep,
a clear head, and the light of a new day, the Min-
ister would have taken new heart-

Mr Tonkin: How do you know I had a good
night's sleep?

Mr BLAIKIE: -and seen the light of day and
certainly the reasoning behind the amendment
moved by the member for Floreat. If I were to
follow the Chairman's ruling, I would have to
phrase my speech differently and be obliged to
speak simply on the removal of the word "effect".
As the Leader of the House would understand, we
would finish up having a meaningless debate.

Mr Tonkin: So what is new?
Mr Carr: What is unusual about that?
Mr BLAIKIE: I take the direction you have

given me, Mr Chairman, but I also recognise the
difficulties I experienced when in the Chair.
There does need to be a degree of discretion and I
thank you for the discretion you have shown in
the past and I am certainly looking forward to it
again in the next three or four minutes while I
sumnmarise my argument.

The member for Floreat has moved to delete
the word "effect" for the purpose of substituting
further words. The clause currently under dis-
cussion is clause 4. which sets out that by Order-
in-Council the Governor will have the right to
transfer the functions of a statutory authority to
the water board. When we talk about the statutory
authority for the purpose of the argument cur-
rently before the Committee, we are talking of the
water boards of Harvey, Bunbury, and Busselton
and how by Order-in-Council the Governor can
transfer those authorities and the functions they
have been undertaking straight over to the water
authority. That action will not be subject to argu-
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ment, debate, or further consideration. The point
is, that it shall take effect. We are arguing that
the word "effect" should be withdrawn and that
other words should be substituted to make this
clause far more meaningful, so that it protects
those water boards 1 have mentioned.

We have asked the Minister to reconsider his
position and we on this side of the Committee be-
lieve it is not a political exercise, but one of giving
these water authorities at least some degree of
autonomy, and giving them an opportunity for
this takeover to be effected by this request. What
we propose is that they be able to make that re-
quest or, that in the event of their not making that
request, that the Governor by Order- in-Cou ncilI be
able to effect that takeover. We are asking for
Parliament to decide, so that at least there would
be an umpire to ensure that fair play continues
and that at least those bodies have a fair go. With
this clause currently before the Committee, they
will not have a fair go.

Mr Tonkin: They will while this Government is
in office. We have already demonstrated that.

Mr BLAIKIE: It is all very well for the Minis-
ter to say that, but, as I said last night, the Minis-
ter has shown a remarkable change of attitude in
nine months, If he retained the attitude he had
nine months previously, the water boards would
not have any hope, because he was so hell-bent on
taking them over.

Mr Tonkin: It shows you how I am susceptible
to reasonable argument.

Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister has mellowed, and
I had hoped that in the light of day and after a
good night's sleep, the Minister would have mel-
lowed more and seen the argument that the Oppo-
sit ion is putting forward to the Government, be
cause he will not always be a "reasonable Minis-
ter" as he is presenting himself to the Committee
at the present time.

There are a number of reasons that the word
"effect" should not be included in the clause and
be left in the hands of the Government by Order-
in-Council. As the member for Floreat has
already outlined, an Order-in-Council is a request
by the Minister. It is approved by the Executive
Council, and the Governor would, I assume, act on
that request.

What are the reasons that could be advanced
for the Minister's desire to take over those water
boards? Why are they a jewel in the Govern-
ment's eye and why are they an embarrassment to
the water authorities? It is because they have per-
formed well and have given the people they ser-
vice good water at a realistic price. It is my view
they should be encouraged to continue to do so.

What the Government is proposing is that the net
be drawn around them, the noose be tightened,
and their mode of operation be changed because
the Government has set down rules which have not
previously applied to the ;vater boards. One of the
rules that could well be invoked is that the contri-
bution to the State's coffers will be an innovation.
Until now, the water boards have not been obliged
to make any contribution to the Metropolitan
Water Authority, nor do 1 believe they should
have been expected to do so. However, this Minis-
ter and this Government have said that the water
boards will now make a contribution because pay-
ing of revenue into the State's coffers is the only
way they will be permitted to continue to exist.
We do not know what that level of contribution
will be. It could be three per cent or ive per cent.
It all depends on the whim of the Government of
the day. It should be a matter for Parliament to
determine whether that percentage was fair and
reasonable.

The Government has said that the town of
Bunbury can retain its water board providing it is
extended to include the area of Gelorup when de-
velopment makes this desirable. Who will deter-
mine when development makes it desirable? Will
it be by the whim of the Government or by the
whim of the Minister of the day that it be
tomorrow or the next day? It could be the straw
that breaks the camel's back as far as the
Bunbury Water Board is concerned. Those boards
should have some opportunity of request in re-
spect of takeover. Alternatively, if the Govern-
ment makes the going impossible for them, they
should at least have the protection of Parliament.
The boards should have the opportunity to put
their case before Parliament in order that a de-
cision might be made by Parliament as to whether
they should be taken over. What happens if the
Minister determines that the Busselton Water
Board must fluoridate its water?

Mr Tonkin: If they fluoridate? That is the law
now.

Mr BLAIKIE: The law is loosely applied.
Mr Tonkin: So you want us to connive with

them to break the law, do you? Governments do
nor have the right to break the law any more than
does a citizen.

Mr BLAIKIE: I will take the Minister up on
that point. Previous Governments indicated they
would like certain water boards to fluoridate their
water and the Busselton Water Board was one of
them.

Mr Tonkin: They would like the law obeyed.
Mr BLAIKIE: It has always been my view that

if the Government wants to implement its policy
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on independent statutory bodies, it must pay the
cost. Why should the boards pay $500 000
$750000, or $1 million to implement a Govern-
ment policy?

Mr Tonkin: Because it is the law.
Mr BLAIKIE: If the Government wants to im-

plement. a policy, it should pay for it.
Mr Tonkin: Because it is the law.
Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister could turn around

and say 10 a water board, "if you do not fluori-
date your water, we will take the board over
tomorrow". Therefore, we end up in a catch 22
situation.

This amendment gives the water boards a fair
go. It provides a degree of protection from the
Executive, and I believe that all members of this
Committee, especially the members from the
south-west, including the members for Mitchell
and Bunbury. should support the amendment.

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Mr Clarko
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr 1-lassell
Mr L.aurance
Mr MacKinnon

Mr Batenman
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Brian Burke
M r Terry Bu rke
Mr Carr
Mr Grill
Mrs Kenderson
M r Jamniesun
M r Tom Jones

Mr Old Ae

Mr Bradshaw
M r O'Connor
Mr Peter Jones
Mr Rushton

and division taken with the

Ayes 19
Mr McNee
Mr Mensaros
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Thompson
Mr Trerhowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Wait
Mr Wiltiams

(Teller)
Noes 25

Mr Mclver
M r Pearce
Mr Read
Mr D. L. Smith
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr A. 1), Taylor
Mr 1, F Taylor
Mr Tonkin
M r Trov
Mrs Watkins
Mr Wilson
Mr Burkett

(Teller)
Pairs

Noes
Mr Kodge
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Evans
M r Davies
Mr Parker

Amendment thus negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 5 and 6 put and passed.
Clause 7: The Authority-
Mr MENSAROS: This clause deals with min-

isterial power and the various directions the Min-
ister can give to the authority. There is nothing

wrong with this. I maintain that, despite the fact
that we have an independent authority, the wishes
of the Government of the day should prevail as it
is a Govern ment-owned authority. Provisions
which are included in section 11 (3) of the Metro-
politan Water Authority Act have been excluded
from this clause which otherwise mirrors that sec-
tion.

I wonder whether the Minister can give me the
reason for its having been left out. It deals with
the requirement that although the Minister has
the power to direct the board-I emphasise this
because the Minister may not have heard that I
have no objection-as a self-respecting
autonomous authority it should make an official
note which should be kept on record if the Minis-
ter issues directions contrary to its decisions. That
provision was contained in the previous Act so
that, if nothing else, the appointed board mem-
bers could point to the fact that in some cases
there had been a difference of opinion. They may
have had a more businesslike approach on a
certain matter, but the Minister directed them
otherwise and that direction is recorded. There-
fore, the members could satisfy their consciences.
I do not think it was a bad provision as the record
will show how often the Minister directed the
board in decisions it would not have made itself.

The Minister said that the board and the execu-
tive of the authority are fairly flexible. He men-
tioned its having watched parliamentary debates
and observed the attitude and policy of various
parties. He said it had changed policy in certain
aspects of its own volition, to coincide with the in-
coming Government's policy. They are not diffi-
cult people to deal with, but this is a fairly desir-
able provision and I would like to hear from the
Minister why it was omitted.

Mr TONKIN: This power is very similar to the
power in the other Act. It was not my intention to
omit the provision; I did not instruct it and I did
not pick up the difference. I have not discussed it
with the instructing officer, Mr Hillman, who is
on leave at the moment. I am happy to discuss
this with him at a later stage and look at the
possibility of an amendment. I do not think there
is a problem in this area; it is quite clear that if a
Minister acted in this way, it would be possible to
draw attention to that by means of parliamentary
questions.

Mr Mensaros: I do not think we are on the
same line of thought. Section I I of the Metropoli-
tan Water Authority Act provides, in relation to
these powers which are pretty similar, that if the
Minister instructs the board to do something or
not to do something, it can make an official note
of that instruction which is kept on the record.
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Thai provision has been omitted. Does the Minis-
ter mean that the Opposition can ask questions in
t he Chamber?

Mr TONKIN: I am saying that it is one way in
which this situation could be revealed. Of course,
there is another way. 1 presume the member is
aware of the close working relationship between
the managing director and the Minister. Certainly
this is the case with this Minister, and I assume it
was the case with my immediate predecessor, the
member for Floreat. It is far more likely to work
in this way because the authority will not wish to
fly in the face of the Government. There is no
necessity for a formal instruction, but it will be
realised that the Government's policy is such and
such and there will be a degree of co-operation
between the two. I believe that is a far more re-
alistic way to operate. There is no sinister
intention in this omission; I did not instruct the
change and 1 am prepared to discuss it with Mr
Hillman on his return.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 8 to 10 put and passed.

Clause 11:. The Board, members and acting
members-

Mr MENSAROS: I have a very simple query
in connection with subclause (1)(d), to which I
have no objection, but 1 cannot find any indi-
cation of what happens to the one person being an
employee of the authority if his employment ter-
minates for any reason. Does he remain a member
of the board or does he automatically cease to be
a member? Quite often with city councils one has
the situation where a member of a board ceases to
be a councillor, but remains on the board. On the
other hand sometimes there is provision that if
that person is no longer a councillor, he ceases to
be a member of the board. It could be that it is a
question of interpretation, and elsewhere it may
state that if his employment terminates, he cannot
be a member of the board. I suppose the intention
is that the person shall be an active employee.

Mr TONKIN: It is a question of basic legal
construction and the fact is that it does not read
that if a person is an employee and is appointed as
a member of the board, when he ceases to be an
employee he ceases also to be a member of the
board. He has not been appointed because he is
an employee and, therefore, his membership of
the board will not terminate. A person appointed
under clause I Il(1)(d) is appointed at the Minis-
ter's discretion and not because he is an employee.
The clause states that only one of those six per-
sons may be an employee.

Mr Mensaros: It states "shall be".

Mr TONKIN: Yes, but it is not the intention
that he must be. It says that "not more than 1 of
whom shall be"; in other words, one person may
be an employee, but it is not necessary that he is.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 12 to 17 put and passed.
Clause 18: Delegation, and authorised per-

sons-
Mr MENSAROS: This is a fairly technical

query, and I mentioned it during my second read-
ing speech. I realise the Minister did not want to
respond to everything.

Why does the wording of this Bill not mention
the board as well? The Act always mentions the
authority, being the Metropolitan Water Auth-
ority, and the board. The board is really the rep-
resentative of the authority. The authority is a
legal personality; but if somebody acts, he acts on
the decision of the board, the board having had
meetings and made decisions on the policy of the
authority.

I cannot understand why this Hill makes no
mention, other than in clause 11, of the board.

Mr TON KIN: This a matter of drafting style.
One can speak about a legal entity or the manag-
ing body of the legal entity. The government of
the authority is in the hands of the board. When
it refers to "the authority", it means "done by and
on behalf of the board which governs the auth-
ority". Whenever a meter reader reads a meter,
he is acting as an agent of the authority, which is
governed by the board. It is just a matter of
drafting style. As the member for Floreat says,
the authority is the legal entity.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 19: Exemption from personal liability-
Mr MENSAROS: It is very unusual to

indemnify the Minister. In his reply to the second
reading debate the Minister responded that this
was because we were dealing with a statutory
authority. The Minister is not the legal entity on
behalf of the Crown as he is in country water
matters where a department is involved, and the
Minister is the head of that department and there-
fore can be sued. That was not a satisfactory re-
sponse because clause 19 lifts the Minister's re-
sponsibil ity.

The Minister can direct the authority, and
therefore he must be responsible for it. He can
authorise other matters in connection with water
resources which will not necessarily be confined to
the framework of the water authority of Western
Australia.

Under our Westminster parliamentary system,
the Minister ought to be responsible, even by way
of civil action, as any other Minister is. I empha-
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sise that I have not found a single Act of this Par-
liamenit in which such an idemnity has been given
to a Minister in charge of a Government
instrumentality. The time available to me did not
allow me to make inquiries to any extent, but I
asked some lawyers whom I know! and they could
not point me to a precedent.

As the Minister has the services of Government
machinery through the Crown Law Department ,
can he inquire whether there is a precedent for
this? The Standing Orders will not allow me to
ask a question to this extent, and clearly I do not
want to be involved in a situation which could
lead to my question being disallowed. However, as
the Minister has been in Opposition for a fair
amount of time, he will understand that I do not
have the facilities to follow up this matter so I
cannot state that a provision of this kind is in-
cluded in any Statute in Western Australia. I can-
not recall one with this provision.

Mr TONKIN: I will make inquiries through
the resources at our disposal, but I reiterate my
Firm belief that when a Minister is sued, the
Crown is really being sued. In this case, it will not
be the Crown because the authority will be a
statutory authority and not a Government depart-
ment. Therefore, the suing should be done against
the legal creature which has committed the al-
leged wrong. If a Minister does things as a body
corporate-which I am capable of doing at the
moment as the Minister for Water Resources-it
is proper to sue that Minister. Here we are speak-
ing of a statutory authority, and the authority
should be sued, otherwise its legal existence loses
some of its meaning and independence.

The member for Floreat referred to our system
of ministerial responsibility. Of course, in a politi-
cal sense, the Minister is responsible to the Parlia-
ment, and that is how the Westminster system
works. If the lower House-the House of Govern-
ment-decides that the Minister is no longer fit to
hold office, that House can dismiss him. That is
how the Westminster system works. That is politi-
cal responsibility, and in a sense it is legal and
constitutional responsiblity, but it is not in re-
lation to civil actions in the courts.

Mr MENSAROS: It is difficult to accept what
the Minister says. Having regard to his power to
instruct the authority, what recourse is available
to any citizen who sues under the civil law if the
authority says, in defence, "We wouldn't have
done this, but the Minister instructed us, accord-
ing to the provisions of our Act"? In those cir-
cumstances, the Minister ought to be responsible
on behalf of the Crown.

I am not suggesting that the Minister should be
responsible as a private citizen, but he should be
responsible. His responsibility cannot sit behind
an authority which cannot be made responsible to
the Parliament.

I cannot ask a question of the managing direc-
tor or the chairman of the authority: I can only
ask the Minister. In this respect, I raise another
matter that Came out Of My research into the Bill.
I raised it previously during the second reading
debate.

As far as I can see, the Bill does riot say which
Minister will be responsible for the legislation
when the Bill is passed. There is a clear under-
standing that a Minister should be responsible for
the MWA Act, but there is no such passage in the
Bill-at least I cannot find it.

Mr Tonkin: It does not say which Minister is in
charge of the Act?

Mr MENSAROS: Not "which" Minister, but
,,any" Minister. For several years we have done
away with naming the Minister because we have
always had the problem of having to change the
name of a Minister because of portfolio changes
and so on. This has been the case for three or four
years. The responsible Minister is gazetted. Per-
haps the Minister could research this point and
provide a response in another place.

I cannot accept his explanation that he does not
need to have responsibility and that the authority
should be sued if necessary. The Minister for
Transport is not indemnified from the point of
view of Westrail; the Minister for Fuel and
Energy is not indemnified from the point of view
of the SEC. These bodies are equally Government
instrumentalities; they are independent,
autonomous bodies and they can be sued, as can
the Metropolitan Water Authority and the SHC.
The Minister for Housing is not indemnified in
the relevant Act with rcspect to the State Housing
Commission. This is an unprecedented provision
to indemnify the Minister in the normal way as is
done for public servants and staff of Government
instru mentaliities.

Mr TONKIN: We have statutory authority for
Ministers to be in charge of various Statutes, and
I understand this is decided by Executive Council
at various times, particularly when Governments
are formed. Statutory authority is given to deter-
mine that a certain Minister should be in charge
of a certain Act.

Mr Mensaros But there is no provision to say
that the Minister is in charge of the Act, although
it is in others.

Mr TONKIN: It is probably considered su-
perfluous because we already have the provision
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whereby Ministers are given dominion over
certain Statutes.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 20 put and passed.
Clause 2 1: Regional Advisory Committees-
Mr MENSAROS: I welcome the establishment

of regional advisory committees, but I have a
query with subclause (3) which provides that the
membership shall so far as practicable be selected
from among persons resident in the local com-
munity. I am not suggesting an amendment, but I
make the comment that very often such advisory
committees-they have existed on a non-statutory
basis-have a need for people to be appointed
who are not necessarily resident in an area, but
who have an interest in an area. It could be that a
market gardener was selected who did not live in
an area, but who had a business in it. The
subelause might read better if it included the
words "a resident or otherwise occupied in the
area

Mr TONKIN: This would depend on one's
definition of "local community". I do not think we
have a problem here and it is merely a matter of
how wide we set our net.

We are thinking of these committees for areas
such as the Kimberley, and it might be thought
that the Kimberley is too large to have just the
one and that a couple would be better. We might
have one or more for the Pilbara, and so on. I im-
agine that a person being appointed would be resi-
dent in the area, but the clause has the provision
"as far as practicable", so I can imagine that the
people in a certain area might say, "We think this
person, who happens to live in Perth, is very
skilled, has spent a lot of time here, and under-
stands our problems. He continually commutes
between Perth and here and he would be a good
choice". That is the reason we have given our-
selves this latitude. We will be appointing people
who are acceptable to the local community little
point could be found in our doing otherwise.

In my experience, particularly with the
Wanneroo groundwater area, where the Minister
is responsible for apportioning water to people
who apply for it, I can say that I act only after re-
ceiving advice from an advisory committee, con-
sisting of representatives of the local community
and of the PWD, the MWA, and the Department
of Conservation and Environment. The local
people on the committee do an excellent job by
"selling" the need to conserve water, the need to
protect the wetlands, the need to be equitable, and
the need to restrict the number of licences an the
quantity of water consumed. The committee
works well because it is representative of the local

community and includes people of some standing
in the local community. I would not envisage ap-
pointing a committee that did not have a degree
of acceptance. The clause provides us with flexi-
bility so that we can appoint people even though
they might not be resident in an area should we
feel this to be in the best interests of receiving
good advice.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 22 put and passed.
Clause 23: Managing Director of the Auth-

ority-
Mr MENSAROS: This clause contains a fairly

serious omission. It indicates that because the
other Acts are to remain in force for the time
being at least, any Act which refers to the man-
agers or whatever officers in the Metropolitan
Water Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage Act or
the Metropolitan Water Authority Act should be
construed to be a reference to the managing direc-
tor.

That is fair enough, but what about the country
water authorities? This has been my point
throughout the debate. What about the Acts
which will be remaining in force, Acts such as the
Country Areas Water Supply Act and the
Country Towns Sewerage Act? What will be the
situation with them?

Mr Tonkin: There is no managing director.
Mr MENSAROS: There are other people.

What about the under secretary? Reference is
made to him. When this Bill becomes an Act, we
will have no under secretary because the depart-
ment will have been abolished and all we will have
is a building, but we will still have a reference to
the under secretary. The clearing bans provisions
will still refer to the under secretary. The Country
Towns Sewerage Act will still refer to PWD
officers.

I do not want to needle the Minister on this
point, yet it is a serious matter and one he should
query, otherwise a lot of people could get away
with a lot of things. We will not have a person
who "shall" do certain things, as we find in the
Country Areas Water Supply Act.

A person who wants to offend against the clear-
tng ban can, for instance, get away scott free be-
cause there is no under secretary. The legal per-
sonality of the under secretary is not transferred
to the managing director here and therefore an
offender cannot possibly be prosecuted. This
should be examined and remedied, unless a legal
explanation is available.

Mr TONKIN: A very simple explanation is
available. The authority, generally speaking, will
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not come into existance until I July 1985. How-
ever, in order to prepare the way, it has been con-
sidered desirable before that time to appoint the
board, the managing director, and the directors,
and to get the corporate executive into such a pos-
ition that it can start to appoint staff, and so on.
As far as the authority is concerned, before I July
1985 there will be a managing director. If we did
not have this reference, and supposing, for
example, we did not appoint Mr Glover as man-
aging director, he would continue as Managing
Director of the Metropolitan Water Authority.
Who would we be talking about when we made
this reference? That clarifies that aspect.

I will now deal with the point the member for
Floreat made about the under secretary. The
under secretary will continue until I July 1985.

Mr Mensaros: What about after that? Can you
guarantee that you will have all the legislation?

Mr TONKIN: That is right. This is the first
Act we will have. Other amending Bills will be
brought into the Parliament during the spring
session this year which will deal with other mat-
ters. Those other Acts will be amended so that
eventually the whole of these relevant Acts, as the
Statute will call them, will be administered by the
authority, and all that will be done. This is just
the first one, and it is necessary because we are
now appointing a managing director, If we were
appointing an under secretary, we would have to
do something about that term because confusion
between the two posts could arise.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 24 to 35 put and passed.
Clause 36: Regulations and by-laws, gener-

ally-
Mr MENSAROS: I make a brief comment to

which I do not want the Minister to respond. I
congratulate the Government that in today's
craze of multicultural and ethnic society, the Bill
refers to "Such rules, regulations, codes.
instructions or other subordinate legislation made,
determined or issued under any other Act, or
under any Act of the Parliament of the Common-
wealth or of the Parliament of the United King-
dom;". I am very happy with that.

Mr Tonkin: I am sorry. I missed those words.
Mr MENSAROS: I referred to clause

36(l)(b)(i).
Mr Tonkin: I am sorry. I missed the comments

you made.
Mr MENSAROS: I commend the Government

that the Act refers to a United Kingdom Act in
today's craze of multiculturalism.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 37: Regulations-
Mr MENSAROS: I want to reinforce the com-

ments I made during the second reading stage,
which comments were rejected by the Minister. I
query this very brief clause which deals with regu-
latory powers. To my knowledge, it is an absolute
precedent and it deals in a very cavalier fashion
with regulatory powers. It simply says that regu-
lations may be made for anything which is re-
quired, is necessary or is convenient for the pur-
poses of this Act or to facilitate the operation of
the authority. Usually, the regulatory powers are
enumerated. They are spelt out. Then follows a
general clause which does not override the enu-
merated cases. This clause in this Bill means that
really the Government can regulate for just about
anything. Surely, if a regulation comes up that
every board member, executive, director, or what-
ever ought to have a ehauffer-driven Rolls Royce,
that would, in the minds of many people, facili-
tate the operations of the authority. Can regu-
lations be made for such a thing? It might be used
only for the business of the board or authority.
That regulatory power is far too wide.

Mr TONKIN: There is no difference of sub-
stance between this anid the provision in the
Metropolitan Water Authority Act covering this
matter. The wording is different, but better.
There is a movement in the drafting of Bills to get
away from unnecessary verbiage and to be more
streamlined find straigh:forward.

Mr Mensaros: What section of the MWA Act
are you talking about?

Mr TONKIN: Section I I ([). The Metropoli-
tan Water Authority Act provides-

The Governor may make any regulations
not inconsistent with the provisions of this
Act...

That is superfluous. Of course the Governor can-
not make any regulations inconsistent with the
Act. Such regulations would very quickly be
struck down in a court of law. The member for
Floreat says we should be tighter and we should
say those things. It is unnecessary. It is like saying
we can make regulations that are legal. Of course
we can only make regulations that are legal. It is
not necessary to say that. I will read out the full
section in the present Act, of which the member
for Floreat was the author, and then compare it
with the Bill. It reads as follows-

The Governor may make any regulations
not inconsistent with the provisions of this
Act and whether general-

Hear that word "general"? It means "a very wide
application". It continues-
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-or to meet particular cases that he may
think necessary or convenient-

Remember the word "convenient". It continues-

-to give effect to this Act or for any purpose
Car which regulations are contemplated or re-
quired by this Act.

]I could not be any wider. Regulations are con-
templated so the Minister has only to contemplate
something and it is okay. This Bill provides-

Regulations may be made under this Act
for or in respect of all matters that are re-
quired or permitted, or are necessary or con-
venient, to be prescribed for the purposes of
this Act or any relevant Act or to facilitate
the operations of the Authority.

Yes, that is a very wide power, but I submit it is
no wider than that provided under the MWA Act.
The verbiage is different. It is illegal to make
regulations inconsistent with any Act, and all
these clauses say is that regulations may be made
that facilitate the operations of the Act, that are
consistent with the Act, and so on. Although the
wording is different, I suggest that the width of
them and the initiatives that are allowed to a
Government under both cases are little different.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 38 put and passed.
Clause 39. Funds of the Authority-

Mr MENSAROS: This clause specified the
sources of revenue or income for the water auth-
ority, and as I advised, the Binnie report, which
was a very good report, started off some years ago
a depreciation fund which led to more and more
self-financing for the authority.

I think this self-financing for Government
instrumentalities is particularly good. If we look
overseas we find this practice with public utilities
being quite prevalent in this time of high inflation
and abnormally high interest rates when rates are
enormously higher than those paid by these
authorities in the 1920s and the 1930s when we
talked about 3 and 5/16 of a per cent.

However, I want to sound a warn-
ing-particularly with the announcement by the
Premier that the Government will take over assets
of various Government instrumentalities to put
them to better work-that the people should not
pay twice. This self-financing should continue and
should be improved.

The hurt with self-financing, is in the first years
when money is put aside for depreciation. This
has to be done from the charges and rates, but
when a certain time is reached-probably about
10 years, taking into account today's interest

rates-it is infinitely cheaper for that generation
than it would be if it had to borrow money.

I would not like to see the Victorian position
prevailing here, so it is important that this warn-
ing be made to the Government. The Government
members should not think that as an election is
coming up, it. does not wish to collect any taxes,
but that the water authority's depreciation fund
can be used and the authority can start to borrow
money again. If this occurs, the people will be
paying twice for the capital. works.

I think it is the Minister's responsibility more
than it is the Government's, because the Minister
in charge of the water authority has to fight for
these things, even if the Government is on the
verge of succumbing to such temptation.

I feel strongly about this and I have fought
some of my own colleagues to maintain self
financing. I have fought the Treasury, which for
some reason wants the MWA to return to the his-
torical value depreciation instead of the correctly
adopted replacement value.

There will be a small amount of suffering by
the consumers of the day in the first few years,
but it will be of infinite advantage to the following
customers when the Capital expenditure can be
more and more funded from accrued depreciation
funds.

Mr TONKIN: 1, too, am very strongly in sup-
port of self-financing. 1 believe the efforts that
have been made already by the authority to move
towards this have been building up gradually, as
the member for Floreat said, because the income
will provide the finance in the near future.

I believe also that there should be replacement
cost depreciation, as distinct from historical
cost-I cannot really see the rationale for histori-
cat cost. Self-financing is a way of ensuring that
one is not living in a cuckoo land, but is making
provisions for the replacement of assets.

However one of the flaws in the authority's ar-
gument has been in its jousts with the Treasury
that it has not really had a good l ist of assets, and
assets, of course, are to be found in many differ-
ent categories. Land is one example and obviously
land does not depreciate. Dams depreciate, de-
spite what people say. Continual work has to be
done on them; they are in a different category.
Pumps, pipes, and buildings come under another
category again, because they depreciate even
more rapidly: so what is needed is an assets
register. That is what the authority is working on
at the moment.

I had discussions the other day on this matter
with officers of the authority, and the register is
proceeding. Once we have an accurate assets
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register, our depreciation allowances will be more
accurate.

I agree with the member for Floreat that it is
sound to have self-financing, because in the long
run it is cheaper, especially in times of high
interest rates. I welcome the member's statement
of support for this idea and I strongly agree with
the authority's attitude in this matter.

Clause put and passed
Clause 40 put and passed.
Clause 41: Estimates-
Mr MENSAROS: I think it is my duty to em-

phasise again the tremendous importance of the
country consumers and country areas generally.
Once the Public Works Department ceases to look
after the country water undertakings, they will be
the responsibility of the new authority, which is to
be an autonomous body, the parent of which will
be the Metropolitan Water Authority which has
for a long time been self-sufficient. The country
areas are subsidised to the tune of 50 per cent and.
if we look at the ongoing plus capital expenditure,
we note it will probably be to a higher tune, if we
are to serve the country areas as they deserve to be
served.

Many areas in Western Australia are still with-
out reticulated water, the reason being that we
have such a large State. I would like the minds of
country people set at peace on this matter of sub-
sidy. because if this subsidy disappears, the
country consumers would have to pay a higher
rate.

I pointed out during the second reading debate
that the proportion of the country expenditure
and metropolitan expenditure is about 30:70 to
35:65. That would mean that the country subsidy
could be up to 15, 17, or 18 per cent- If that is to
be withdrawn, the rates will have to be higher by
I5, 17, or I8 per cent over and above the normal
yearly increases. The Minister did not give an
undertaking that the Government will continue
this subsidy.

Mr Tonkin: Yes I did. I said I could not say at
what level, because we cannot predetermine our
Budget. Your Minister could not have done that
six months ahead of time.

Mr MENSAROS: It is useless to give it for
only one year. It is better to give it permanently.
The Minister will have no difficulty in accepti ng
my amendment. I move an amendment-

Page 48-Add after subclause (2) in lines
5 to 12 the following new subclause to stand
as subaclause (3)-

(3) The Treasurer, in framing the annual
Treasury estimates, shall ensure that the

moneys provided from the Consolidated Rev-
enue Fund and from other Treasury sources,
including loan funds, for inclusion in the
Authority's annual estimates shall be not less
in proportion to the total revenue received
from those areas of the State which are situ-
ated outside the Metropolitan Water, Sewer-
age and Drainage Area, constituted by sec-
tion 6 of the Metropolitan Water Supply,
Sewerage, and Drainage Act 1909 than the
funding appropriated to the Engineering Div-
ision, Public Works Department, for Country
Water Undertakings in proportion to the
total revenue received from those areas,
averaged over the financial years 1982/83,
1983/84 and 1984/85.

The amendment would oblige the Treasurer of the
day to continue for the country water undertak-
ings proportionately the same subsidy as had
existed during the previous three years.

Mr TONKIN: This is the most impudent and
audacious amendment I have ever seen. The
member is saying that the Chamber today will de-
termine what our Budget should be this year, next
year, and the year after.

Mr Blaikie: No, it is saying the level of assist-
ance that is given to country areas shall be based
on that formula.

Mr TONKIN: What formula?
Mr Blaikie: The formula indicated by the mem-

ber for Floreat in his amendment.
Mr TONKIN: The formula the Opposition sets

in its Budget. The Opposition says it has the right
when in Government to frame its Budget and that
this Government does not.

Mr Mensaros: Your Budget of last year is in,
too.

Mr TONKIN: This is completely unacceptable.
Mr Hassell: The Treasurer claimed the other

day he was not responsible for his Budget and
that taxes went tup by natural growth.

Mr TONKIN: If the Leader of the Opposition
wants to be smart, he will be in that position for a
long time.

Mr Pearce: He will be on that side, but not
necessarily in that seat.

Mr TONKIN: This is an attempt to determine
months ahead what the Budget will be and before
the Government has considered it. Of course I
cannot give a guarantee about the level of support
for country water supplies, neither did the mem-
ber for Floreat. He was never able to stand here
and say, "I give a guarantee". The former Prem-
ier (Sir Charles Court) would have beheaded him
or removed some other portion of his anatomy
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rather than accept that kind of impudent state-
ment fromt one of his Ministers. It is absolute non-
sense.

Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister's attitude
certainly has caught members on this side of the
Committee by surprise. I thought the Minister
would have seen the purpose of the amendment,
which is to attempt to give those people currently
in regions-

Mr Tonkin: Why don't you have the guts to
stop supply in the upper House? Why not knock
out the Budget if you do not like it?

Mr BLAIKiE: --outside the metropolitan
water, sewerage, and drainage area an assurance
that they will retain the proportion and level of
assistance by way of subsidies that they have en-
joyed over previous years. That is the basic
intention of this proposed subclause. Is it any
wonder that members on this side representing
country areas are concerned about what the
Government will do once the new authority comes
into being? The present country area PWD water
supplies will disappear completely when that hap-
pens. There will be a new system of charges and
payments. The Government will not have due con-
sideration for country areas or for the disadvan-
tages country people face, and in so doing the
Government will reduce the level of financial as-
sistance those areas have received.

Mr Tonkin: Why didn't you give a guarantee
like that?

Mr BLAIKIE: Because we did not change the
Act as this Government proposes.

Mr Mensaros: We were not asked.
Mr Tonkin: If we had asked your Treasurer to

give guarantees about the Budget in April, what
would he have said? He would have said it was
still under consideration.

Mr BLAIKIE: It il-behoves the Minister to
carry on in this way. The Government proposes
there should be one water authority for Western
Australia, which authority will incorporate the
metropolitan water, sewerage, and drainage area
and the country areas water supply. The methods
of charging in those two areas have been totally
different. It is no secret that country areas have
received assistance and financial subsidy from the
taxpayers of the State. The metropolitan area
water supply has been a paying proposition. We
are asking the Government to give an undertaking
that the consideration given to country areas in
the past will continue in the future. That is the es-
sence of this amendment, and I believe it is
reasonable to put it forward. The Minister ought
to be more sensitive and the Government ought to
be far more aware of the difficulties facing

country people. Within two or three years, an
average or standard rate will be charged for water
and country people will have to pay an average
rate.

Mr Tonkin: Who said chat?

Mr BLAIKIE: l am saying it.
Mr Tonkin: That is why it is so valuable. You

are saying what will be in the Budget in two or
three years' time.

Mr BLAIKIE: If the Government intends to
average costs and to reduce the support country
people have enjoyed, it will be to their disadvan-
tage.

Mr Tonkin: We represent more country people
than does the Liberal party.

Mr Rushton: Ha, ha!

Mr Tonkin: It is not a matter of "Ha, ha"; it is,
a fact.

Mr Rushton: You do not represent any of them
properly.

Mr BLAIKIE: Irrespective of whom the Minis-
ter wants to represent, country people will be
disadvantaged as will people in the metropolitan
area because they will pay higher charges than
they should pay, and country people will lose the
percentage level of assistance they have been re-
ceiving.

Mr Tonkin: We will frame our Budget without
your valuable assistance.

Mr BLAIKIE: We will be looking at the Minis-
ter's performance prior to the election in 1986,
and considering his attitude towards country
people and what he does to them.

I refer to the question of country drainage and
the Minister knows how disturbed people are
about that matter. The Government has used pol-
itical favouritism in relation to country drainage.

Mr Tonkin: How?

Mr BLAIKIE: I will not digress to talk about
the way the Government abolished the Preston
drainage district.

Mr Tonkin: We kept an election promise.
Mr BLAIKIE: I will not ask the Chairman of

Commi .ttees to rule the Minister out of order for
interj ecting. The abolition of the Preston drainage
district is the sort of political opportunism this
Government has shown. If it is an example of
what we can expect in the future, it is little won-
der we on this side of the Committee are con-
cerned, and certainly I support the amendment
which has been moved by the member for Floreat.
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Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again at
a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr
Tonkin (Minister for Water Resources).

(Continued on page 1056.)

GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS

Purchasing Preferences: Ministerial Statement

MR BRYCE (Ascot-Deputy Premier) 14.22
p.m.]: I seek the leave of the House to make a
statement concerning the release of a discussion
paper on Government procurement and local pref-
erences.

Leave granted.

Mr BRYCE: The paper is a further demon-
stration of this Government's commitment to Cull
consultation on important industry policy issues.
No final decisions will be made until all major
interest groups have been consulted.

Firstly, let me say procurement policies have
had rather a chequered history in this State. The
State policy which gives a blanket 10 per cent
monetary preference for local firms bidding on
Government contracts has been in place almost
unchanged since 1922. Over the past year we have
been looking closely at improving this policy just
as the Eastern States and CommonwKealth are on
the point of abolishing State monetary prefer-
ences.

There is an awareness that, while we need to
give some very real support to local firms, this
should not necessarily come in the form of the
sort of protection which inhibits competitiveness
or makes it difficult for our own firms to compete
in the east. The State policy should attempt to
break down all the unnecessary barriers which
prevent Australian and Western Australian
companies from capturing important Government
Contracts.

Most Western Australian companies know
exactly what I mean: The minor technical specifi-
cations which favour a traditional overseas sup-
plier or the international firm with eceditabilty for
overseas owners and financiers.

The discussion paper canvasses firstly a new
procurement policy, setting out new mechanisms
for increasing the ability of local firms to compete
for Government contracts.

The proposal outlines the establishment of two
new bodies-

an industry benefits council which would
be a committee appointed by the Minister
with members knowledgeable in procurement
drawn from both Government and non-
Government sectors;, and
a procurement branch in the Department of
Industrial Development which would be
staffed by officers dedicated to maximising
returns to local industry from Government
procurement and which would work co-op-
eratively with the industry benefits council.

This branch would act to seek out opportunities to
match local suppliers with potential contracts. It
would assist firms with any support and back-up
services which may aid in bid preparation or the
successful completion of a contract and pro-
duction of a quality product. It would liaise
Closely with Government staff responsible for
preparing specifications for major contracts to en-
sure that local companies are not disadvantaged
by the way in which these are drawn up.

The IBC and procurement branch would work
with departments and agencies to make infor-
mation available on tender procedures, provide
sufficient lead time for local firms to prepare bid
documents, break up bid packages into units com-
patible with local capabilities, encourage depart-
ments and agencies to conduct pre-tenider meet-
ings, and provide debriefings for unsuccessful
firms.

A range of other measures might be used to
give preference in addition to, or in place of, the
existing monetary preferences used for Govern-
ment purchasing. Examples of these might in-
clude, where appropriate, the use of an absolute
preference, restricted invitations to tender or sec-
ond chance bidding.

Special measures would be-
adopted as recommended by the industry

benefits council for individual high value
contracts, or for specific development proj-
ects; and

used to target specific industry sectors.
A second section in the discussion paper makes a
number of recommendations for improvements to
the application of the existing monetary prefer-
ence of 10 per cent for contracts below, say,
$ 100 000. It is anticipated that it may be possible
to agree to phase out this policy in future years
once a more appropriate and industry-specific
package of procurement measures is in place.

In conclusion, it can be said that over the past
year it has become clear that the thinking in Aus-
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tralia has shifted quite markedly on State prefer-
ence and offset policies. The Commonwealth has
been urging all States to abolish local preference
Policies. The major industrialised States of Vic-
toria, New South Wales, and South Australia are
on the verge of reaching agreement to abolish the
policies within the "three States common mar-
ket".

I do not believe Western Australia is yet in a
position to be able to follow suit. Many of our in-
dustries are less sophisticated, have a smaller
throughput, are isolated, and operate within a
smaller market than their Eastern States'
counterparts. We may be in the position to join
with other States once the new policies are in
place.

I am confident that, as a result of this review of
Government procurement policy, and any changes
which may emerge from both this review and the
consultation which will take place over the next
few weeks, local industry will be in a much better
position than it currently is to compete, not only
for Government contracts, but on the wider
national scene as well.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [4.29 p.m.]: The
Government is treading on dangerous ground in
announcing that it is considering cutting out
monetary preferences to Western Australia in line
with the policies of the Labor Government, in the
industrialised States of New South Wales,
Victoria, and South Australia. The new agreement
between New South Wales, Victoria, and South
Australia will be a farce. it simply will not be
implemented in practice. It will be in words, but
not in practice. In theory, it sounds great, but I
predict it faces many problems in implementation.

For example. if the New South Wales Govern-
ment is buying South Australian wines, it is only
a matter of time before a few questions are asked
and the political pressure will be such that it will
go back to a preference policy in that particular
State.

The impending agreement between New South
Wales and Victoria will be a one-way street.' We
will not pick up any more business out of it, but
those States will. The reason I am opposed to this
Government's becoming part of their so-called
"common market" is that it will be loaded against

US.
We purchase a large percentage of our manu-

factured goods from these States and already we
pay inflated prices, because of the high levels of
protection which many of these industries enjoy.
We are aware of the examples in the textile and
car industries, and the like.

The very protection which they-I include in
"they" the Government of South Australia-say
tongue in cheek they want to break down is the
protection on which those three States thrive.
Those States simply want easier access to our
markets. It is relatively easy for goods to be sup-
plied in a large market such as that in New South
Wales and Victoria which may be serviced easily
from one major centre.

Mr Bryce: Are you a protectionist?
Mr COURT: The sheer distance of Western

Australia from those markets, as the Deputy
Premier knows, is a major barrier to our breaking
into them. For example, Western Australia is
faced with higher servicing and administrative
costs, including the cost of air fares, and many
other costs are involved. From personal experi-
ence, I can assure the Deputy Premier that West-
ern Australian companies operating in the East-
ern States have problems with agents because of
the distance involved. In many cases one tends to
get taken for a ride.

Already in respect of Federal Government pur-
chases, we are all meant to complete on equal
terms, but that is far from the practice.

In the area of defence purchasing, for example,
the system has been loaded against us for years. I
again quote personal experience where the
companies here have been able to tender for the
supply of what are considered to be better prod-
ucts at lower prices, but the contracts are let to
Eastern States companies. I am sure the Deputy
Premier will agree that people involved in defence
in Canberra find it easier to shoot up to
Queensland or New South Wales for the day than
to come and talk to people over here. I make it
clear to the Deputy Premier that the Opposition
will be doing everything in its power to ensure
future defence contracts-I include in that the
submarine contract-are won by Western Aus-
tralian companies.

Unfortunately a bias exists against us with re-
gard to Federal purchases. We need a guarantee
as to thi s part of the business, never mind possibly
handing over more business.

A need exists to review the purchasing policies
of the Government. but not as the Premier has
suggested by cutting some of the preferences to
Western Australian companies.

One of the serious problems which occurs is
that Western Australian Government depart-
ments specify products of their fancy which are
made in the east, when a local product which
could do the job is available.

Mr Bryce: That is what I am suggesting.
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Mr COURT: Frequently the local product is
available at a lower price and it will do the job,
but it does not stand a chance, because the speci-
fications do not call for it. That is onc of the
major problems. We are losing business to the
east and it is business which should be carried out
here.

It concerns me that Government departments
are pushing some of their work to the east, be-
cause, in a free market situation-that is the type
of market which I support-that would not occur.

I am sorry that, in many cases, local industry is
getting a raw deal on Government purchases, and
the deal which this Government is proposing will
make it worse.

Mr Bryce: This is a discussion paper; it is not a
policy.

Mr COURT: In changing purchasing pro-
cedures, we would support the proposal-the
Deputy Premier should note that I am supporting
one of his proposals-to provide more lead time
for local Firms to prepare bid documents, to break
up their packages into units compatible with local
capabilities, to encourage departments and
agencies to conduct pre-tender meetings, and to
provide debriefing for unsuccessful firms. At pres-
ent this is a controversial area. Currently it is dif-
ficult to obtain an explanation as to why one has
lost a Government contract, particularly when one
has put considerable work into tendering. No
doubt those people who put a great deal of work
into tendering for the casino will be experiencing
the same sort of problem.

The previous Liberal Government had a
tremendous record in ensuring that maxi-
mum local content was utilised in Western Aus-
tralia, whether it was in respect of major resource
projects or small orders. The Opposition par-
ties-that is, the Liberal and National Country
Parties-were always proud to support the birth-
mark and "Made in Western Australia". I know
this occurred within my own family. My mother
once went crook at the local supermarket because
it did not carry fruit canned in Manjimup. I fully
support the market working freely, but we already
have a market in Australia which is loaded
against us and, with these proposals, it will be
worse. Concern exists already among industry in
respect of the Government's proposal.

The paper which the Deputy Premier is talking
about is simply a sop to the Labor Governments
of New South Wales, Victoria, and South Aus-
tralia. We should not be fooled by their academic
proposals and we should be out defending local in-
dustry. I assure the Deputy Premier that those
States might be cutting monetary preference by

10 per cent, but they will certainly be increasing
other forms of preference that protect them, and
by considerably more than 10 per cent.

Mr Bryce: That is the implication of the dis-
cussion paper.

CAM BLING: CASINO

Bars wood Island: Motion

MR GRAYDEN (South Perth) [4.36 p.m.]: I
move-

That this House deplores the way in which
the Government has mishandled the proposed
Burswood Island casino project and urges
that submissions for the development of the
area be reopened to all, and sought on a
national basis, and an adequate period of
time be allowed for the lodgement of such
submissions, in order to ensure that the
widest possible range of options are presented
before a choice is made on the final form of
development for Burswood Island; but that
these steps should not be taken unless and
until-
(a) Parliament has approved the establish-

ment of a casino in Western Australia,
and

(b) if so approved, a licensing and control
law which seeks to eliminate any corrup-
tion or vice associated with a casino has
been approved by Parliament.

I have moved this motion because of the manner
in which the Government has mishandled the en-
tire casino project since it was first mooted shortly
after the Labor Government took office in
February last year. Virtu-ally the only way in
which the public of Western Australia have been
able to learn anything of this project has been
through a series of leaks from Government de-
partments. I shall deal with that aspect at greater
length shortly. However, there are other reasons
for this motion which are that the Government
has dealt with the whole project as if it were a fait
accompli when, in fact, parliamentary approval in
all probability is required for the necessary
rezoning and vesting of the land.

The Government has been guilty of deception
in respect of a number of aspects of the proposal.
It is proceeding with the project in a way that
makes one organisation a front-runner and disad-
vantages 15 of the other applicants. Even with the
new proposal to reopen the submission period for
the I5 applicants who submitted proposals for
other sites, the request is too confined and should
be held on an Australia-wide basis.
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Parliament has been misled in respect of im-
portant aspects of the project. The Government's
mishandling of the project has resulted in massive
speculation in the shares of a particular mining
company.

The Government has proceeded with the proj-
ect, without waiting for a report which it had
commissioned in respect of the possible building
site difficulties on Burswood Island. In the course
of the last few days, the Government has changed
its plans for the project on a number of occasions.
The Government allowed nine months to elapse
between the date for submissions last year and a
recent public announcement that Burswood had
been chosen as the site for a casino complex.

The Government has caused the time and
money of applicants to be wasted, because it de-
cided on Burswood Island as a site after they had
submitted their applications. Without question,
the Government has made insufficient efforts to
ensure a 100 per cent Australian-owned develop-
ment on that particular area.

I mentioned that the Government has treated
this whole matter as though it were a fait
accomipli and as though the approval of Parlia-
ment were unnecessary. That of course is not so.
We know that according to the MRPA the zoning
for the area is "parks and reserves". Therefore,
the vesting of the land will be a matter for Parlia-
ment to deal with.

I wish to make the point that this is not waste
land. As far back as 1955 a plan was made for the
metropolitan region and Burswood Island. It was
for the reservation of 445 acres on Burswood
Island for a regional sports centre.

Section E (3) (h) of the metropolitan regi on
plan for Perth and Fremantle 1955 stated-

(h) Regional Sports Centre and Stadium
The National Fitness Council is anxi ous

that provision should be made for the future
development of a comprehensive centre for
sporting activities, and that all the facilities
provided should be of full Olympic standard.
There arc lessons to be learned from
Melbourne, where preparations are now
being made for the Olympic games. As a re-
sult Melbourne will have a permanent range
of facilities of which the most important will
be the greatly improved arena normally used
for cricket and Australian Rules football. It
would be wise to anticipate large gatherings
of spectators in the Region, particularly for
football. A large oval or stadium should be
the main feature of the Centre for sporting
activities. None of the existing major ovals
offer opportunities for comprehensive devel-

opment, which involves many facilities, good
communications, and the provision of really
adequate car parking. When the reclamation
of that part of Burswood Island South of the
railway is completed, it could be developed as
an admirable centre well served by both re-
gional highways and railway. It is, therefore,
suggested that the future use of this area
should be as a comprehensive sports centre,
including a major oval with provision for the
eventual accommodation of 80,000-I100,000
spectators.

That master plan was drawn up by Professor
Stephenson in 1955.

Mr Blaikie: It would be interesting to have Pro-
fessor Stephenson draw the same plan in 1984.

Mr GRAYDEN: It would be interesting. in
1955 Burswood Island was the subject of a plan
for a regional sports centre. This is not waste
land; the project which is before us is virtually for
that great sporting complex, with a hotel and a
casino added to it.

I wish to deal with the question of deception.
As I mentioned earlier the only way the people of
Western Australia have been given any infor-
mation on the casino has been as a consequence of
a series of leaks from Government offices. These
leaks started on 4 January 1984. The Daily News
of 4 January 1984 reported "Casino Bets Land
On Burswood". The article was framed in terms
of Burswood Island being the most likely spot for
a Perth casino. That was the first leak. On 7
January 1984 The West Australian reported the
comments of the Leader of the Opposition as fol-
lows-

The WA Government was conducting a
subtle publicity campaign to create the
impression that casinos were inevitable, the
Acting Leader of the Opposition, Mr Hassell
said yesterday.

It was also being secretive about its casino
inquiry, he said.

The combination of secrecy and deliberate
encouragement of speculation about likely
sites put the Government in a ridiculous pos-
ition.

It was known that most submissions were
opposed to casinos and that at least two
Government departments were opposed to
casinos.

The people should be told of the findings
and recommendations of the inquiry and the
Government's decision, Mr H-assell said.
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The Government has previously said that a
decision will be made early this year and
public comment invited.

The second leak took place on 23 January 1984,
with the publication in The West Australian of an
article headed "Eyes on 32 Western Australian
sites". The article reported that 32 proposals had
been received to build a casino. The 32 proposals
were sent to the committee. The article went on to
say that the committee had received 367 sub-
missions and letters, and added that almost 300 of
those submissions opposed the establishment of a
casino in Western Australia. Fifty-four of those
submissions were from church organisations.

The Daily News published a story on 23
January 1984 making specific men tion of the fact
that it was a leak. The article was headed
-$250 mo bid for casino". The article stated-

The Premier said that the proposal was
from a mainly Australian consortium.

The report, which goes to Cabinet today.
has been leaked.

Government sources made it clear that
though there was no definite decision on a
casino, two major issues had been decided.

Mr Blaikie: I wonder whether the Premier
watches that programme "Yes Minister".

Mr GRAYDEN: The West Australian of 23
January 1984, under the heading "Report makes
casinos a 50-50 prospect" reported as follows-

A COMMITTEE set up by the State
Government is split down the middle on
whether WA should have legal casinos.

The four-member committee, set up 10
months ago, completed its report unable to
agree.

In the report leaked to The West Aus-
tralian yesterday, the Police Commissioner,
Mr Porter, and the assistant Crown Solicitor,
Mr Douglas Brown, give cases against ca-
sinos being established in WA.

The third leak occurred in the Daily News as late
as 4 April where in an article headed, "Casino to
go to Burswood" the following appeared-

Burswood Island has been selected as
WA's first casino site-and a consortium
involving businessman Dallas Dempster is
favoured to develop a $250 million hotel-
tourist complex.

But the crucial issue of who will get the li-
cence to operate the casino is expected to be
decided by an independent authority-either
a gaming commission or the TAB.

Further on it said the following-
These details leaked today as torrid specu-

lation surrounded Cabinet discussions.
The article continues for two pages and it con-
tains the details of the latest leak.

Even though I asked a question in this House a
couple of days later following this leak, the
answer appeared in the newspaper as follows-

Mr Burke replied that a series of decisions
were being made and an announcement was
imminent.

That news item was headed, "Burke mum on ca-
sino". One can see from this information that we
have had leak after leak on this issue.

Mr MacKinnon: Where is the Premier?
Mr Laurance: He is very scarce at the moment.

Mr GRAYDEN: It is only as a consequence of
the leaks that we have learned anything about the
casino proposal. Some people in Western Aus-
tralia are most irate that this type of information
was brought to the attention of the public in this
form and that they have not been consulted. The
Perth City Council falls into this category. It has
made a few comments in respect of this proposal.
An article which appeared in The West Aus-
tralian on '7 April 1984 headed "PCC takes
Government to task over casino", reads as fol-
lows-

PERTH city councillors are angry that
they were not told of any proposal for a ca-
sino on Burswood Island.

Part of the island is controlled by the PCC,
and the 107-hectare site has been looked at
by the Government and the council for open
space and passive recreation.

The Premier, Mr Burke, said yesterday
that the Government had been forced to
make an announcement before it intended
because the information was leaked to the
Press.

It was unfortunate that the Government
had not been able to inform the council in the
usual manner before a decision was taken.

Further on it said-

The deputy chairman of the council's
town-planning committee, Cr Rod Evans,
said councillors were disappointed to learn
that the Cabinet had approved the proposal
without consulting the PCC.

Councillor John Bisset who represents the Carlisle
ward of the Perth City Council, in which
Burswood Island is situated, said-

He was against a casino on the land, which
had been set aside for public open space.
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Another councillor from the same ward, Mr Mick
Lee, said that the news had come as a bombshell.

I have outlined the third leak and I will now
outline the fourth one which occurred in the
Weekend News on 7 April. In an article "Casino
report trouble ahead", the opening- paragraph
read as follows-

Major engineering problems will confront
the developers of a casino and hotel complex
on Burswood Island.

Further on it said-
The report is expected to be presented to

Cabinet next week, but portions were leaked
to the Weekend News on Saturday.

We have had one leak after another over an ex-
tended period and it is only as a result of these
leaks that we know something about the proposed
casino. It is for that reason I say itat the Govern-
ment has not been frank with the public of West-
ern Australia. It has no need to be secretive, but i t
has been secretive; and the only way we have been
able to obtain information is as a consequence of
those leaks.

All the available evidence points to the fact that
the decision had been virtually made some time
ago in respect of the Burswood Island site and as
to who would develop it.

I previously referred to an article which was
published in The West Australian in which the
Perth City Council took umbrage at the fact that
the Government had not consulted with it on this
subject. I remind members that the article was
headed "PCC takes Government to task over ca-
sino", and it reads, in part, as follows-

The Premier, Mr Burke, said yesterday
that the Government had been forced to
make an announcement before it intended
because the information was leaked to the
Press.

It was unfortunate that the Government
had not been able to inform the council in the
usual manner before a decision was taken.

He said that the Lord Mayor, Mr Mick
Michael, had been made aware of the pro-
posal in confidence.

Mr Michael said yesterday that he had
been shown the two casino proposals by
Dallas Dempster and Federal Hotels, but he
had not been aware of the exact locations.

It seems passing strange with 17 submissions
being received in respect of a casino licence, that
one or two developers should be so confident that
they have been given the nod to put forward plans

of their project to the Perth City Council. This
points to the fact that one or both of those Airms
had a strong belief that they would be given per-
mission to go ahead with the casino complex on
Burswood Island.

Of course, we have also had the share dealings.
People do not just plunge into the stock market.
Invariably, there is good reason for such action.
This type of thing usually occurs in the case of a
mine. An employee who sees the drill go down
and come up with the core impregnated wth gold
would know that the mine could prosper. If he
were sufficiently impressed with it, he would buy
shares himself or possibly persuade his father who
may be a workman, struggling to make ends meet,
to mortgage his home to buy shares in the
company for which he works. This has happened
many times and I am familiar with many such
situations. The father, who may be a working man
and who cannot afford to buy shares, may mort-
gage his house. As a result everyone thinks that, if
a person in his position took such action and his
son worked for the mining company concerned,
his son would know what was happening and
there must be some basis in the value of the
shares. After further investigation, the interested
people speak to the working man to ascertain why
he is so confident. Then away they go and buy
some shares. Having got set, they tell their friends
who also get set, and so it continues. Shares do
not suddenly rise and keep rising on a huge
turnover without something pretty solid to cause
that upsurge.

We have the situation of two firms going to the
Perth City Council in order to advise it of what is
happening on Burswood Island, we have the share
dealings and we have certain people approaching
finance companies. Again, that information is
spread from the finance companies. In addition,
we have a nine-month delay from when appli-
cations closed on 31 July last year until the pres-
ent time. Surely with the America's Cup to be
held in Western Australia in the relatively near
future there is an urgent need to build tourist-type
accommodation. I admit that the Government
had a Cabinet committee and an inter-
departmental committee looking at the situation.
However, how could the Government shelve that
whole project for a period of nine months unless
one or two developers, possibly in conjunction,
had simply been given the nod. They would be
telling others what would happen and as a conse-
quence there would be a sudden upsurge in the
price of one group of shares.

Although they are only circumstantial, these
matters point to the fact that a decision was vir-
tually made by the Government some consider-
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able time ago. As a consequence of these leaks in
the last few days the Government has been forced
to change its plans. However the plans have been
changed only to the extent that the Government
has said that under these circumstances it will ask
all those companies which submitted applications
last year to re-apply. It has said it will give those
companies until the end of May to forward sub-
missions and in a couple of months it will make a
choice.

All this points to the fact that it is only a tem-
porary expedient to overcome the situation which
has developed as a consequence of the leaks.
Many people have been disadvantaged by the way
the Government has approached the entire proj-
ect.

Members may recall that in Jlune of last year,
and possibly earlier, advertisements were pub-
lished in the Western Australian Press. I intend to
read the advertisement so that members will know
the exact content and realise the confusion which
must result from advertisements of this kind. The
advertisement read as follows-

Proposals for Casinos in Western Australia
The Government of Western Australia has

appointed a Cabinet Sub Committee and a
Government Casino Advisory Committee to
examine and report on the implications of the
establishment of Casinos in Western Aus-
tralia.

The Committee's Terms of Reference are:
The Giovernment invites expressions of

interest and/or submissions for the establish-
ment and operation of Casinos in Western
Australia within the terms of reference and
the following broad objectives:
(a) the social and economic implications of

the introduction of casinos in W.A.
(b) the conditions under which a casino li-

cence or other gaming licences should be
granted.

(c) the location and type of complex for ca-
sino operations,

(d) the forms of gambling to be conducted
in casinos.

(e)
(F)

(a)

the control of licensed casinos, and
the legislative procedures necessary to
provide for casino operations.
public control of facility (ics)

(b) the highest standard of casino facilities
and operation,

(c) the maximum enhancement of the tour-
ist industry and contribution to the area
in which it is located, including-

(i) the best site for outlook and accessi-
bility

(ii) possible additional international
class tourist facilities including fa-
cilities such as accommodation,
convention centres, sporting ameni-
ties, restaurants, indoor outdoor en-
tertainment complexes.

(d) related community benefits.
Submissions should be addressed to the

Executive Officer, Government Casino Ad-
visory Committee, Department of Employ-
ment and Administrative Services, 18th
Floor, 251 Adelaide Terrace, Perth, NO
LATER THAN JULY 31, 1983.

As a consequence of that very confusing adver-
tisement 17 people submitted plans For a casino.
Two of those people submitted plans for
Burswood Island but the remainder chose areas in
other parts of Western Australia. The two firms
which submitted those applications for Burswood
Island have had that period since 31 July last year
in which to perfect their proposals, to ascertain all
manner of details necessary and to hold the
necessary discussions with the Government. What
has happened to the other 15 firms? They have
been floundering around waiting for the Govern-
ment to approach them or to make a decision;
they have not known where they were. On in-
numerable occasions they probably wondered
what had happened to their applications. In the
meantime the other two firms were busily going
to the Perth City Council and finance houses and
making all other necessary arrangements. How-
ever, the other 15 firms were out there in limbo
waiting for information from the Government.

After the nine months' waiting period the
Government has now stated that it will be Fair to
those 15 firms. It will give them until the end of
May to adjust or modify their submissions to fit
in with a possible casino development on
Burswood Island. Originally, the Government
called for applications, and firms throughout
Western Australia and elsewhere were put to
great expense and trouble in submitting appli-
cations. After all this and a nine months' waiting
period the Government states that it has chosen
Burswood island as the development site. It has
said that if any firm wishes to make a submission
for Burswood Island it wilt have to forward its
plans by the end of May, a matter of only a few
weeks. It can be seen that these people are at a
tremendous disadvantage.

I quote from an article which appeared in The
West Australian on 6 April 1984, headed, "No
advantage-Burke" as follows-
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There would be no special advantage for
two consortiums who had already submitted
plans to build a casino on Burswood Island,
the Premier Mr Burke, said yesterday.

He told the Legislative Assembly that the
two original proposals for the site would not
be modified before the Government decided
which submission would be chosen.

Other groups that made submissions for
casinos throughout the State had been
invited to tender their ideas for Burswood
Island within seven or eight weeks.

Mr Burke said that this was the period of
time given the original applicants last year to
draw up their submissions.

The two who chose the Burswood Island site have
had nine months in which to work on and modify
their proposals, whereas the others have simply
been waiting for an announcemeit. The other 15
applicants will have a matter of only a few weeks
in order to try to catch up the nine months' start
which the other two applicants had.

This quest for a developer is all too confined.
Without doubt, the Government should try to ob-
tain a wider range of options. Let us just think of
the Burswood Island site again. Here it is, in the
centre of the metropolitan area-a choice piece of
land, almost adjacent to the central city block, on
the banks of the Swan-

Mr Coyne: Not wasteland!
Mr GRAYDEN: Not wasteland by any means.

It is a choice piece of real estate-one of the most
choice pieces of real estate in all of Western Aus-
tralia. We are going to say, 'The Government has
made a decision to allow this development, but we
are going to confine the choice of applicants to
those who, last year, in response to an obscure ad-
vertisement, made an application for a casino". It
is for that reason I say that the quest is all too
confined for such a choice piece of real estate.

If the Government persists in confining sub-
missions to those who lodged applications last
year it will deny literally hundreds of others
throughout Australia the opportunity of making a
submission for the development, if it is to proceed.
Irrespective of whether a casino is built, there is
an argument for development along the lines
suggested by Professor Gordon Stephenson in
1955 plus, of course, a great tourist complex. By
all means have that. That is an option. We could
have all the development, and the tourist complex,
without a casino; but the people throughout Aus-
tralia who are interested in a development of that
kind, with or without a casino, will be denied the
opportunity of making application for this choice
piece of real estate.

The Government is not under any obligation to
the 17 people who submitted their applications.
The Government could quite easily say, "if that's
the argument, we accept it. We will call for appli-
cations throughout Australia". However, in all
probability, the result would be that we would still
have the development desired by the Government,
with or without a casino according to what the
Parliament dictates, and in addition it would be
owned 100 per cent by Australians.

We hear a great deal about selling the farm.
There has been a tremendous amount of criticism
over the last few years in respect of people who
come from overseas and buy up the pastoral
properties of Western Australia. The Labor Party
in Western Australia has been vocal on this issue
and in respect of purchases of other real estate in
Western Australia. I suggest to the Premier that
if he proceeds along the lines which the Govern-
ment has intimated, and if he calls applications
only from the 17 applicants who submitted pro-
posals last year, in all probability we will finish up
with a development owned, say. 49 per cent by
Australian interests and 5I per cent by overseas
interests, Of course, it might be the other way
around; it might be owned 49 per cent by overseas
or Malaysian interests, and 51 per cent by Aus-
tralians.' We could have exactly what the Govern-
ment requires, if the Parliament agrees, and have
it 100 per cent Australian-owned. That is the all-
important thing. It would be an absolute tragedy
if we had this choice piece of land on the banks of
the Swan, in the centre of the metropolitan area,
and we said, "Right, we'll let it be owned 49 per
cent, 5I per cent, or whatever the case may be, by
overseas interests", simply and solely because the
Government confined the applicants to the people
who made submissions as at 31 July last year in
response to a rather vague and confusing adver-
tisement.

Mr Coyne: Don't you think the Government
would want a slice of the action?

Mr GRAYDEN: I am sure the Government
will. I will touch on that point later. The Govern-
ment is virtually saying, "The ground was set
aside in 1955 as a regional sporting complex, but
we would rather see a hotel and casino built on it
and given away in the space of weeks rather than
having a delay and ensuring it is 100 per cent
Australia n-owned".

The Parliament has been misled on some as-
pects of this project. The other day, I had oc-
casion to ask the Premier a question in the follow-
ing terms-

In view of the fact that the Dallas
Dempster-Genting Berhad organisation,
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together with any other individuals or organ-
isations which may be involved with that or-
ganisation, had many months prior to last
November, when details of their proposed
$250 million casino-hotel complex on
Burswood Island were disclosed, and five
months since that date, to work on their pro-
posed complex, and for that reason alone
have a flying start on all other applicants for
a casino complex on the site, and must there-
fore be regarded as the front runners, will he
extend the two month period-which he has
announced as the period during which other
applicants will have the opportunity to revise
their proposals and adapt them to the
Surswood Island site-to six months, in
order that all applicants may compete for the
casino complex on a more equal basis?

The Premier's reply to me was very misleading.
I will read only the relevant portions, because he
gave a relatively long reply. In that reply, the
Premier said-

During last year people interested in sub-
mitting proposals for a casino development
were given a period of between seven and
eight weeks to submit those proposals. After
that period-I presume the member does not
know this-those applicants were not permit-
ted to revise or work on their proposals from
the Government's point of view. They had
had seven or eight weeks at that time.

The Government has today announced
there will be another seven or eight weeks
from this time for those people who did not
nominate Burswood Island as the site for the
proposal casino to set out proposals if they
wish to. However, those people who had pre-
viously submitted proposals for Burswood
Island will not be allowed to modify their ori-
ginal proposals.

I said, "The others cannot catch up 12 months in
two months". The Premier replied-

Perhaps the member did know of my an-
nouncement. Those people who originally put
in proposals for Burswood Island did so in
seven to eight weeks.

I said, "The others did not realise this was the
only site". The Premier continued-

They are getting the same amount of time
to submit proposals in respect of Btirswood
Island as they did in respect of the sites they
chose.

It goes on in that vein; I will not waste the time of
the House in dealing with it.

The Premier's reply went on and on emphasis-
ing the point that applicants who submitted their
applications by 31 July of last year were not per-
mitted to revise or work on their proposals. That
is the statement he made. That reply by the
Premier was meant as a rebuke to me because I
had asked him a question on the matter.

That was last week. An interesting article was
to appear in the Daily News a couple of days
later. In the edition of 6 April we saw a headline
"Casino: Grayden lashes out". The article re-
counted a conversation the reporter had had with
one of the applicants for the establishment of a
casino. I quote as follows-

Today, Mr Dempster said that the Govern-
ment had called in June for casino sub-
missions and/or expressions of interest.

His company had forwarded an expression
of interest and followed that up with detailed
plans before December.

So it was some months later. We then find this
elaboration-

Mr Dempster confirmed that Tileska only
put a letter of intent to the Government be-
fore the closing date on July 31 last
year-but said that was all the Government
had sought.

Yesterday, he was asked by the Daily
News: "Did you submit your submission
after the closing date last July?" Mr
Dempster answered: "No, we didn't. Tileska
Pty Ltd put in a submission well before the
due date."

Today Mr Dempster said the company
submitted its plans for Burswood just before
December last year.

"We had no knowledge of any other plans
before we started preparing ours," he said.

I return to the rebuke directed at me by the
Premier in his answer and to his comment,
"Those applicants were not permitted to revise or
work on their proposals". Once they had submit-
ted their proposals, that was it; the proposals were
not to be modified. But here we have one of the
people concerned, the front-runner, saying that he
had submitted a letter of intent and then submit-
ted his detailed proposals some months later. So
here we see that Parliament was misled by the
Premier.

I will refer now to the trading in shares for that
particular company purely as a consequence of
the Government's mismanagement of this entire
casino issue. Had it not been for this mismanage-
ment we would not have seen a huge number of
people defrauded on the Stock Exchange as a
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consequence of the speculation that took place by
people who believed for various reasons that a
particular applicant was to be awarded the right
to proceed with a casino project.

The company concerned is a public company.
During the month of March the shares of that
company were selling in an unspectacular way,
and I have gained this information from The
West Australian. On 19 March, 22000 shares
were sold; on 20 March, the number was 18 000;
on 21 March, 38 000; and on 22 March, the
number sold was 30 000. After the weekend, we
find that on 26 March, 12 000 were sold. They
were selling for around 17c a share.

Then the rumnours began to be well known. On
27 March, 82 000 shares were sold; on 28 March,'
312000; on 29 March, 173000; and on 30
March, 214 000 were sold. After the weekend, we
ind that on 2 April, 196 31 3 shares were sold; on

3 April, 298 000; and on 4 April, 680 125 shares
were sold. On 5 April-by this time we had re-
ceived the news that the company had not got the
contract-225 000 shares were sold nonetheless at
up to 30c. On 6 April, the shares were down to
18c and 151 000 were sold. The following day,
4 000 were sold and the price of the shares was
back to where they started before this incredible
upsurge-around 17c.

During that period, Western Australians were
speculating in that company because they were
convinced, for good reason, the company had been
or was to be given the go-ahead to build a casino.
In that time, 2 331 438 shares changed hands in
nine days.

Mr Coyne: Did you buy any?
Mr GRAYDEN: No. I have a lot of respect for

the company, but it does not have a lot.

No justification can be found for the shares to
go from 17c to 30c and for nearly 2.25 million
shares to be sold in nine days. Again, this is an in-
stance of the Government's mismanagement of
this whole affair. No blame is attached to the
company for what happened. The company had
had dealings with the Perth City Council and
finance companies in preparation to proceed with
the project. During the whole time, the people
investing could have been told by the Government
what the situation was. The people continued
buying and selling shares because they were con-
vinced the company had been awarded the proj-
ect. These people do not accept evidence lightly; it
is not just a matter or their acting on a rumour,
because they want to see hard evidence before
they speculate in shares in the way they did. A lot
of people were defrauded, but there is no blame

attached to people who bought shares. Everyone
thought that someone had inside knowledge.

Let me quote now from the business pages of
our newspapers. On 4 April, the following ap-
peared in The West A ustralian-

Tileska continued its recent climb with a
rise to 24 cents amid rumours that the
company is part of a group likely to be
granted a casino licence in Western Aus-
tralia.

Then on 5 April, the following article headed,
"Mallina puts on 6 cents in heavy trading", ap-
peared in The West Australian-

A HEFTY rise in the price of Mallina
shares was a significant feature of Australian
share trading yesterday, against a back-
ground of steadily rising prices across all
boards.

Mallina, a junior mining company chaired
by Mr Dallas Dempster, saw its share price
rise from 24c to 30c on busy speculative
turnover. Perth turnover totalled
450,000-half of it in the final session.

In the last week the company has been
strongly linked with the possible granting of
a casino licence for a location on Burswood
Island.

In that time the share price has risen from
I 7c.

Leave to Continue Speech

I seek leave to continue my remarks at a later
stage of the sitting.

Leave granted.

Debate thus adjourned.

QUESTIONS

Questions were taken at this stage.

Sitting suspended from 6. 01 to 7.15 p.m.

GAMBLING: CASINO

Hors wood Island: Motion

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

MR GRAYDEN (South Perth) [7.17 p.m.]:
Prior to the dinner suspension, I was talking about
the speculation in shares which had occurred as a
consequence of the Government's mismanagement
of this casino project. I pointed out that, in the
course of nine days, 2 33 1 438 shares had changed
hands and the price of these shares had gone from
Ilc to 30c. After it was denied that the company
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was to receive a licence, the shares returned to the
original price of 16c or l 7c.

I turn now to the difficulties this site poses for
developers. Recently, another report was leaked,
and it related to the major engineering problems
which would confront developers of a casino antd
hotel complex on Burswood Island. This engineer-
ing and environmental report was commissioned
by the Government, I think last September. An
account of that leaked report was published in the
Weekend News of 7 April 1984, and some of the
aspects referred to arc as follows-

The report lists problems with roads,
drainage, soft soils and generally poor con-
ditions resulting from use of the site as a
rubbish dump for decades.

And this will mean maintenance costs for
the company chosen to develop the site.

"This is not an easy site to build on. If it
had been it would have been developed be-
fore now," the engineering firm Halpern
Glick Pty Ltd states.

Halpern Glick is part of the team of
specialists in engineering, recreational
planning, financial management and urban
design hired to study ways of making
Burswood Island a world-class recreation
area.

The report is expected to be presented to
Cabinet next week, but portions were leaked
to the Weekend News on Saturday.

It says there will be physical limitations on
development on the island, largely because of
the poor foundations conditions.

Major buildings in the southern part of the
site will require expensive foundations to
depths of 18 to 30 metres.

This will be necessary to overcome the 22
metres of silt and clay which cover a large
part of the island, particularly across the
route of the proposed highway.

The report suggests further investigation of
the foundations will be needed if large build-
ings are proposed.

That indicates to some extent the contents of the
report submitted to the Government.

The point I make is that it is rather remarkable
that the Government did not wait for that report
to be submitted prior to its announcement in re-
spect of Burswood Island.

Other complicating factors exist in respect of
the use of Burswood Island for this purpose.

Apparently shortly after the war, large
quantities of rubble from cement buildings and,

indeed, engines were dumped into part of
Burswood Island to try to consolidate the ground
in order that roads might be established on it. I
understand this rubble just disappeared out of
sight into the mud and ooze. They are still there
and so would present all sorts of problems to any
company attempting to drill in order to establish
the type of pylons necessary to support buildings
of any consequence, but this is only one aspect.

At one time, an attempt was made to build a
road across Burswood Island. Huge quantities of
filling was dumped there in an attempt to buttress
the road in numerous ways. Pylons, etc., were
erected and the road was constructed, only to sub-
side.

Quite obviously an area of this sort would pres-
ent all sorts of problems to a developer and would
possibly make it altogether too costly for anyone
to construct large buildings. This must be taken
into consideration before a decision is made on
submissions.

Let me move now to comment on the
interdepartmental report on this project com-
missioned by the Government. The committee
comprised four members: The Commissioner of
Police (Mr Porter),.the Assistant Crown Solicitor
(Mr Douglas Brown), the Director of Employ-
ment and Administrative Services (Mr Keith
Shimmon), and the former Director of Tourism
(Mr Noel Semmens). When the report was sub-
sequently leaked to the Press, it was disclosed that
the committee members were split down the
middle on the question of a legal casino for WA.
Mr Porter and Mr Brown came out strongly
against the proposal, while Mr Shimmon and Mr
Semmens supported it.

In the report, Mr Porter made some very co-
gent comments. He said that his extensive re-
search had been unable to find anything to sup-
port the casino concept from a police or social
viewpoint. He went on to say that great caution
must be exercised before gambling was further
legalised in WA, and that his research totally sup-
ported the findings of the Connor inquiry of Vic-
toria. That inquiry prompted the Victorian
Government to announce that a casino would not
be allowed in that State. Let me quote the rec-
ommendations of Mr Xavier Connor QC, as fol-
lows-

Mr Xavier Connor QC. had recommended
that maximum-revenue casinos not be estab-
lished in Victoria because they would stimu-
late casino gambling to an unacceptable de-
gree and there was no demonstrable demand
for them.
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He said there would be a substantial risk
that they would be infiltrated by organised
crime and were likely to be accompanied by
an unacceptable level of street crime.

Mr Connor had also found that casinos,
compared with other forms of gambling,
were unlikely to be efficient producers of rev-
enue for Victoria.

The report contained a comment by the Mayor of
Alice Springs (Lesley Oldsmith) to the effect that
child-bashing, wife-bashing, and prostitution had
increased in Alice Springs since the advent of its
casino. Commissioner Porter also said-

Legal controls had an important side-effect
in the potential for corruption of public
officials. Corruption was made more possible
amid the high cashnfow and "fast-action" at-
mosphere of casinos.

He went on to say-

There were many other worries for law-en-
forcement and licensing authorities, particu-
larly "loan sharking"-the extension of
credit to a gambler-and the methods of
recovering outstanding debts.

Quite apart from the fact that the committee set
up to evaluate this question was split down the
middle, other evidence was received which one
would think would cause the Government to re-
ject any suggestion for the establishment of a ca-
sino.

In all, 367 submissions were made to the com-
mittee. Proposals to operate or build a casino
numbered 32, with 19 proposing a metropolitan
casino and 13 a country casino. In addition to the
367 submissions, letters, and expressions of
interest, the extraordinary thing of consequence
was that nearly 300 of those submissions opposed
the establishment of a casino in Western Aus-
tralia, and included objections from 54 special
interest groups, mainly church organisations,
which would represent very large sections of the
population of this State.

I can fully understand our Police Com-
missioner's being opposed to gambling and
recommending against the establishment of a ca-
sino, because over the years the police have had
some shocking experiences with gambling. For in-
stance. let me quote from the Sunday Sun of 25
March wherein we find an article indicating the
extraordinary upsurge in crime in America's
Atlantic City since casinos were established there.
The article is headed "Casinos Turn Quiet Town
Into Crime Capital", and reads as follows-
(221)

The glittering lights of the Atlantic City
boardwalk casinos lure busloads of travellers
with star attractions such as Frank Sinatra.

Only the howl of police sirens detracts
from the festive mood. More than 25 cars pa-
trol a postage stamp area immediately be-
hind the glitter.

Why so many police cars? Last week the
Census Bureau provided the answer. Atlantic
City has become the United States crime
capital.

More than one in three people are victims
of crime-a fourfold rise since May, 1978
when the first casino opened.

Residents have said they bitterly regret
having voted for casinos.

That is a very significant point. Of course, I will
not read the article or report. The article con-
tinues-

Police estimate that for every new casino
they can expect to investigate 8000 crimes.

It went on as follows-again the figures are absol-
utely startling-

Police investigate about 50000 cases a
year compared with about 4000 five years
ago.

That is what the advent of casinos has meant to
Atlantic City in the United States. It has con-
verted that relatively quiet city into the crime
capital of the United States. Casinos will cause a
major change in our social existence: there can. be
absolutely no question about that.

Mr MacKinnon: Hear, hear!
Mr GRAYDEN: Therefore, it follows that if

casinos are to be established here, they should be
established only as a consequence of the will of
the people. Any major social change of that kind
should be implemented only as a consequence of
the will of the people, and social change of that
magnitude should be for the good of the country.
If it is to be a real democracy, should we try to
ascertain the will of the people about this major
social change. Without question it should be put
to a referendum The Government is talking in
terms of possibly having a referendum later this
year or in the near future. The Government has
talked about having a referendum on electoral
reform.

May I suggest that possibly it could be held at
the next election? The point is, if we have a
referendum on this question, I have no doubt at
all that it will be defeated; any suggestion of a ca-
sino will be defeated resoundingly. Therefore I
suggest to the Government that, one way or
another, before a decision is made to establish a
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casino, the question should be put to a
referendum.

It is quite obvious that the people of Western
Australia, by hook or by crook, will have their say
on this question. Today a person from the country
came to Perth to interview the Lord Mayor and to
present him with a petition that there should be a
ratepayers' meeting on this issue. Apparently, the
mayor has agreed to that course, although my in-
formation may not be correct on that. The pet-
ition presented to the Lord Mayor of Perth reads
as follows-

PETITION
TO: HIS WORSHIP, THE LORD)

MAYOR OF PERTH,
WE, THE UNDERSIGNED RATE-

PAYERS OF THE CITY OF PERTH, RE-
QUEST YOU TO CONVENE A SPECIAL
MEETING OF ELECTORS TO PUB-
LICLY DISCUSS THE NOTION OF
ANY NEW GAMBLING CASINOS IN
OR NEAR THE CITY OF PERTH.

I understand that the Lord Mayor of Perth has
agreed to convene a meeting. I mentioned that to
indicate that many people are concerned about
this issue, and that before the Government pur-
sues it, it should endeavour to ascertain the views
of the public by holding a referendum on this
issue.

I raise the question of existing developments.
Currently in Western Australia, all sorts of build-
ings are under construction. The Merlin Hotel
complex has just been, or is about to be, com-
pleted, and other hotels are proposed. We are
talking in terms of a huge new tourist complex
which, of course, will be in competition with those
hotels. Obviously, when one is thinking in terms
of employment, one realises it is absolutely
necessary that the building construction industry
be given maximum support, but at the same time
we must take into consideration the fact that
when buildings are completed, we must ensure
they are filled. We do not want a situation such as
that which occurred in South Perth in relation to
the building of the big modern hotel, the Westos
Motor Inn. For years the major portion of the
building had to be closed because the custom was
not there.

Recently, a top hotel casino expert visited
Western Australia and made a comment which
was reported in the Western M~ail on 17 March
under the heading "Warning on hotel develop-
ment". The individual concerned was David Dorf,
education and training director for the
International Hotel Sales and Marketing Associ-
ation of the United States. He has a top job in

that field, and his comments are worthy of con-
sideration. The article reads as follows-

PERTH should be wary of a hotel develop-
ment explosion and Government plans for a
casino, a US expert said yesterday.

The city could not rely on the America's
Cup for a sustained increase in the number
of visitors and a casino could deter some sec-
tors of the market, such as families, he said.

That is particularly significant because it comes
from a world authority on this issue. This world
authority said a casino could deter some sectors of
the tourist market.

The article continues-
Mr Dorf stressed the need for in depth

justification and marketing studies before
making a commitment to a casino.

That, of course, is something the Government has
not attempted to pursue. The next point is
tremendously important to the issue we are con-
sidering. The article further states-

Casinos were now fairly commonplace
throughout the world so the local market was
often the dominant one.

He went on to say-
"However, I would be wary of a casino as

a purse-pulling venture," he said. "it tends to
drive away the conservative tourists".

We are building or proposing to build a casino
without having conducted any of the market
studies which are so necessary before a project of
this kind is undertaken at a time when this world
authority, who recently visited Australia, tells us
that it could drive tourists away. One mentions
that point to emphasise that when one is thinking
in terms of a casino, it is not sufficient for one
simply to pluck something out of the air and to
say, "it will be sited there and we will go ahead
with it". The proposal must be examined in much
more depth than that.

I move on to the question of Government
ownership of things such as casinos. Obvious
dangers exist in this area and one is that the
Government will be called upon to find any deficit
that may ensue. It would be extraordinary if the
casino were to run at a loss, and the WA Govern-
ment were called upon to make a contribution to
those losses. Then again, in a casino the risk of
corruption is present and that would also mean
the Government would be implicated. That is
another of the dangers of a Government's being
involved at any level in a casino.

There has been some sort of suggestion that the
TAB organisation will run the casino, and will
have the power to cancel the licence of any casino
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operator, In one's wildest dreams, could one im-
agine the TAB cancelling a licence for the casino
if the Government were a part-owner of that ca-
sino?

I understand that we are to build a $10 million
marina at Fremantle for the America's Cup. If
this Parliament approves a casino, why not let a
developer build a $10 million complex at
Fremantle and put the casino there-at least the
State would gain by obtaining the marina which it
requires and would not have to pay the S10
million to construct it-rather than our having a
casino of that kind on Burswood Island?

Other members are no doubt anxious to speak,
so I conclude my remarks by emphasising once
again that the Burswood Island site is a choice
piece of real estate. It is one of the best remaining
pieces of real estate in the City of Perth. It is eas-
ily accessible from the city and is on the banks of
the beautiful Swan River. It was set aside 29
years ago as a future sporting complex. If at this
late stage we are to opt for devlopment-I have
no quarrel with that, but I do not support a ca-
sino; I am wholeheartedly in favour of the devel-
opment of a tourist and sporting complex-with
or without a casino, is it not better to have a de-
velopment which is 100 per cent Australian-
owned? Is not that argument sufficient to per-
suade the Government to say, "We will throw all
applications open again. Those who have put in
their applications in the past have no special claim
to be the only ones who should be able to tender
for this site". The Government has recently de-
cided to do that. That land has never been
available to anyone else and its allocation should
not be confined to a handful of individuals who
one year ago made application to establish a ca-
sino in Western Australia.

I do not condemn the Government for going
ahead with the proposal to develop Burswood
Island-in fact, I applaud it for that-but I do
not agree with the establishment of a casino de-
velopment on the island. I agree with the estab-
lishment of sporting complexes or tourist facili-
ties, and such projects would have the support of
most people. By all means, let the Government go
ahead with such a development, but it must en-
sure that if it does go ahead with that project, all
Australians have an opportunity to come forward
with a multitude of options. Without question, not
only would we have an Australian-owned corn-
plex, but also it would be the best we could poss-
ibly obtain.

MR HASSELL (Cottesloc-Leader of the Op-
position) [7.45 p.mn.]: The Government has ap-
proached the matter of the possible development
of a casino in Western Australia from completely

the wrong end and in doing so it has opened the
way for insincerity, jealousy and corruption-the
very issues about which members of the Oppo-
sition have been concerned and on which we have
spoken for more than a year.

It is clear that the Government, in its desire to
establish a casino, has sought to lead the public
down the path to that conclusion without at any
time being prepared to confront the major and
basic question in Parliament-the proper place in
which we should decide whether we should have a
casino.

As the member for South Perth has pointed
out, we have seen a succession of announcements,
hints, leaks, innuendoes, and finally total con-
fusion when the Government was confronted with
the leaks that were not intended and apparently
were an embarrassment to it. The Government
has failed to take heed of its own advisers. It has
failed to take heed of the people it appointed to
consider the issue properly-not the divided
opinion of those people who have a unanimous
opinion.

This Parliament, which has the obligation to
make a decision, has never been given the oppor-
tunity. If there were to be a casino in Western
Australia the Government should have proceeded
with clear and distinct steps.

The first of those steps should have been the
presentation to Parliament of legislation to ap-
prove the establishment of a casino in Western
Australia. Secondly, the Parliament should have
authorised the Government to call for proposals
and approve an application which satisfied the
law in relation to the establishment and operation
of a casino. The Government has not carried out
that operation. Instead it began months ago with
no parliamentary approval and no guarantee that
any approval would be given to seek sub-
missions-submissions costing a substantial sum
of money in each case; submissions which
involved extensive inquiries and architectural and
engineering studies; submissions which generated
extensive thought that a casino would be estab-
lished.

The Government knew full well that each of
those organisations which made submissions
would become increasingly committed to the es-
tablishment of a casino and would become a lobby
group. What the Government did was to set out,
and it did, to create a lobby group among business
interests seeking the establishment of a casino, in-
stead of first going to the elected representatives
of the public to decide whether the establishment
of a casino was to occur at all.
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If the Government had wanted to establish a
casino, it should have presented a law which said
this Parliament approved the establishment of a
casino. The Government would have been
authorised to call for proposals. Simultaneously,
the Government should have presented legislation
to establish a gaming commission and that legis-
lation, if passed-assuming legislation was also
passed to approve the establishment of a ca-
sino-would have provided that the gaming
commission should appoint members to it who
were completely above reproach and corruption.
Those members would have to stand apart from
the possibility of influence whether undue or even
by general persuasion. They would need to be
people who could judge the matter dispassionately
and would need to be apart from the commission's
pressures and the Government's desire (or influ-
ence and a part in the casino.

In addition, the gaming commission should
have been given power to license an operator
under defined and stringent conditions. Those
conditions would be approved by this Parliament
and would be stringent and clear-cut like those
that apply in the United Kingdom and other
countries where casinos are established.

I am not suggesting that I am proposing a ca-
sino should be established. That is a matter on
which the Opposition will express its view either
individually or collectively, if and when the
Government finally decides to present to this Par-
liamert-the elected representatives of the
people-its proposals in this respect. Up to date
that has not been the case. The Government has
gone backwards down the back door, behind the
scenes and has created an air of uncertainty, as
was evidenced by the ultimate confusion and
panic which occurred last week. The confusion
and panic was aptly illustrated by an answer to a
question in the Legislative Council on
Wednesday, 4 April. The Hon. P. G. Pendal
asked the following question of the Leader of the
House-

Will the Premier give an unequivocal as-
surance that the Government is not consider-
ing allowing a casino to be built at Burswood
Island in my province?

The Hon. Peter Dowding replying on behalf of
the Leader of the House said-

The report of the Government casino ad-
visory committee is with the Cabinet
subcommittee. No decision has yet been
made.

Mr Dowding then added the following-
I have a rider to that. The committee met

today and that decision has been made and
announced to the Press.

What kind of a Government are we operating
here? What kind of panic, confusion and unsatis-
factory approach is that to a question which con-
cerns a great number of Western Australian
people. It was a question which related to a
fundamental policy issue on which many people in
this State had expressed very strong views over a
long period. Yet, we have this humbug going
on-we have had leaks, counter-leaks, reports,
suppression and then release of reports, reports
that come and reports that go, but the infor-
mation we have been given has no relevance to the
way in which the Government is going about this
mater. None of these reports has been followed up
and the warnings have not been heeded by the
Government. The Government's publicity of half-
disclosures and hair-truths continues. Had the
Government followed the procedure of the im-
plementation of two Statutes, it could then have
negotiated with any applicant it preferred who
would be able to satisfy the gaming commission
that he would be able to obtain a licence.

Those were the three simple steps that should
have been followed, but were not. The first
step was to present the legislation and 1 am pre-
sumning that that would not have been done until
the Government had duly considered the report
from the Government casino advisory committee
of 1983.

Having reached that stage I am presuming the
Government would have proceeded with the pres-
entation of law to decide whether it would have a
casino and which would authorise the Govern-
menit to negotiate with applicants who could
satisfy the gaming commission accordingly. The
Government could then present a gaming com-
mission Bill to establish a gaming commission
which would comprise members who were above
and beyond reproach and corruption and who
would have the power to license an operator under
defined conditions.

The Government would have been free to nego-
tiate with any applicant it preferred who would be
able to satisfy the commission that he would be
able to obtain a licence.

As I have said, the Government has gone about
the casino proposal backwards. It hasnot sought a
parliamentary decision and it does not intend to
follow the unanimous advice contained in the
recommendations oF the casino advisory com-
mittee.
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I refer now to that report which, as the member
for South Perth has already indicated, was com-
missioned by the Government. The first sentence
of the report states-

The Advisory Committee is equally div-
ided on the issue of establishing casinos in
Western Australia.

It continues-

Both the Commissioner of Police and the
representative of the Crown Solicitor are op-
posed to the introduction of casinos and their
respective views are attached as Appendices
C and D of this report. The Director, Depart-
ment of Tourism, is in favour of a casino and
his views are contained in Appendix B. My
detailed report appears as Appendix A.

The committee could not agree on whether there
should be a casino. However, the committee did
agree unanimously on what would happen if a de-
cision to establish a casino were made. That ap-
pears very clearly on page three of the report. It is
worth noting the view of that committee-the
Government's own committee-which was not fol-
lowed by the Government. It reads as follows-

The Advisory Committee agreed that if a
policy decision was made by the State
Government to permit the establishment of
casinos, the following course of action, prior
to any negotiation or discussions taking place
with prospective licensees, is recommended.

The Government has completely ignored the
unanimous recommendation of its own inquiry.
The Government has failed to take account of the
carefully considered views, not only of the Com-
missioner of Police and the Crown Law Depart-
ment, but also of the Director of Tourism and the
Director of Administrative Services concerning
the establishment of a casino. Even those mem-
bers who opposed the establishment of a casino
said that the procedures as outlined in paragraph
10 of the report should be followed prior to any
negotiations or discussions concerning the ap-
proval of licences. The recommendations read as
follows-

(a) The Government should by legislation-

In other words, by coming to Parliament. To con-
tinue-

-establish a Board or Commission with
the authority to license and control the
establishment and operations of a casino
or casinos in Western Australia.

(b) Any casino should be owned and op-
erated by private enterprise under strict
control by Government.

All major reports in Australia have
recommended against Government
ownership of casinos and the Committee
agrees with this view.

However, we know full well that the Government
is contemplating an involvement in this casino.
The Government is seeking to establish that
involvement deliberately by allowing a casino on
Government land. If it is on Government land, the
value of that land can be taken into account to
give the Government a free carried interest. We
have had a whole series of speculations and leaks
about that.

On page three, paragraph 10 reads in part as
follows-

(c) The prospective licensee company
should be owned and operated by West-
ern Australians as far as is practicable.

(d) Any licensee should be granted exclusive
rights to casino operations for a speci-
fled period and within a stated geo-
graphic area.

(e) Specifications for the casino complex
should be detailed in the conditions.

(f) The conditions should also detail the
method of taxation and/or license fees.

As I have said, the Government has gone about it
backwards. It has opened the way for uncertainty,
doubt, and corruption; nothing is more sure. Every
report in the world tells us that each time a casino
is established people try to corrupt it because they
have a vested interest in doing so, whether they be
members of the Mafia in America or people here.
Every report on casinos advises that if one wants
to avoid corruption, one must have the most strin-
gent controls by independent people, out of the
political process and away from the influence and
the back door. It should be operated in the open
under the glaring eye of independent laws which
control it, laws which are established by Parlia-
ment, but are not part of the politically influence
charade which has been going on.

The Government is apparently seeking-[ say
"apparently" because it is not clear-cut-to
involve itself in a casino one way or another on
Government land without the approval of Parlia-
ment having gone through a process of selection,
apparent deselection. panic, and announcements
forced by Press leaks. It is opening the way for
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the most undesirable influences and elements to
came to power. Large amounts of money and big
interests are involved. The operators are not new
to the game; the Government of Western Aus-
tralia is. It was more important in this respect
than in any other that the Government should
have gone about it in the right way. The confusion
brought down on the Government's head is of its
own making. I remember the then Minister, Mr
Parker, saying to the House quite genuinely that
it was easier to Find the local authorities that did
not want a casino than those that did because
there were so many that did want it.

Speculation has been built up over a period of
more than 12 months-that is, from the begin-
ning of the Government's term-about the possi-
bility or a casino. Questions have been asked such
as will it be here, will it be there, will it be on the
Scarborough foreshore, with Bond, with the
Asians, will it attract tourism, who has the most
influence with the Government this week, who is
in favour, who is not in favour, who is friendly
with the Minister's adviser, who is the Minister's
adviser, where does he come from?

Mr Laurance: How many are there?
Mr HASSELL: No-one knows how many there

are. It will be easier to predict the throw of the
dice than to estimate the number of Government
advisers.

Much has been said by the member for South
Perth who has presented a reasoned case. We are
not pre-empting the final decision which has yet
to come to Parliament. However, it should not be
the last decision; it should have been the first.

If the Premier genuinely wants to establish a
casino in Western Australia, if a casino is in the
interests of this State, there is one sound, sincere
piece of advice from the Opposition: Start again.
Wipe the slate clean and do it in the way the
Government's own committee advised. Start with
two Bills: one to establish a gaming commission
and to authorise the establishment of a committee
and authorise the Government to negotiate-

Mr Brian Burke: They did not say we should
establish a commission.

Mr HASSELL: They mentioned a board or
commission.

Mr Brian Burke: Yes, that is right.
Mr HASSELL: Is there some distinction of

substance?
Mr Brian Burke: The only distinction is if you

read properly instead of trying to score political
points. If you read it properly page three falls into
line with what has been done. I will go through in
a moment and explain it.

Mr HASSELL: I will go through it for the
Premier. Paragraph 10 states-

The Advisory Committee agreed that if a
policy decision was made by the State
Government to permit the establishment of
casinos, the following course of action, prior
to any negotiations or discussions taking
place with prospective licensees, is
recommended.

Is the Premier suggesting that there have been no
negotiations or discussions with prospective li-
censees?

M r Brian Burke: Not outside the context of this
report, no. This report was compiled after the
submissions were received.

Mr HASSELL: The Government has carried it
forward.

Mr Brian Burke: I wonder if you understand
the point; I will explain further. This report was
produced after that period in which you say were
placed those negotiations and discussions. This re-
port was produced afterwards and cannot be
referring to those, otherwise these people are silly,
surely? It states, "once the policy decision has
been made and before negotiations or discussions
continue". Let us look at these points. Once the
policy decision has been made applications are
called. At the end of that period presumably there
will be negotiations and discussions in terms of
this report.

Mr HASSELL: The Premier was
about a casino in January and he was also
about it in December and in February.

talking
talking

Mr Brian Burke: When was the policy decision
made? That is what page three refers to.

Mr HASSELL: I assume the policy decision
was made at the same time that the Government
sought submission of proposals.

Mr Brian Burke: On what do you base that as-
sumption?

Mr H-ASSELL: I would be staggered if the
Government called for submissions and proposals
if it had not made a policy decision.

Mir Brian Burke: You will not only be stag-
gered, you will also be shocked because you have
not seen the advertisement that elicited those sub-
missions. I am sorry you have not read it.

Mr HASSELL: I have read the advertisement.
Mr Brian Burke: You will see that no policy de-

cision has been made in respect of casinos. When
do you think the policy decision was made?

Mr HASSELL: The Premier should tell me.
Mr Brian Burke: It was made on 3 April or 4

April, on the day the Cabinet met, prior to the
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news being, if you like, "leaked" or released to the
public. If you believe it was not, I suggest you
support your argument by telling me when it was
made.

Mr HASSELL: I believe the policy decision
was made well over 12 months ago. It may not
have been made by way of a formal Cabinet min-
ute; but on election the Government was commit-
ted to casino development. It sought submissions
for a casino because it wanted to have a casino.
Otherwise why would it seek to have people make
submissions?

Mr Brian Burke: If what you say is cor-
rect-and it is not but you will never believe
it-how then can we be hoist upon the criticism of
not taking the advice contained in this document
when the policy decision was made and yet those
submissions which you say amount to negotiations
and discussions were entered into prior to our re-
ceiving this advice? You say we are ignoring the
advice by doing things we did before we received
the advice.

Mr HASSELL: I have not said that at all and
that is part of the Premier's misrepresentation. I
have said the Government has gone about this ca-
sino issue backwards.

Mr Brian Burke: That is the general point. Will
you answer the specific points? You do not appear
to be able to do so.

Mr HASSELL: I have said previously that the
starting point for having a casino is this Parlia-
menit. If the Government wanted a casino it
should have made a decision in Cabinet and
presented legislation which authorised it to call for
submissions.

Mr Brian Burke: That is your view about a
point which is different from the one made a mo-
ment ago.

Mr HASSELL: If the Premier reads my notes
he will see I made my points about the procedure
which should have first been followed. The Prem-
ier is becoming confused about time. I referred to
the Government's committee. I made those poi nts
first without referring to the committee because I
have been advocating that procedure publicly for
well over I12 months. I did not get my ideas about
the procedure the Government should follow from
the report which did not come out until February.

Mr Brian Burke: That is the point I am mak-
ing. All negotiations and discussions which you
talk about took place prior to that report coming
out. How could we contradict a report that had
not been published?

Mr HASSELL: Are you suggesting no nego-
tiations took place between the Government and

any group or individuals between November and
the release of this report?

Mr Brian Burke: There were none in terms of
this report which amounted to negotiations or dis-
cussions that could contradict the terms or page
three of the report. That is as clear as I can make
it.

Mr HASSELL: The Premier says there were
no negotiations or discussions that contradicted
the terms of this report.

Mr Brian Burke: Of course, people were con-
tinually making inquiries. The study was proceed-
ing in respect of Burswood Island and that elicited
questions. All kinds of approaches were made to
the Government as you will appreciate would be
the case.

Mr HASSELL: I repeat that I do not want the
Premier to misrepresent my position as he con-
stantly does.

Mr Brian Burke: Do not be so puerile. You are
a big boy.

Mr HASSELL: The Government started out
the wrong way at the beginning.

Several members interjected.
Mr HASSELL: The Government has landed

itself in a mess because it went about it in the
wrong way. The starting point should have been
the Parliament and the establishment of an inde-
pendent body.

Mr Brian Burke: That is your view. Sir Charles
Court made a number of development agreements
and brought them to Parliament for ratification
time and time again. Sir Charles Court did not
start with Parliament when he reached agree-
ments; after the agreements had been made Par-
It.ament ratified them.

Several members interjected.
Mr HASSELL: I do not recall that even the

then Leader of the Opposition, or whatever pos-
ition he then had, was advocating that Sir Charles
Court, the then Premier, should not be pursuing
those development agreements.

Mr Brian Burke: The principle about when
they start is exactly the same.

Mr HASSELL: It is not.
Mr Brian Burke: Do you pursue it with the

imprimatur of Parliament, or do you seek the
imprimatur after you have pursued and finalised
it?

Mr HASSELL: In this case, the Government
should have proceeded only with the imprimnatur
of Parliament, because in Western Australia the
Government was proposing a fundamental legal
and social change of a very controversial nature.
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Indeed, there are serious questions about the mis-
use or funds and about corruption. That is exactly
why the Government should have proceeded that
way, as did Sir Charles Court with the develop-
ment agreements, with which there is no parallel.

The Government should have started with a
parliamentary decision-

Point of Order

Mr BRYCE: The Leader of the Opposition is
clearly ignoring that perfectly clear warni ng you
gave the House only two days ago. If he has said
it once, he has said it a dozen times in the last 10
minutes. It is tedious-to-the-point-of-boredom
repetition of the highest degree.

The SPEAKER: I accept the point raised by
the Deputy Premier, but I also said a few other
words yesterday about interjections.

Debate (on motion) Resumed

Mr HASSELL: I will not infringe on your
ruling, Sir; but I am trying to put an argument
and I have not been able to put it together-

Mr Brian Burke: As ususal.
Mr HASSELL: -because of the interjections.
The SPEAKER: Well, ignore the interjections.
Mr HASSELL: I will do my best, but you must

restrain the Premier.
Mr Brian Burke: The Premier, even in his

weakened state, is the soul of sunshine. The only
thing interesting about your speech is my
interjections.

The SPEAKER: We can do without the
interjections.

Mr Brian Burke: I agree, but it is a boring old
drink without them.

Mr HASSELL: The Government should have
begun with legislation in two parts. The first part
should have authorised the establishment of a ca-
sino, and the second part should have authorised
the Government to negotiate with the developers.
A separate but simultaneous piece or legislation
should have established a commission-it does not
really matter whether it is called a gaming com-
mission-with independent members who are not
subject to ministerial or Government direction;
who are totally separated from Government influ-
ence and, indeed, from the influence of any per-
son; who are uncorruptible people above reproach;
and who are people of the calibre of those who
would be appointed as judges or other dis-
tinguished roles.

That commission would have had two
functions, the first or which would be to consider

all of the applicants who applied for a casino li-
cence under the Government's authorisation to
call for applications, and to determine in advance
whether any or all of them would qualify to ob-
tain a licence. That having been done, the
Government would then be free to conclude nego-
tiations with any one of the applicants for a devel-
opment agreement, knowing that that applicant
would be able to obtain a casino licence. The sec-
ond function of the gaming commission, whatever
it be called, which would have been given very
great power by the Parliament, would be both to
license an operator under defined and stringent
conditions and to supervise and control any casino
operation. That is my view-one that I have ex-
pressed before-about how the Government
should have gone about the issue from the begin-
ning.

In November 1983, the Government's com-
mittee delivered to it a report which was divided
on the question of whether a casino should be es-
tablished, but unanimous on the procedures that
should be followed if a casino were to be estab-
lished. At that time, the Government had called
for and received a number of submissions
suggesting the establishment of a casino. Yet be-
tween November 1983 and April 1984-and
heaven knows how long hence from now-the
Government did not seek to follow the unanimous
advice of its own committee as to the procedure
that should be adopted if a casino were to be
established.

It does not do the Premier any good to say that
the Government simply called for applications
and then did not negotiate, because only the other
day the Premier announced that the Government
would re-call applications on the basis that all the
people who were interested in establishing a ca-
sino should have an opportunity to make a sub-
mission on the basis of using Burswood Island.

It is interesting that the Premier should have
mentioned earlier that there never was a decision
to have a casino until 3 April-

Mr Brian Burke: Or thereabouts. I am not say-
ing what date.

Mr HASSELL: It was the day the question was
answered-Wednesday of last week. The Minister
said that the Government was going ahead. That
was question 816 in the Legislative Council on
Wednesday, 4 April. The Premier said earlier that
no decision had ever been made; but in the Daily
News of 25 May 1983, nearly a year ago, the
headline read-

CASINOS: WA
GOES AHEAD

7048



[Wednesday, I I April 1984]104

It did not indicate that a decision had been made,
but it did indicate the following-

The government will go ahead with plans
for casinos in WA despite Victoria's decision
to back away because of fears of organised
crime.

The Victorian Government yesterday an-
nounced it would not allow a casino after
tabling a report to Mr Xavier Connor, QC,
which warned of organised crime already in
that State.

In WA, a Cabinet subcommittee is about
to advertise for casino submissions.

The minister responsible for legal
gambling, Mr Parker, said today Victoria
had a different problem from WA.

"I don't think there is any evidence of
existing organised crime in WA." he said.

I could go through many other cuttings.
Mr Brian Burke: Where does that story quote

somebody as saying that the casino will go ahead,
apart from the first paragraph? It did not quote
anybody as saying that that was the case.

Mr HASSELL: I did not say it did.
Mr Brian Burke: What is the point?
Mr HASSELL: When we were exchanging re-

marks across the Chamber, I said that in my view
the Government had proceeded on the basis that
it would establish a casino, and that even if the
Government had advertised on the basis of not ac-
tually committing itself to any particular casino, I
could not see the logic of that because of the
suggestion that the Government would advertise
for casinos without having the intention to estab-
lish one. Presumably, the Government had made
some kind of decision to have casinos in Western
Australia.

Mr Brian Burke: I can understand your point
perfectly. Where it falls down is simply that you
cannot draw logically from that advertisement
any policy decision by the Government to proceed
to establish or to license one or more casinos. I
can only explain that to you again and again.

Mr H-ASSELL: I accept the point the Premier
has made.

Mr Brian Burke: The next point is that your ar-
gument depends upon the words "policy decision"
on page 3 of that report.

Mr HASSELL: No, it does not. My argument
does not depend on that at all. We are not in a
court of law, interpreting an advertisement as if it
were a Statute. We are in a real political situation
in which, ror more than a year, the elected
Government of this State has talked about, sought

submissions on, and considered applications for
the establishment of a casino. It just is not cred-
ible for the Premier to sit here tonight and say,
"Well, we never decided on a casino until last
Wednesday". It just does not carry credibility.
Does the Premier understand that point?

Mr Brian Burke: I can understand your point
and why you are so aggrieved, but you are going
further than that. You are basing your discussion
on the presumption that we will have a casino.
You are wanting us to advertise more widely and
for longer periods.

Mr HASSELL: No. The Premier has the
wrong idea of the motion. Very clearly, the mo-
tion says that those things should happen. The
motion is in the context of the Premier's an-
nouncement last week that the Government would
ask all the people who have made submissions on
casinos, whether they were for Secret Harbour,
Scarborough Beach, or wherever, to make a new
submission on the basis of a Burswood Island con-
struction. That is what the Premier's announce-
ment said; correct?

In that context, the motion was moved; and if
the Premier looks at it, he will see that there is a
very important proviso to the terms of the motion,
and that proviso reads as follows-

but that these steps should not be taken un-
less and until-
(a) Parliament has approved the establish-

ment of a casino in Western Australia-

It has not done that. The proviso continues-

and

(b) if so approved-
The Prermi.er challenged me a minute ago to say
that our motion assumed a casino would be estab-
lished. Paragraph (b) of the motion reads-

if so approved, a licensing and control law
which seeks to eliminate any corruption or
vice associated with a casino has been ap-
proved by Parliament.

There is no presumption-
Mr Brian Burke: The emphasis of the motion is

not on the question of whether there should be a
casino. You have not moved a motion saying th~re
should not be a casino.

Mr HASSELL: That is true.

Mr Brian Burke: You have not moved that
there should be one.

Mr HASSELL: True.

Mr Brian Burke: The emphasis and tenor or the
motion-
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Mr HASSELL: We say the Government has
messed it up.

Mr Brian Burke: You often say those sorts of
things. The tenor of our position-and you have
criticised us for talking up the casino, and I can
understand your chagrin at that-

Mr HASSELL: Why should I have chagrin? I
have been saying for 12 months that the Govern-
ment has not been handling the issue correctly.

Mr Brian Burke: I can understand your
chagrin, because I guess you think you have been
presented with a fail accompli. I can only say to
you again that no decision was taken by the Cabi-
net until its meeting on Monday a week ago, and
even then, as I explained later, there was to be no
announcement about it because it had to be
referred to the Caucus. Indeed, there were a few
very strongly divided opinions on the question.

Mr HASSELL: And Caucus made a decision a
week ago?

Mr Brian Burke: That is correct.
Mr HASSELL: That is interesting, in view of

some of the answers received to parliamentary
questions.

Mr Brian Burke: But that is not exclusively the
prohibition on the decision that was made and its
announcement.

Mr HIASSELL: This is what the Premier's
Minister said in the upper House on Wednesday
of last week-

The report of the Government casino ad-
visory committee is with the Cabinet
subcommittee. No decision has yet been
made.

The Premier has now admitted that a decision
was made on Monday of last week.

Mr Rushton: He misled the House.
Mr HASSELL: Is it true or is it not?
Mr Brian Burke: I have just tried to tell you

that not only was the matter addressed by Cabi-
net on Monday, but also it was addressed by
Caucus on Tuesday. It was not scheduled to be
confirmed by Cabinet until 9 April., when the de-
cision would have been finalised except for the
publicity that occasioned the Government to
make public the decision prior to 9 April.

Mr HASSELL: Why did the publicity occasion
the Government to do those things?

Mr Brian Burke: It had been reported on the
front page of the Daily News that a decision had
been made.

Mr HASSELL: Which the Premier has just
confirmed.

Mr Brian Burke: It was reported that a decision
had been made. The decision made on Monday
was subject to the Cabinet meeting on 9 April,
and a number of things that were due to be done
to confirm the decision could not be done because
of the prior publicity. I will go through it in detail
shortly.

Mr HASSELL: The Government is still going
about the matter in a very peculiar way. Last
Wednesday it announced that all the people who
had expressed interest in a casino were now to be
invited to make new submissions in relation to
Burswood Island, and that the TAB would decide
at a later date who would get a licence.

Clearly, the Government's intention all the way
through has been that it would decide who the de-
veloper would be. Nothing in last Wednesday's
announcement varied that.

What I find extraordinary is the suggestion
that the TAB would later decide who would get
the licence, because quite clearly no-one would be
prepared to undertake the development unless he
knew in advance he would get a licence. I do not
understand the way in which the Government
continues to go about this matter. The Govern-
ment's own interest would be best served by sup-
porting this motion and following the recom-
mended procedure-recommended not only by us
over a year ago but also by the Government's own
advisory committee. That advice was received in
November and the Government could have acted
on it because Parliament sat as late as 22
December last year. Had there been any genuine
need to do the thing properly, the Government
could have done so.

MR BRIAN BURKE (Balga-Premier) [8.33
p.m.]: The member for South Perth made a con-
tribution that was a bit difficult to follow in its
continuing theme, but I will attempt to address
each of the points he raised one by one without
wearying the House. However, it is necessary at
the outset to say to the Leader of the Opposition
that his own point was extremely difficult to
understand. While it may be true that the mem-
ber for South Perth did not raise anything much
that was new-most of the things he touched on
had been raised previously one way or
another-the Leader of the Opposition, deliber-
ately or otherwise, sought to mislead the
Chamber into thinking that, leaving aside his
maj or point, the Government had ignored the
unanimous advice of its casino advisory com-
mittee. This point cannot be made clear enough
for the Leader of the Opposition because, whether
or not he understands what he is doing, he has de-
liberately misstated the case.

7050



[Wednesday, I11 April 1984]105

On page three of the report, that unanimous
advice to which the Leader or the Opposition
refers is contained in the lower three-quarters of
the page. I will go through the recommendations
point by point. I quote as fol lows-

The Advisory Committee agreed that if a
policy decision was made by the State
Government-

It was made by the State Government, and I will
explain the circumstances. The decision was made
in these steps. On the Friday prior to last Monday
week, the subcommittee met and decided to
recommend verbally a certain course of' action to
the Cabinet. On the Monday, the Cabinet met
and decided on a certain course of' action that
would be confirmed on 9 April-which was the
subsequent Cabinet meeting-with confirmation
to be the subject of Caucus consideration.

Mr MacKinnon: Verbally or by Cabinet min-
ute?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Decided and minuted in
the normal way. It is true that the Government
was embarrassed by the newspaper reports which
said this, this, and this. I was at pains to point out
last week that those who predicted that a certain
person was advantaged or that a certain company
was advantaged were likely to be embarrassed by
their predictions. As it came to pass, they were.

Rut in that context let me deal firstly with what
the Leader of the Opposition said when he
referred to the discussions and negotiations that
proceeded-presumably he was talking about last
year-contrary to this unanimous advice. This
unanimous advice post-dated those discussions
and negotiations.

Mr H-assell: Not all of them.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I can only say this: It

was not the case of our having unanimous advice,
embarking on the process of receiving all these
submissions, and then discussing and negotiating.
We could not ignore unanimous advice we re-
ceived after that process had been completed ex-
cept for the normal discussion, approach, answer,
rejoinder, etc. that might be expected.

But leaving aside that time inconsistency in the
Leader of the Opposition's argument, let us look
to the wording of the committee's recommen-
dations. I quote as follows-

The Advisory Committee agreed that if a
policy decision was made by the State
Government to permit the establishment of
casinos, the following course of action, prior
to any negotiation or discussions taking place
with prospective licensees, is recommended.

No negotiation or discussion will take place with
prospective licensees until after 31 May. The
legislation will be brought to this place before
that deadline lapses, so if Parliament decides it
will not pass the legislation, no discussion or nego-
tiation will take place, because the deadline does
not pass until 31 May. We will be in a position of
having brought the legislation to Parliament,
which is what this advice recommends, prior to
that negotiation or discussion proceeding.

Another central point of this advice is that a
board or commission should be established. The
Leader of the Opposition freelances out into say-
ing that this means we should set up a com-
-mission. It does not mean that. It means there
should be established a board or commission that
should licence and control the establishment and
operation of a casino or casinos in Western Aus-
tralia.

We have announced already that the TAB will
have this responsibility. The TAB is a board with
experience. It is charged with responsibility in
these areas already and it has not drawn the criti-
cism of the Opposition in the past. Further, it is at
arm's length from the Government. If someone
wants to impugn the character of Mr Jarman as
being someone open to corruption, let that person
say so. Let him hint that the TAR comprises cor-
ruptible people. Let him say it if that is what the
Opposition means.

Mr Hassell: No-one is saying that.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Leader of the Oppo-

sition can hand it out, but he cannot take it. In
terms of the First of these unanimously recom-
mended subelAuses, the board is established and it
is at arm's length from the Government. We be-
lieve Mr Jarman and his colleagues are incorrupt-
ible. If they are not, they should not be operating
as they are now in supervision of many more
millions of dollars than will come their way in the
supervisory sense as a result of this decision.

The next unanimously recommended subelause
reads-

Any casino should be owned and operated
by private enterprise under strict control by
Government.

We have not said that we intend to seek any
equity. The Leader of the Opposition ducked and
dived around that point without being able to say
more than, "it is true that the Government has
said it is not going to seek equity, but it has not
said it is not not going to". That was the Leader
of the Opposition's point. What I said consistently
in respect of this matter was that we were not im-
posing conditions that limited the flexibility, the
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imagination or the innovation that came to be
brought to bear by people making submissions.

Mr personal view is that we should not have
equity in the casino, but I am not seeking to limit
the innovation that is brought to bear in sub-
missions that come to the Government in the
same way as the Opposition has said previously
that we should stipulate this and this. If we stipu-
late those minimums, they will become maxi-
mums. Already this development promises so
many more jobs and so much more investment in
terms of tens of millions of dollars that it is some-
thing to which the Opposition should accede at
least the economic benefits which the Government
believes it represents.

I am going through these recommendations one
by one, and there is one we are not accepting. The
next one reads-

The prospective licensee should be owned
and operated by Western Australians as far
as is practicable.

We have not said that should not be the case and
we have done nothing to say it should not be the
case. The next recommendation is-

Any licensee should be granted exclusive
rights to casino operations for a specified
period and within a stated geographic area.

We have not contradicted that, but at the same
time we have not said that this is going to be a
prerequisite. I quote again-

Specifications for the casino complex
should be detailed in the conditions.

We reject that. If the Opposition thinks that we
are bound 10 accept all the unanimous recommen-
dations, let mc tell it that we do not. We are not
interested in maximising, for the people who
would seek to establish the casino, the commit-
ment they will be required to make. The Oppo-
sition preaches the benefits or free enterprise and
the competitive spirit in this matter, yet i t wants
to push the State into the first possible deal im-
aginable by having us say to people, "These are
our specifications for the casino complex".

Some of the submissions received provided for
the people to establish a casino in an existing
hotel. On the other hand, one submission indi-
cated that its group would spend in total $320
million. Does the Opposition want us to limit the
commitment people are prepared to make? To do
so is to satisfy members opposite by having the
Government accept this particular unanimous ad-
vice.

The last recommendation was-
The conditions should also detail the

method of taxation and/or licence fees.

So not only in terms of the subeclauses is the
Leader of the Opposition wrong, but he is wrong
also in terms of the general point about dis-
cussions and negotiations taking place before a
policy decision is made. The policy decision was
made during that process to which I have
referred. In addition, the closing date for sub-
missions is 31 May. presumably after which there
will be discussions and negotiations. So could any-
one claim sensibly that we have not complied with
that general-not specific-list of recommen-
dations?

I come back to the points made by the member
for South Perth, and I will try to touch on them
one by one. In a general sense, I put it to the
House that the Government has made a policy de-
cision to issue one casino licence, and it has said
that the licence should be issued in respect of
Burswood Island. The decision was made subject
to the satisfaction of the planning, environmental
and transport safeguards that the site might
involve. Straightaway out of the window go all the
member for South Perth's arguments about
whether it is possible to build here or there or
whether if something is built a certain effect will
result.

What we have said is that the decision to use
the Burswood Island site is subject to those safe-
guards being met. I cannot see how the member
can say that somehow or other the result is that
we are ignoring the effect of all those safeguards,
because it is in the second paragraph of the Press
statement announcing that decision.

Mr Grayden: I did not say you were ignoring
them.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: We have accommodated
them: I think that is clear. The member for South
Perth went on to say that the matter had been
presented to Parliament as a fail accompli. All I
can say is that if the Opposition believes the pro-
cess by which this matter was canvassed publicly
amounted to the development of a rail
accompli-accompanied by the lobby groups the
Leader of the Opposition referred to-there was
no policy decision taken until that Cabinet meet-
ing I referred to, and considerable discussion oc-
curred within the Parliamentary Labor Party as
to whether there should be a casino. It is as
simple, or as difficult, as that. No decision taken
secretly months ago marched silently down
through the months until last week.

The decision was taken only within the last
week, and on that basis it is simply nonsense to
say that a fait accompli had been agreed any-
where except in the minds of the Opposition. I re-
peatedly expressed my point of view which was
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that I did not think one casino licence would dissi-
pate the community. I did not think that one ca-
sino licence would be the undoing of our children.
I said consistently that that personal view was
subject to the sanctions of the Parliamentary
Labor Party being securely put on the announce-
ment or the making of any decision on ibis matter.
I have said that consistently.

There may have been a fait accomphI, but it
was only in the minds of the Opposition. If the
Opposition was outmanoeuvered on the matter,
that is its own understanding of it. It is not the
Government's job to do the Opposition's criticism
or constructive substitution of policies.

The member for South Perth contradicted him-
self when he said one organisation was Favoured,
and then in the second half of his speech he said
the same organisation had been put at a disadvan-
tage. He said one organisation had been favou~ed
because that organisation was allowed to put in
new submissions, and then it was being disadvan-
taged.

Mr Grayden: I think you misunderstood. I did
not make any reference to that.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I have it written down
here. One organisation was "a front-
runner"-t hey are the words of the member. One
cannot have an organisation which is a "front-
runner" and also the organisation which is rel-
egated to the rear as a result of the Government's
decision.

Mr Grayden: I did not say it had been disad-
vantaged.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I heard the member for
South Perth say that the organisations which
nominated Burswood Island should be allowed to
amend their submissions, because it was unfair
not to allow them to amend th-,ri. If it is unfair,
they are being disadvantaged.

The point I am trying to make is that we arc
being crilicised on all fronts-for favouring an or-
ganisation, and then it is disadvantaged and we
are not favouring the same organisation.

Mr Grayden: I think you misunderstood.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is the understand-

ing I got from the member's contribution.
The member for South Perth spoke about

trading in shares and the fact that he believed
insufficient efforts had been made to ensure that
it was a 100 per cent Australian equity. He said
also that Burswood Island was zoned for parks
and reserves.

I do not know how fairer one can be than this:
To announce that policy is to approve one casino
licence; to say that all of the people who put in

submissions in respect of other areas fo r the de-
velopment of a casino should be now prepared to
put in submissions in respect of the site the
Government had nominated; to say that those
submissions would be accepted until 31 May
1984, and in that period legislation would be
introduced to give effect to the Government's pol-
icy, and also that all submissions received would
be made public, together with the Government's
reasons for choosing one or another of those who
had submitted a proposal.

I do not know how much fairer one can be than
that. The Government has bent over backwards in
an effort to eliminate that massive problem the
member foresaw.

Not only did we warn people, but alsa the
company involved wrote to the Stock Exchange
stating that even if the principal did get the li-
cence for the casino, the shareholders of the
company would not benefit. Not only did all those
warnings take place, but now all the smarties have
been told-

Mr Grayden: That was after it was brought up
in this House.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It was in response to its
being brought up in this House. That was on the
Monday or the Tuesday. That was the occasion
which presented itself.

All of the smarties who wanted to predict that,
and all of those people who wanted to say, "We
have a casino licence, we are certainties", etc.
have been told they are back into the pot. There is
nothing fairer than that. Every single submission
will be made public.

Mr Grayden: Why not go further now that you
have decided; why not throw it wide open?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is the next point I
will deal with. When these advertisements elicited
the responses initially, the advertising was
national.

Mr Grayden: A lot of firms would be interested
in the sort of construction you want at that par-
ticular site.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know that they
would, but I do know that the national advertising
elicited I7 responses, and those people are now
being told the site and that they can now put in
submissions in respect of that site. One cannot be
fairer than that.

Mr Grayden: I appreciate that, but what I am
concerned about is the 100 per cent Australian
equity.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Let us look at 100 per
cent Australian equity. Let me give this guarantee
to the member: The Government will be seeking
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the maximum possible Australian equity and the
maximum possible Western Australian equity.

Mr Grayden: That is splendid.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: If the member wishes me

to make a particular condition that it should be
l00 per cent Australian equity, 1 cannot do that.

Mr Grayden: I am happy to have that assur-
ance.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The member for South
Perth knows that we will do our best, in line with
everything we have done as a Government, and in
line with our party philosophy and policy to have
the maximum possible local equity. We have not
got to the deadline when we look at the sub-
missions and say, "This submission we think, in
terms of the facilities provided, is the best. How-
ever, we want a public company; we want it partly
floated off to the Western Australian public; we
want maximum Western Australian participation
and we want these matters included in addition to
those facilities". Those considerations rightly rest
with that post 31 May period. One could have a
list of things five miles long and have details that
would constrain people if one wanted, and that
would make the whole matter cut and dried, prior
to any submissions being received. We are saying
that on 31 May, if Parliament passes the legis-
lation, the matters we think are priorities, includ-
ing the arrangements with the people we think put
in the best submissions, will be attended to.

As far as the facilities and the operating licence
for the casino are concerned, the Government has
addressed the matter differently, because they are
different matters. I do not know how anyone can
claim the TAB or gaming commission is the best
body to establish the sort of tourist facilities that
this development promises. It is all right to talk
about a gaming commission when one is to have
15 or 20 casino licences, because that is then its

job. What we are talking about is a tourist devel-
opment, and the people best suited to decide what
is in the interests of the State in terms of facilities
is the subcommittee of Cabinet that comprises
people with a responsibility in each of the areas.
It is not a question of the gaming commission or
the TAB saying, "We want a convention centre:
we want a golf course or, we want an exhibition
centre". The Leader of the Opposition is facile in
suggesting that we should consign all of those
considerations to a gaming commission.

We have said those considerations arc rightly
the responsibility of the Government in its seeking
to max imise t he benef it to the State. There is one
area in which we do not want to be involved. I
suspect the Leader of the Opposition and the
member for South Perth are correct when they

say that a person who pretends to build the facili-
ties obviously will not do so unless he gets a li-
Cence If We agree a certain level of standard of
facilities is desirable, we do not want to be
involved in deciding whether the operating licence
should go to the person who proposes the best
possible facilities, so we are passing chat to the
TAB to make a recommendation to the Govern-
ment. We cannot be fairer than that.

Mr Rushton: Who will be making the decision!
Mr BRIAN BURKE: It will be a recommen-

dation to the Minister.
Mr Rushion: You have been saying for a while

that the TAB will make a decision. You are now
saying the Government wilt make a decision.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: It will make the decision
on the recommendation of the TAB. All the
licensing and supervisory procedures, many of
which will not require Government decisions to
implement-they will simply be the implemen-
tation of the legislation-will be the province of
the TAB.

I am trying to draw the distinction that the
Leader of the Opposition fails to perceive that the
gaming commission, in the context of a number of
licences being issued, has a specific and expansive
role to play. When we are talking about one ca-
sino as essentially a tourist facility, the gaming
commission is no better situated to decide
whether the casino should face this way or that
way: whether it should also have a golf course or
speedway, exhibition or convention centre-

Mr Hassell: I made it clear that the legis-
lation-the first piece of legislation-would auth-
orise the Government to deal with the several ap-
plicants, and that the gaming commission would
consider whether one or all those applicants would
be eligible to get a licence, if the Government did
a deal with themn.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: That is exactly what the
Government is doing. We are going to meet with
them after 31 May. and the TAB will decide the
question of the licence.

Mr H-assell! You haven't got any authority
from Parliament to meei with them yet.

Mr BRIAN BURKE; We will deal with that in
a moment, but let us go back to the specifics.
What the Leader of the Opposition has just said
is what the Government policy proposes. The
Leader of the Opposition just said that the
Government should deal with the four or five ap-
plicants, and the gaming commission should de-
cide the licence. What I have been saying, in the
absence of the Leader of the Opposition, is that
the Government is best situated to deal with those
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people putting in subrnissioiis in respect of the ca-
sino, and the TAB will deal with the licence
question, which is exactly what the Leader of the
Opposition says.

The Leader of the Opposition goes on to make
this other point about the Government's lacking
the authority. He also makes the point, as does the
member for South Perth, about calling sub-
missions that occasion people spending consider-
able amounts of money on engineering and other
details. No-one is forcing them, and no-one is
holding a gun at anybody's head and saying, "You
shall put in a submission for a casino". Does the
Opposition want us to interfere with private
enterprise? No-one forced any syndicate or person
to support the proposition in respect of a casino.

Mr Grayden: If they had known it was
Burswood Island you would have had a lot more
applications.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know whether
that is true, because the member for South Perth
spent a large part of his speech saying that we
cannot go ahead and develop that site, for a
number of reasons. That is a subjective assess-
ment; the member would not know any better
than I how many people will apply or who they
might be. The member may believe in the back of
his mind that if we had said that it was Burswood
Island at the start we may have received a lot
more submissions. I do not know. I suspect that a
lot of submissions sought simply to use up land
that people owned and which they thought would
be a good casino site for two reasons: One, that
they could get the casino licence and development
and, two, to quit land they thought perhaps was
not as profitable as it might be in their own pos-
session. So perhaps we would not have got more
for Burswood Island. I do not know and the mem-
ber does not know.

Mr Grayden: Apart from the casino, can you
imagine the number of firms throughout Aus-
tralia that would be interested in a huge tourist
complex if they had known it was to be on
Burswood Island? It is different from building in
the bush.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I can imagine, guess, be-
lieve, and feel, but none of those things provide
any hard answer to the question the member
posed. I do not agree with him that had Burswood
Island been the original site we would have at-
tracted 100 submissions instead of 17. But to all
those who put in a submission the Government
has extended unfettered--xcept in the case of
those who originally nominated the site-the op-
portunity to put in a submission if they want to.

As well as that the Government also has said that
all submissions will be made public.

As far as the casino policy decision is con-
cerned, we do not resile from it and it is time the
Opposition faced up to making a decision itself.
Does it favour the licensing of a casino Or not? In
all this talk that has gone on, the one aspect that
has been conspicuous by its absence is the attitude
of the Opposition towards the establishment of a
casino.

Mr Hassell: You made your decision last
Wednesday; we decided two years ago not to have
one.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: All right. I am perfectly
Happy to take on board that criticism and ask the
Leader of the Opposition whether he supports a
casino for Western Australia.

Mr H-assell: The Opposition will decide its atti-
tude when Parliament gets the legislation it is en-
titled to expect if the Government wants a casino.
We are not proposing a casino.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Is the Leader of the Op-
position saying he does not perceive there is a
question to be answered about the Opposition's
attitude? The one thing conspicuous by its ab-
sence is any attitude on the part of the Opposition
to the question of the establishment of a casino.

Mr Crane: I oppose it.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am glad.
Mr Peter Jones: We made a decision in 1982

not to have a casino.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Opposition is op-

posed to the establishment of a casino. Is that
what I am to understand from the Opposition's
position? I am glad I am getting it on record.
Tonight we learn the Opposition is opposed to the
establishment of a casino. I hope that is written
large because it is one thing we have retrieved
from this mishmash tonight-the Opposition is
opposed to a casino.

Mr Peter Jones: You have not put up a pro-
posal! You are an absolute fool.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I suppose if we ad-
journed for five minutes the Opposition could
make a decision. All this toing-and-froing. this
Clarence Darrow nonsense, does not hide one
fact-the Opposition does not have a policy on ca-
sinos.

Mr Crane: I do.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: With the exception of

the member for Moore. Dues the Opposition sup-
port the establishment of a casino in Western
Australia?

Mr Watt: Why not ask everybody?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know how we
get away from that simple challenge to all these
submissions made by the Opposition on this mat-
ter-that it has a responsibility to establish a pol-
icy. It has accused the Government of being
involved in a practice for the past 1 2 months of
creating a fait accompli at the same time as it
says it is okay for the Opposition not to address
the question,

Mr Rushton: You have a policy on homosexu-
ality and we do not.

Mr Burkett: Don't change the subject, safe
seat. You are having a dollar each way again.
Safe seat Cyril!

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I agree. We have a pol-
icy on homosexual law reform and the Opposition
does not. We have a policy on casinos and the Op-
position does not. Is that what the member is say-
ing-he does not have a policy? If he is saying
that then I say it is about time the Opposition
began to tell the public exactly what it stands for.
It Cannot stand for three things at once, and casino
legislation is not homosexual law reform. It does
not matter how the Leader of the Opposition
shillyshallies around the subject and says that the
Government is approaching it the wrong way.
Which way is he approaching it-every way? The
Leader of the Opposition does not have a policy.

Mr Pearce: They do not have a policy on who is
Leader of the Opposition either.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: The Government was
sorely embarrassed and disappointed by the
leaking of the news in respect of its decision on
the casino. The Government was aware of the
trading in shares to which the member for South
Perth referred. I say this unequivocally: It would
never be in the Government's mind to let one hint
or whiff of compromise touch its decision. For
that reason all those people who predicted that
Bill Smith or Joe Bloggs or someone else would
get a casino licence have been put back in their
boxes. Despite the leaking of the decision-if it
was that and I am inclined to the view that it was
not but that it was speculation knowing the de-
cision was about to be made-the Government
has clearly drawn the line that says to all those
people who would presume upon a decision that
they might be surprised, and in this case were sur-
prised, that the decision was to establish a casino
and to nominate Burswood Island, bearing in
mind the in-principle decision was subject to the
safeguards of planning, transport, and the en-
vironment. It should be also borne in mind that
everybody who had evinced any interest in estab-
lishing the casino was back at the starting
lint-with the exception of those two who nomni-

nated Burswood Island-and will have the oppor-
tunity to put their ease.

Mr Rushton: What about the City of Perth?
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I will tell the member

about that in a moment.
The Government decided that the eases should

be made public. One cannot be any fairer than
that. We were embarrassed by the leaking of the
information; certain things needed to be done
prior to ihe decision being finalised in Cabinet.
One was to inform the City of Perth. I informed
the Lord Mayor confidentially by telephone when
it became clear that because of the leaking of in-
formation pressures had built up on the ability to
do a number of things prior to the 9 April confir-
mation by the Cabinet.

Mr Rushton: Poor timing.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: All I can say is that

everyone who has evinced a desire to submit a
proposal to establish a casino has the opportunity
to do so. The Opposition has an opportunity to
frame a policy and vote for or against the legis-
lation. The proposal to establish a casino which
will be part of an integrated tourist facility and
which will create by virtue of the size of the
investment thousands of permanent jobs will mul-
tiply through the economy in a way that a quite
major resources development project fails to do
when one is talking about an investment of $200
million or $300 million, and will bring benefits to
the State that on balance the Government decided
were worth pursuing. In the pursuance of all that,
the Opposition is condemned by its inability to
say whether it supports the establishment of a ca-
sino.

The Government opposes the motion.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Tonkin

(Leader of the House).

WATER AUTHORITY HILL

In Committee

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
The Chairman of Committees (Mr Barnett) in
the Chair; Mr Tonkin (Minister for Water Re-
sources) in charge of the Bill.

Clause 4 1: Estimates-
The CHAIRMAN: Progress was reported on

the clause after Mr Mensaros had moved an
amendment. I point out to members that only 37
minutes are left in which to pass all stages of this
Bill.

Mr NIENSAROS: The question before the
Chamber is the amendment I moved. The Minis-
ter tried to ridicule the amendment by saying it
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would be an impossible situation to prescribe for
the Government how the next and subsequent
Budgets should be formed. Of course, we are not
talking about the whole Budget but a small part
of it. I remind the Minister it is not an extraordi-
nary situation. A number of Statutes contain pro-
visions requiring the Government of the day to
provide certain sums in the Budget. I refer to the
Judges' Salaries and Pensions Act under which
the Government is bound by law to provide
certain sums for the salaries of judges. There is no
way around it, it is contained in a Statute which
makes it compulsory for the Government to seek
an appropriation.

Because the system is one of yearly budgeting
one cannot say that would happen automatically
but the Government of the day is statutorily
obliged to seek appropriation in the revenue
Budget for this purpose. A number of other Acts
compel the Government to allow a certain amount
for a specific purpose and incorporate that
amount in the Budget. Some do it by specifying
dollars and cents, and I have given one example in
the judges' salaries. There are others such as that
which refers to the Governor's salary.

We can go a step further and say that the dif-
ference between initiating legislation in the Legis-
lative Assembly and the Legislative Council is
what we generally call "~money bills". A money
Bill is a piece of legislation which, when enacted,
provides automatically that certain sums be ap-
propriated in the Budget.

This amendment simply provides that the
Government of the day seek from the Parliament
an appropriation in the Budget of certain sums
which are described niot in dollars and cents, but
in proportion to the revenue of the country water
undertakings, and to my mind it is perfectly all
right. [I is not an unprecedented motion: it is not
unusual. The purpose of the amendment is to
make absolutely sure that the subsidy which is a
vital part of the country water undertakings
should remain. If this joint authority had not been
proposed, if any subsidies were withdrawn or
reduced, the only party disadvantaged would be
the country consumer. The greater the subsidy
given to the country consumer, the more the rev-
enue which must be raised by rates and charges.

Mr Tonkin: Are you proposing an amendment?
Mr MENSAROS: I have already proposed an

amendment. It is before the Chair.
Mr Tonkin: I am sorry; that was before the

adjournmnent.
Mr MENSAROS: If the two water supply

utilities-one is a Government department and
the other a Government instrumentality-arc

amalgamated, the burden which is the result of
withdrawing subsidies will fall upon all the con-
sumers, metropolitan as well as country. It is not
only in the interests of the country consumers that
I have moved this amendment on behalf of the
Opposition, but it is equally on behalf of the
metropolitan consumers, because the burden
would then be shared equally.

I remind the Minister of the position in the
SEC, which is the largest utility in the State.
Since the equal tariff was introduced by the SEC,
and since every remaining separate electricity
utility was absorbed into the SEC, the result has
been a lower tariff for the consumers of the small
absorbed utilities. This has been the position in
Geraldton, Carnarvon, and Kalgoorlie.

The reverse position applies to the water boards
because they charge less for water than the PWD
does.

As soon as this equal tariff arose, it could be
clearly shown that the SEC had large losses in the
country areas, and these losses were borne by the
consumers generally. The SEC, like the proposed
joint water authority, is a Government
instrumentality, and it is self-sufficient, indepen-
dent of the Government from the point of view
of finances. These country losses of the SEC, as I
understand it, now amount to $60 million or $70
million annually. They must now be seen as a
portion of the total turnover of the SEC, and that
total turnover today would be around $400
million. I might be wrong-I am open to correc-
tion-but in any event it is about 10 or 12 per
cent of the turnover.

So we easily reach the situation in the joint
water authority also where all the consumers in
Western Australia have to put up with a tariff in-
crease, or an increase in rates and charges over
and above the normal increases due to increased
costs, inflation, or perhaps accumulated debts,
and the rest of it, because the subsidy is with-
drawn.

The amendment is designed to safeguard
against this situation, and it is intended, not in an
unprecedented manner, that the Government
should not fall prey to the temptation to gradually
withdraw the subsidy. As I explained during the
second reading debate, there will be a temptation.
First of all, the Treasury will be on the back of
the Government to do this, as it did before with
the Fuel and Power Commission. As I explained,
this was absorbed by the SEC. and its budget had
to be borne by the utility itself from the tariff rev-
enue from consumers.

There is enough burden on these utilities
already. They are not only utilities but they are
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welfare agencies as well, as a result of the
Government's decision. The previous Government
is also responsible, but the responsibility lies par-
ticularly with the present Government, because it
has said that more social services must be pro-
vided through the utilities.

We know that the educational institutions, for
instance, pay much less for water. They do not
pay less for electricity, but they do pay less for
water. This is a loss for the utility. Contrary to
what the Minister has said, I am not proposi ng
something which is impossible, which is unpre-
cedented, and which would not be in line with our
system of Government budgeting. This is some-
thing which legitimately safeguards the interests
of the country.

Mr CRANE: I support the amendment moved
by the member for Floreat for the very reasons he
has ably outlined to the Chamber tonight. I do not
suppose there is any need to remind members of
the fact that country water supplies are very ex-
pensive and need to be subsidised from other
areas of the State. We recognise this.

Most people appreciate the fact that most of
the wealth of the State is created in rural areas,
so it is only reasonable and just that a contri-
bution should be made towards those areas from
the people situated in the more closely settled
areas and the more profitable ones as far as water
supplies are concerned.

It has been very ably pointed out that with the
amalgamation, the people in the metropolitan
area will face a liability. This amendment clearly
suggests money should be provided from the Con-
solidated Revenue Fund, a source which is aug-
mented from many areas. We would be most re-
miss in Parliament if we overlooked this very im-
portant facet which has been put forward. The
people in the country areas in particular depend a
great deal upon this type of legislation which will
ensure that the subsidies they have had in the past
and which have been necessary will, in fact, be
continued. it is suggested here that the funding
appropriated to the engineering division of the
Public Works Department for country water
undertakings is in proportion to the total revenue
received from those areas averaged over the
financial years 1982-83, 1983-84, and 1984-85.

That sets the yardstick by which it should be
done, and I believe this is a very wise and a
necessary amendment. I fully Support it on behalf
of the country people who wvill feel the brunt of
the loss of any of these subsidies which will inevi-
tably be withdrawvn if something is not done for
them in this way.

Mr TONKIN: I have already explained to the
Committee that this is an attempt to determine
the shape of the Budget which even the Govern-
ment has not seriously considered, and certainly
not in detail. For us to write into the legislation
ahead of time requirements for the Government
in its Budget is quite unprecedented. As I said be-
fore, no member or Minister on the opposite side
when in Government would have dared to suggest
to the former Premier (Sir Charles Court) that
this should be done. He would have had short
shrift, and he would probably not have stayed in
the Cabinet for very long.

The proper time to make these comments is
now. I accept the member's right to be concerned.
I have given an undertaking to the Opposition
that the subsidy will be maintained, but of course
I cannot say at what level. I am not the Cabinet.
Even the Treasurer is not in a position to say the
level at which it will be maintained. This is a mat-
ter for the Cabinet and then for the Parliament.

These matters will come before the Parliament
in the Budget. It is then that the Opposition
should express its displeasure with the Budget if it
perceives that the level of subsidy is not as high as
it thinks it should be. But certainly no Govern-
ment can ever accept that the Opposition should
start writing the Budget before the Government
has even considered that matten

Mr MENSAROS: I am very sorry I have to
speak again, but it appears to me that the Minis-
ter deliberately-I have to say "deliberately" be-
cause I think he is much too clever to do it
inadvertently-repeats the argument which first
of all does not stand up, and secondly is not a
reply to my argument. He has already advanced
exactly what he has said now. He said the
Government could not accept this amendment be-
cause the Opposition could not influence the
Government as far as the shaping of the Budget is
concerned. I then explained to him that that was
not an unprecedented move. There are Statutes
which compel the Government of the day to seek
appropriation year after year in the Budget for a
purpose prescribed in the particular Statute,
seeking money as necessary for this purpose.

We have reached a stage of impasse by the
wish of the Minister who does not respond to the
arguments which I brought up in response to his
argument.

The Minister says the Opposition has ample op-
portunity to complain when it sees the Budget ap-
propriations and how much subsidy is proposed.
He knows very well that his is not a pragmatic
solution. So do the water boards, If the subsidy is
to be cut drastically, what can the Opposition do?
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Never can the Opposition, being the minority
party, do anything about it, not only because it is
in the minority, but also because the subsidy is in
the Budget. To change the Budget by $I is a no
confidence motion in the Government. Any mem-
ber who has been in the Chamber for even a short
time should know this is the system.

That sort of argument by the Minister does not
stand up. Quite apart from that, if the Govern-
ment were to withdraw the subsidy, there would
be no Budget item at all. There is then no oppor-
tunity even to complain. But that isq the next move
for the Opposition, joined by some country mem-
bers on the Government side; it affects them just
as much. That does not solve the situation as far
as the rates and charges are concerned. They will
be much higher than they should be.

It appears to me that we cannot argue in a very
satisfactory way. One argument is thrown up and
the other side, the Government, repeats its old
stance and does not try to refute it. This is a rep-
etition of an irrevelant set of thoughts. I stand by
the amendment.

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Coyne
Mr Crane
Mr Grayden
Mr Hassell
Mr Peter Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon

Mr Batemnan
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bertram
Mr Bridge
Mr Bryce
Mrs Buchanan
Mr Carr
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Jamieson
Mr Tom Jones

Ayes
Mr Clarko
Mr Thompson
Mr Blaikie
Mr Old
M r Bradshaw
Mr MeNee
Mr O'Connor

and a division taken with the

Ayes 17
Mr Mensaros
Mr Rushton
Mr Spriggs
Mr Stephens
Mr Trethowan
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams

(Teller)

Noes 22
Mr Mclver
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr P. J. Smith
Mr A. D. Taylor
Mr 1. F. Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Troy
Mrs Watkins
Mr Wilson
Mr Burkett

(Teller)

Pairs
Noes

Mr IHodge
Mr Evans
Mr Davies
Mr Parker
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Brian Burke
Mr Terry Burke

Amendment thus negatived.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 42 to 47 put and passed.

Clause 48: Annual report-
Mr MENSAROS: I dealt with the question in

respect of this clause during the second reading
debate, but I shall repeat it, because I do not
think the Minister responded. The amalgamation
proposed in the Bill will result in the metropolitan
and country water undertakings being operated
and serviced by a Government instrumentality.
Apart from the subsidy about which we spoke a
minute ago, that instrumentality will not be sub-
ject to budgetary appropriation. Therefore, during
the Budget debate members will not be able to
comment on what is happening with respect to
water supplies in their electorates.

You, Sir, would recall that many members,
particularly country members, spend considerable
time during the Budget debate discussing water
requirements in their electorates. During that de-
bate members may refer to sewerage works, new
reticulation projects which are required, the
inadequate quantity or quality of water, and the
like. In a remote area with local sources of water,
such as dams, climatic conditions may result in
insufficient water being available; therefore, it
may be necessary to make alternative provision
for water supplies. Previously such matters could
be debated when the loan Budget or revenue
Budget was discussed.

The amalgamation will mean that that oppor-
tunity for country members to refer to water
supplies will be taken away and consequently
their constituents, the consumers of country water
undertakings, will not have a say in this matter.

I do not intend to move an amendment to this
clause, because it would be beyond the capacity of
an Opposition member to do so. However, I ask
the Minister to indicate whether the Government
agrees to continue with the policy adopted by the
Liberal Party when in Government that bodies of
this nature should be accountable to Parliament. I
do not refer to an inquiry by the Public Accounts
Committee or a special investigation which may
occur from time to time as a result of a motion,
but rather that generally, year after year during
the Budget debate or a similar debate, these
bodies should be accountable to Parliament.

If more and more Government agencics work-
ing within the framework of Government
instrumentalities-autonomous bodies-are es-
tablished, we shall have fewer and fewer
opportunities to scrutinise in Parliament the way
in which they work. Consequently, it would be de-
sirable to hear the Government's attitude to this
matter.

I ask the Minister how a very large utility, such
as the State Energy Commission or the proposed

7059



7060 [ASSEMBLY]

water authority of Western Australia, will come
under parliamentary scrutiny.

The number of authorities funded by the
Government's Loan Fund is diminishing rapidly.
Originally the Water Board's capital require-
ments were financed out of the Government's
Loan Fund. Now more and more of the loans for
waler supply are from the private market and very
little is accommodated in the Budget.

I am not quite sure, but I believe the SEC
ceased to feature in the Budget last year. Of
course, as this trend continues, we, as members of
Parliament, cease to have any say in the policies
and behaviour of these utilities.

When the metropolitan and country water
supplies are combined under the proposed auth-
ority, the annual ongoing budgel of that body will
be approximately $250 million and if we add this
to the SEC's budget the two will be almost one-
third of the State Budget. Even if it were a quar-
ter of the Budget, it cannot be said to be a small
sum. If the Parliament has the right to scrutinise
other areas in which taxpayers' funds are spent,
why should it not have the right to scrutinise the
activities of these public utilities which are not
privately owned, but rather are owned by the
Government and, in turn, the taxpayers, most of
whom are consumers?

Would the Minister give us some indication of
the thoughts of the Government in this respect,
bearing in mind that the Opposition did not op-
pose the Bill or the principle of amalgamation
contained in it? The Opposition did not oppose
the framework of 'this utility; namely, that it
should be a Government instrumentality. The
main reason we did not oppose it was based on its
capacity to borrow, It has greater capacity to bor-
row as a Government instrumentality because of
the Loan Council conditions than it would h ave as
a Government department. Consequently, it
would be of great interest to us for the Minister to
indicate his thoughts on that proposition.

Mr Tonkin: I understood we were talking about
clause 48.

Mr MENSAROS: I chose clause 48, which
deals with the annual reports, because that is
where the Parliamentary accountability fits in
most.

Mir TONKIN: Yes, I accept that an authority
may seem to be less accountable. However, as the
member will be aware, the Minister has great
control over the authority. He is responsible to
Parliament, and I am sure that if the Minister
does not account himself or the authority before
Parliament, the Government will be brought to
account politically. The clause I referred to en-

sures that the Financial statements are laid before
each House of Parliament, which step is a very
adequate safeguard.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 49 to 63 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Mr Rushton: The jack boots have moved in!

Mr Tonkin: That is an hour more than you
asked for.

Mr Rushton: The night has been changed to
suit you people. You have knocked off on private
business.

Mr Tonkin: I thank the Committee for its co-
operation in that experimental exercise.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Tonkin
(Minister for Water Resources), and transmitted
to the Council.

FATAL ACCIDENTS AMENDMENT BILL
1984

Second Reading

MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas-Minister for
Transport) [9.44 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.

At common law, the dependants of a person who
was killed because of the fault of a third party
could not recover compensation from the
wrongdoer for the loss of the financial support re-
sulting from the death.

Legislation adopted in Western Australia in
1849 and now enacted as the Fatal Accidents Act,
altered the common law and made provision for
designated relatives to take action for compen-
sation against a person who caused the deceased
person's death. This, of course, applies only in
cases where the deceased person would have been
entitled to recover damages in respect of the
wrongful act, neglect, or default had he still been
alive,

The action is undertaken by the deceased's per-
sonal representatives on behalf of the designated
relatives, and claims are limited to compensation
for economic or material loss. Damages are based
on the amount of financial support each relative
could have expected to receive had the deceased
person lived.
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At present, the only persons who can make a
claim for damages for wrongful death are the de-
ceased's surviving spouse, his or her children,
stepchildren, grandchildren, parents, stepparents
and grandparents.

Some years ago, the Law Reform Commission
of Western Australia was asked to consider
whether the class of persons entitled to claim
under the Act should be widened. The commission
reported in December 1978 and recommended
that the class of persons entitled to claim should
be extended.

The Bill now before the House seeks to extend
the class of eligible claimants under the Act to in-
clude the following-

A person to whom the deceased stood in the
place of a parent (in loco parenlis);
a person who stood in the place of a parent
(in loco parentis) to a deceased person;
brothers and sisters, including half brothers
and sisters;
the spouse of a deceased person who had
ceased to be such by virtue of divorce; and
a de facto spouse in cases where there is a
child of that union or in circumstances where
the de facto spouse had lived on a permanent
and bona fide domestic basis for not less than
three years.

Adopted and illegitimate persons continue to be
provided for. In case of a child born after the
death of the deceased person, the child will be
treated as having been born before the death oc-
cu rred.

The Bill also gives the court an express power
to order that a person who is entitled to do so, be
added to an action which has already commenced.
The court may order that that person be separ-
ately represented.

To consolidate the class of eligible claimants
under the Act, it is proposed to delete the defi-
nition of "child" and "parent" in the body of the
Act, and include all the classes of eligible claim-
ants in a schedule to the Act.

The Law Reform Commission also made
certain recommendations on a separate, very lim-
ited award of damages for 'loss of assistance and
guidance". The idea behind this is to compensate
certain close relatives for the loss of such non-
pecuniary benefits as they might have expected to
derive from the deceased person's assistance and
guidance if he had lived.

The Government has decided not to proceed
with these recommendations. It would require the
courts to undertake a time-consuming and diffi-
cult task in assessing the appropriate award and,

in any event, the amount awarded under such an
arbitrary limit would be likely to affront claim-
ants as often as it might solace them. There are
very few jurisdictions where such a provision
exists.

In summary, the effect of this Bill is to extend
the class of persons who may claim under the Act,
by bringing in a number of people who were
members of the deceased person's household or
dependent upon him.

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

(Leader of the Opposition).

SUPREME COURT AMENDMENT BILL 1984

Second Reading

Debate resumed from 22 March.
MRt HASSELL (Cotteslce-Leader of the Op-

position) [9.49 p.m.]: The purpose of this Bill is to
increase from seven to 10 the number of judges
that can be appointed to the Supreme Court. The
Minister has stated that the subsequent appoint-
ment of an additional Supreme Court judge after
the passage of this Bill is part of a Government
package to reduce the backlog of civil cases which
presently exists in the Supreme Court. It is there-
fore intended to appoint one more judge to the
Supreme Court, yet the Bill proposes to allow the
Executive arm of Government to increase the
number of Supreme Court judges by three.

At the present time, the Supreme Court Act al-
lows for the appointment of a Chief Justice and
such number of other judges not exceeding seven
as the Government may from time to time ap-
point. The number was increased from six to
seven in 1982. If it is intended to appoint one ad-
ditional judge we need to ask the reason that it is
necessary to increase the number of prospective
appointments by three. If it is intended to appoint
three more judges, the Government should say so.

Does the Government intend to appoint more
than one, and if so, precisely when? If the
Government intends to appoint more than one ad-
ditional judge at a future date, this does not in
any way justify the proposed legislation to permit
the appointment of three judges. The legislation
should authorise only those appointments which
are immediately intended. Obviously at some
future time there will be a need for additional Su-
preme Court judges; that is. if with the creeping
centralism of the Federal Government and its
courts there is any jurisdiction left to the Supreme
Courts.

Presuming that some measure of State re-
sponsibility in its own laws continues, it may be
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assumed that there may be a need for further Su-
preme Court judges in the future. Certainly they
will be needed with the natural growth in popu-
lation and litigation resulting by the year 1990,
but the appointment of judges to the Supreme
Court, the highest court in Western Australia, is a
matter which has always been one of delicacy and
one which requires the maintenance of the control
of Parliament.

It would be quite wrong for the Parliament to
surrender its control by giving carte blanche to
the Government to make appointments at some
time in the future, if a need should arise. When
additional judges of the Supreme Court are
needed, the legislation for that should be brought
to Parliament then, without any provision for
future appointments.

It is obvious that this sort of legislation could
be abused easily. We could have the situation in
which an outgoing Government could choose,
after having been defeated at an election, but be-
fore formally resigning from office, to fill the
vacancies in the Supreme Court.

Mr Jlamieson: That would be the last thing on
their mind, I would imagine.

Mr HASSELL: It might be, but having seen
the record of the present Government in filling
positions around this town with its nominees and
having sacked unceremoniously good and faithful
servants of the State, that is not the last thing
that we have to be suspicious of.

We have seen the situation with the State
Housing Commission, the Princess Margaret
Hospital Board, and others where the Govern-
ment has moved in and unceremoniously removed
people from office.

Mr Bertram: With good cause.
Mr 1. F. Taylor: All your political appointees.
Mr HASSELL: They were well qualified

people who have never identified themselves with
us politically, but who have served honestly,
honourably, and effectively on those boards. The
Government has thrown them out, without a
blush, without even a letter in some eases and
without any notification until the people saw it in
the Government Gazette or the newspaper.

Several members interjected.
Mr HASSELL: Government members can

make all the interjections they like about political
appointees; they were faithful people who served
our Government and the present Government
well. They did not resign when the present
Government came to offiee, but this Government
threw them out to make way for its political
nominees.

That is the very concern we have about this
Bill, because what kind of standard will be ap-
plied to the Supreme Court. We agree that some
provision should be made for an extra appoint-
ment, but because this Bill has not been amended
there will be a provision to make room for three
more judges. If that is so, I question it. I would
like to hear the Minister state the reasons for this
provision, and if there are good reasons, of course
we will support them, but in the absence of
justification, we would like to know the reason
that this unusual course has been adopted. Sub-
ject to that, we support the Bill.

MR GRILL (Esperance-Dundas-Minister for
Transport) [9.56 p.m.]: The response from the
Leader of the Opposition is to be expected: it is a
normal response and I do not criticise it. I think it
is a reasonable response in the circumstances.
There is a duty on the Government to satisfy the
Opposition that three appointments are warranted
in this situation.

Mr Hassell: You realise we would not complain
about three appointments: it is three vacancies
with one appointment we are concerned about.

Mr GRILL: I will explain that to the Leader of
the Opposition right now, and he will probably
agree with me. I share the Leader of the Oppo-
sition's concern, and of course it is a situation
where Governments could abuse a situation; but
this Government, if it does not have a reputation
for anything else, does have a reputation for
being reasonable and responsible. The Govern-
ment does not have a reputation for always being
right, but for being mostly right.

Mr Hassell: And modest, too.
Mr GRILL: And fairly modest. In this case a

presentation could be put forward that would
justify the appointments immediately of three
judges. The association to which the Leader of the
Opposition and I belong advocated that three
judges should be appointed here and now. The as-
sociation says that the work is around and the fig-
ures which have been put forward in the second
reading speech would justify that. Further, while
not rejecting that point of view, the Government
simply states that there is a need to be financially
responsible in appointments to the Public Service
and to the bench. If we could appoint one person
rather than three, we should appoint one person.

In December, 1983 the Chief Justice indicated
that 227 civil cases were outstanding. It was
thought then that the Supreme Court, when one
judge came back from holidays and one judge was
released from a very long case which went on for
92 days and came back to the mainstream of
everyday business, could reduce that load eon-
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siderably. That does not appear to be the cast,
and the civil list has increased. The Supreme
Court has a very good record on the civil side, but
that record is not as good as it should be.

We now have the situation where the time of at
least three judges is taken up almost permanently
in the Court of Criminal Appeal and it appears
that the same situation could apply in respect of
appeals on the civil side. As I have mentioned on
two or three occasions, that civil list appears to be
growing.

The Law Society is advocating that a number
of judges should be appointed, and while we are
not prepared to say its argument is incorrect, we
do take the proper and conservative approach and
say, "Yes we will legislate to increase the number
of judges by three, but we will endeavour, for the
time being, to appoint only one and to hold back
two of the appointments for the sake of the public
purse and for the sake of the taxpayer". The
Government will take a number of measures
complementary to these appointments to reduce
the backlog. These other measures are set out in
my second reading speech.

It is prudent and proper that although there
may be a case to increase the judges of the Su-
preme Court by three at this particular time, we
should make provision for three, but should in-
crease it only by one. I do not think that proposal
should lend itself to criticism. As I have said be-
fore, it may lend itself to some suspicion. All
Governments in the past, whether Liberal, Labor
or coalition, have been responsive concerning the
appointment of judges to the Supreme Court.

Mr Hassell: The Commonwealth was not
always; it appointed Murphy.

Mr GRILL: I think the appointment of Mr
Justice Murphy was one of those appointments
which most people consider was a proper appoint-
me nt.

At a Federal level, the Liberal Party abused the
situation and we are mindful of that, as my open-
ing remarks reflected.

I do not believe that any member in this House
could point his finger at any previous Government
in respect of increases in the number of judges ap-
pointed to the Supreme Court of this State.

Mr H-assell: We made one doubtful one last
time.

Mr GRILL: I will not say who it concerned,
but if the Leader of the Opposition wants to, he
may say so.

Mr Hassell: No I will not, I was being flippant.
Mr GRILL: The course adopted by this

Government is reasonable and prudent in terms of

the public purse, and it should be adopted by the
Government.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee

The Chairman of Committees (Mr Barnett) in
the Chair; Mr Grill (Minister for Transport) in
charge of the Bill.

Clause I put and passed.
Clause 2: Section 7 amended-
Mr HASSELL: I understand what the Minister

has said, but frankly I think it is unacceptable.
There is no justification for provision for the ap-
pointment of three judges if three judges are not
to be appointed. That is a serious derogation of
the power of the Government in favour of the
power of the Executive.

It is no good the Minister's saying to the
Chamber that the Supreme Court needs a certain
number of judges and that the Government might
want to appoint three judges. The judges could be
appointed at any time and it may even be in 1990.
It is totally unsatisfactory for Parliament to have
a period of years or even months in which an ap-
pointment is not made.

If another judge is required for the Supreme
Court, the Opposition will support an appoint-
ment. In fact, the shadow Attorney General (Mr
Medcalf) publicly stated that further judges were
needed. From what the Minister has said, it ap-
pears that the Government has no plans to ap-
point three judges. The Minister simply has a
vague notion that they are needed, and he has in-
dicated that at some time in the future the
Government will make the appointments. That is
not good enough for a principle which the Minis-
ter has acknowledged is important.

I understand that the Minister for Transport is
only representing the Attorney General in this
case and that this is not his Bill. I do not want to
direct my remarks to the Minister, but I believe
the Government has not justified the legislation.

The Minister representing the Attorney Gen-
eral has not only failed to justify the legislation,
but also agreed with the very criticism which I
have levelled at the Bill.

The Government should be prepared to accept
an amendment to this clause to substitute for the
figure "10" the word "eight". This would allow
the appointment of one additional judge.

I will give an undertaking to the Minister and
to the Government that if the amendment which I
propose to move is accepted, when the Govern-
ment seeks an amendment for an additional
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judge, the Opposition will, in every way, facilitate
the immediate passage of the necessary legislation
through this Chamber.

It is not right for this Chamber or this Parlia-
ment to put through an amendment to allow the
Government an unfettered, unlimited and uncon-
trolled time frame in which to fill those positions.

We are not talking about appointments to the
magistracy, the Industrial Commission, the Dis-
trict Court, some administrative tribunal or
licensing court or any body of that nature. We are
talking about appointments to the court which in
the sovereign State of Western Australia is equiv-
alent to the High Court, in the wider Australia, or
by comparison with the United Kingdom which is
equivalent to the High Court of Justice in
England and it runs contrary to all the traditions
of the law and the constitutional conventions
which operate to have this situation arise. I move
an amendment-

Page 2, line 4-Delete the figure "10"
with a view to substituting the word "eight".

I repeat that I assure the Minister that when his
Government is in a position to make a further ap-
pointment which is genuinely required, the Oppo-
sition will facilitate the passage of the necessary
amending legislation.

Mr GRILL: The Government opposes the
amendment for the reasons I have already
outlined in reply to the second reading debate.

Perhaps I can convince the Leader of the Oppo-
sition by advising that the Government has no in-
clination to be irresponsible in respect of the ap-
pointment of judges, bearing in mind that such
conservative bodies as the Law Society and the
Barristers Association have advocated the ap-
pointment of three or more additional judges.

The Leader of the Opposition will accept my
point when he has heard it. If the Government
were irresponsible and subversive in its moti .ves in
connection with the appointment of judges to the
Supreme Court, it would go ahead and appoint
three judges without any equivocation or any
quibbling or demur from the Opposition.

The Leader of the Opposition has already ac-
cepted that fact in his speech. If we were to be
irresponsible we would adopt that course. We are
saying that perhaps the Law Society, the Bar As-
sociation and the legal profession generally are
correct in putting forward the view that we need
three more judges. Let us see in the cause of
financial responsibility and prudence whether
together with a whole range of measures which
are set out in the second reading speech we cannot
just get away for the time being with the appoint-
ment of one judge. If that is not adequate we can

appoint the other two without coming back to the
Parliament and in a fairly clumsy way adding to
the number of judges in the Supreme Court.

The figures mentioned in the Chief Justices
address in December and later on the figures
enunciated by the Attorney General reveal that
the situation is volatile. The Government, the At-
torney General and the Chief Justice cannot prop-
erly estimate the backlog of civil cases. In that
situation where their prognosis may not be correct
the House should be prepared to give this Govern-
ment the right to appoint three more judges, as
the legal profession is clamouring for it to do. and
also give it the right to appoint one judge to see
how the backlog of cases goes.

If it can be diminished by the appointment of
one extra judge and the other measures we have
set out it may not be necessary to go ahead and
appoint the other two judges immediately. I say
"immediately" because no-one doubts that in the
fullness of time we will have to appoint the other
two judges.

If as the Leader of the Opposition suspects, and
as he hinted in his remarks, we were to be
irresponsible we would adopt the advocacy of the
legal profession and appoint three new judges
now. He has hinted that he would go along with
that and in so doing we would not take any action
to protect the public purse. We are not doing that;
we are taking account of the public purse and the
burden on the taxpayer. I have heard almost
everyone on the other side of the Chamber put
forward that particular argument in the past,
sometimes quite vehemently.

If the Opposition simply wants to attack and
criticise the Government for enideavouring to
minimise the cost to the public purse, so be it. I
do not think it can mount a case that the Govern-
ment is being irresponsible in endeavouring to
reduce the cost to the public purse; we are simply
being prudent.

Mr COWAN: The National Party accepts the
argument put forward by the Government on this
issue and we will not support the amendment. I
certainly do not make any claim to competence to
discuss this issue whereas both the previous
speakers have some training in law and are associ-
ated with the profession.

It strikes me as rather strange that the Leader
of the Opposition should use this opportunity to
be critical of a Government using an amendment
such as this to delegate the powers of this Parlia-
ment. I understood the Leader of the Opposition
to say that it gave the powers to the Government.
It was never apparent to me in the time the
Leader of the Opposition and his colleagues occu-
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pied the Treasury benches that they had any
qualms about assuming the powers of Parliament
and delegating them to Government. I do not see
how this amendment conforms to the impression
of the Leader of the Opposition. The Bill states a
number and does not delegate any power t0 the
Government. It increases the number of judges
who can be appointed. For that reason we are pre-
pared to support the Bill as it stands.

Mr JAMIESON: The Leader of the Opposition
is indulging in procrastination of the worst kind.
He has put forward some spurious idea that per-
haps the Labor Party in defeat might fill up these
positions before moving out of office.

Mr Bertram: What would that achieve?

Mr JAMIESON: I do not know. The party
would be so busy crying in its beer that it would
not be worrying about appointing Supreme Court
judges. We would be interested in a lot of other
things.

The Leader of the Opposition is only
procrastinating when he says he would guarantee
to pass another Bill to appoint a judge in vcouple
of months and would do the same a few months
later if a similar Bill were brought forward. He is
doing the very thing the champions of private en-
terprise would not want. Imagine the board of di-
rectors of a firm saying they might want to em-
ploy three more people but one might be able to
do the job.

Mr Laurance: We are talking about Supreme
Court judges, not employees.

Mr JAMIESON: Of course, but the Supreme
Court judges cost money, just as it costs money to
employ people. If the Government is forced into
going along with the proposals of the two law
bodies in this State and appointing another three
judges, the Leader of the Opposition will support
us and we would waste the money.

Mr Laurance: That argument falls down. The
Government does not bring in a Bill every time it
wants to appoint a public servant, but it does
when it appoints a Supreme Court judge.

Mr JAMIESON: Not necessarily. Sometimes a
position is left vacant for some time so that it can
be filled later if necessary. That is not unusual in
the Australian system. All sorts of courts have
this capability given to them in various Acts of
Parliament. Those Acts have been passed to avoid
the bother of constantly bringing forward legis-
lation. It allows the administration to get on with
the job of keeping up the judicial strength to a
sufficient quantum to be able to meet the require-
menits of the cases coming before it.

There has been no suggestion-and the Leader
of the Opposition has not been able to make
one-as to where this is likely to be manipulated
except the one instance he gave which has never
been adopted and is not likely to be.

Mr Hassell interjected.
Mr JAMIESON: That did not involve em-

ploying members or anything like that. It was
after the election before they left office.

Several members interjected.
Mr JAMIESON: During that week it was

doubtful whether the Government would be de-
feated and it became clear only after the count of
the DLP preference votes a week later in
Murchison. If there was to be a hung House-at
that stage there were 50 members-the sensible
thing was to be able to say to the Governor that
we would carry on until redistribution occurred
and the problem might be solved in that way.
That is good advice. There is nothing wrong with
it except when people such as Opposition mem-
bers manipulate the boundaries of electorates and
continue to try to subvert the wishes of the people
of this State every time there is an opportunity.

On the question of such appointments, the ap-
pointment of Olney was reasonable. Indeed, we
have probably appointed many people who were
not of our political flavour. Nevertheless they
have been reasonable appointments and no-one
has pointed the finger in respect of their political
leanings once they have been appointed. I suggest
that until the Leader of the Opposition is able to
come up with a reasonable argument in this re-
gard he should hold his views.

Mr LAURANCE: This is an amazing debate.
The Government says it does not have a mortgage
on good ideas and it is prepared to accept ideas
from across the Chamber and from other parts of
the community. The Government says it will
break all records in accepting amendments moved
by the Opposition and is prepared to listen to
reasonable amendments.

Mr Jamieson: How many amendments did your
party ever accept? Let us look at your record.

Mr LAURANCE: We are talking about the re-
cord of this Government. The member for
Welshpool has criticised the record of the pre-
vious Government and said this Government will
not act in that way. It has said it will accept
reasonable amendments and that will be its
modus operandi. However, on a perfectly reason-
able amendment we have had comments of
"procrastination", "spuriousness" and other re-
marks of a volatile nature. We are only talking
about a simple amendment to do what the
Government said it wanted to do. No-one denies
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the need for an additional Supreme Court judge.
The issue has become a public one and the
Government has stated that it will try to meet the
need. It has said that given the financial situation
it can employ one additional Supreme Court
judge. It may be desirable to employ more at this
stage which would have a greater impact on the
backlog of cases before the court and the Govern-
ment would have considered that course were it
not for financial reasons. We understand that
situation and the Minister made it clear that we
must take the public purse into account. However,
on other occasions the public purse has been
totally forgotten and it is amazing to hear the
concern on this occasion.

Mr Grill: I am glad you appreciate our concern.
Mr LAURANCE: I would have expected the

Minister to say this is a social cost. For example,
we could not afford the Perth-Fremantle railway
line but the Minister, wearing his hat as Minister
for Transport, said the Government was accepting
it as a social cost. It could be that the appoint-
ment of three Supreme Court judges is a social
cost which the community and this Government
must meet.

However, the Government has said it will be
financially prudent and will appoint only one
judge. The Opposition does not argue with that.
Why not bring a Bill before the Parliament to ap-
point one additional judge? We have many points
of common ground and would have no opposition
to a Bill of this nature. We have indicated our
support. The only point at issue is the number of
appointments for which the Government wishes to
legislate.

Mr Jamieson: You are procrastinating,
otherwise you would have taken some action in
the Legislative Council.

Mr LAURANCE: This measure has not been
before the Legislative Council. Perhaps the mem-
ber for Welshpool is showing the way in which we
should go.

Mr Jamieson: No, I am not.
Mr LAURANCE: From the point made by the

member it seems he is inviting us to.
Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: We are encouraged by the

comments of the member for Welshpool when he
says we should do something about this in the
Legislative Council. We are not bully-boys on this
side and we do not want to threaten the Govern-
ment. We are not like the boof-headed Premier
over there; we do not rant and rave and strut up
and down saying we will do this, that and the
other.

Mr Burkett: When your wife wakes up in the
morning does she say, "Good morning, God" or,
"Good God, morning"?

The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr LAURANCE: The Leader of the Oppo-

sition did not raise anything about what might
happen in the Legislative Council on this matter.
Nor did 1. The person to raise it was one of the
member's colleagues.

Mr Jamieson: What is the wonder of that?

Mr LAURANCE: There is that possibility; the
member must admit it is a veiled threat.

Mr Grill: You are wasting time.

Mr LAURANCE: l am not.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! I have been particu-

larly lenient with all speakers to date. The amend-
ment before the Chair is that we delete the figure
"10". Each speaker should have, but has not.
spoken directly to that amendment. I am prepared
to accept that the member about to resume his
seat shall continue in the same vein as members
preceding him. However, he will be the last mem-
ber to whom I will extend leniency in that man-
ner. I hope that the balance of his speech-the
clock has been stopped so that we do not steal any
of his time-can be more closely directed to the
matter before the Chair; that is, that the figure
"10" be deleted.

Mr LAURANCE: Thank you, Mr Chairman. I
will ignore the interjections and comply with your
request.

The Opposition is not procrastinating on the
matter of how many judges are appointed,
whether eight or 10. Opposition members are not
being spurious or procrastinating at all. We are
making a perfectly reasonable point to the
Government, the Minister and the Leader of the
House who has already acknowledged that the
Government will accept reasonable amendments.
If the Government wants to appoint one ad-
ditional judge, why does it not legislate to do
that?

If it does not have the finances, that is a differ-
ent position. It might appoint another judge in a
month, or a further month after that. If that is the
intention, why does not the Government say so?

Several members interjected.
Mr LAURANCE: Only one can be appointed.

Why does the Government want to keep two ap-
pointments up its sleeve? It is like the casino. The
Government has the casino up one sleeve and two
Supreme Court judges up the other.

Several members interjected.
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Mr LAURANCE: The weakest point in the
Government's argument was that the Minister
agreed with what the Opposition was saying. We
would like to help him out. On the one hand he
says he belongs to a Government which accepts
reasonable amendments. On the other hand, he
says on this occasion that the Government will not
agree to this amendment. I ask the Minister to
examine his stance, which is totally illogical. I do
not know who told him that tonight is the night
on which he cannot accept reasonable amend-
ments. If the Minister were being consistent, he
would accept this amendment.

The Minister said that it was a very volatile
situation. The appointment of Supreme Court
judges does not go up and down like a yoyo.

Mr Grill: Let us get that clear. What I said was
that it was apparent that the civil list was a very
volatile situation: it was very harfi to predict just
what level of backlog there would be. We are not
talking about anything other than the list when
we talk of the volatile situation.

Mr LAURANCE: The Minister is saying I
took that out of context.

Mr Bertram: You have misunderstood what he
said when everybody else knew what he said.

Mr LAURANCE: What difference does that
make to the situation? He talked about the reason
for wanting only one appointment being that he
had to be prudent with the public purse. Surely he
has assessed this volatile situation and worked out
how many judges can be employed. The answer to
that question is "One"; he can afford to employ
only one additional judge at this time.

Mr Grill: That is the very point. It has been ac-
cepted by the Chief Justice and by the Attorney
General. It is very hard at this time to predict
exactly what that backlog will be. The reason it is
hard to predict is that one just does not know how
many appeals will come forward, firstly, to the
full Supreme Court, and, secondly, to the Crimi-
nal Appeal Court. That really is the problem. The
Chief Justice has accepted that point.

Mr LAURANCE: If a lot come forward in the
near future, the Minister will then immediately
proceed to appoint another Supreme Court judge?

Mr Grill: We will examine the situation. If that
appeared to be the situation, yes. If it was not
enough, other measures which we have already
outlined in the second reading speech would be
taken for the appointment of a second and poss-
ibly even a third.

Mr LAURANCE: The court list is a volatile
situation, I will agree. The financial position and
the appointment of an additional judge is not a

volatile situation; it is something which will have
to be carefully assessed and the Minister will have
to try other measures first before he moves to the
expense of an additional appointment. That is not
a volatile situation. If the Minister found that the
position warranted another appointment, he could
easily come along to the Parliament with legis-
lation for an additional appointment at that time,
and the Leader of the Opposition has already in-
dicated that the Opposition would facilitate the
passage of such legislation.

So really the Minister is using the Parliament
as a rubber stamp. None of the members on the
other side would like to have the Executive take
control and remove the say from Parliament. The
Leader of the House would find that an
intolerable situation. We would not want to Put
him into the position of accepting such a situ-
ation. It would be intolerable for him to have Par-
liament used as a rubber stamp for the Executive.

If the Minister wants to go ahead and appoint
an additional judge, he will be acting totally
irrationally. This is a reasonable amendment. If in
the future the Minister thinks further appoint-
ments are required because the position is not
helped, he can come to the Parliament at that
time and he would have the support of the Oppo-
sition for a further appointment.

Mr Jamieson: You did not say that.
Mr LAURANCE: He gave an unequivocal as-

surance. I will be getting off clause 10 if I answer
that interjection. The Government has shown it is
in a very difficult position because it wants to ac-
cept reasonable amendments. This is a reasonable
one, but the Government will not accept it. That
is totally irrational and illogical for a person
versed in the law as is the Minister handling this
Bill.

Mr HASSELL: This is a serious matter.

Mr Jamieson: Come on, you will have us all
crying.

Several members interjected.
The CHAIRMAN: The Leader of the Oppo-

sition has the floor. I do not think he has said
more than three words, but everyone else has had
a go.

Mr HASSELL: I repeat that this is a serious
matter, and we raise it seriously. The Minister re-
sponded in the second reading in a most respon-
sible way, but since then I fear he has taken the
lead from his leader and misrepresented my pos-
ition completely.

Mr Bertram: The Premier does not mis-
represent your case; you misrepresent his.
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Mr HASSELL: The Minister was quite wrong
in suggcsting that I was being critical of the
Government in any way for being cautious about
the financial position.

Let me make our position very clear. It is quite
simple. We are satisfied that there is a need for
an additional appointment, and we support the
Government's making an additional appointment.
Neither the Government nor at this stage the Op-
position is satisfied about the need for any other
appointments. We are quite open to be convinced
of that need, either by direct representations from
the Law Society or from the Bar Association, or
by the Government itself. We have no political
axe to grind in this matter at all. We agree with
the Government's approach in terms of the ap-
pointment. with the need for financial caution.
and with the need for the position to be reviewed
if there is a backlog.

It is no laughing matter when there is a backlog
of business of the Supreme Court. The costs to
litigants are considerable, and the respect in
which the legal system is held is severely dimin-
ished when people cannot have their cases re-
solved within a reasonable period.

There is an old legal expression which very
clearly covers the matter when it says, "Justice
delayed is justice denied".

We do not have any argument with the Govern-
ment about any of those things.

Mr Jamieson: You are a disgrace to your pro-
fession.

Mr HASSELL: Let me say to the Minister that
in raising this matter, I am using the advice I
have received from the shadow Attorney General,
who is well aware of the overall position and who
will deal with this matter in the upper House. I
am acting on his behalf on this matter; it is not
something I have dreamt up tonight on the spur of
the moment. I am raising this fundamental issue
about whether it is proper to leave appointments
to the Supreme Court of Western Australia en-
tirely in the hands of the Executive arm of
Government when and if two vacancies should be
filled.

Mr Laurance: Parliament is only a rubber
stamp under this Government.

Mr HASSELL: I say to the Government, "Let
us support you on making the appointment that
you want to make without argument". I do not
know who the Government's appointee will
be-we might have an argument about that-but
let us not worry about that now. Let us support
the Government on what it wants to do. Let us
also amend the Government's Bill to allow it to do
precisely what it wants to do and the moment it is

convinced that it needs another judge or two and
it has the money and the public purse can stand
it, weighing up all the priorities which it, as the
Government, has to do, we will deal with the mat-
ter expeditiously and properly in the Parliament
so that is is resolved. That is a very proper pos-
ition and there is no need for members opposite to
misrepresent it, to make out the point is unim-
portant or flippant, or to try to reduce it.

We are not talking about the magistracy or the
Workers' Compensation Board; we are talking
about the Supreme Court of Western Australia
and how it should be dealt with.

I ask the Minister to reconsider the acceptance
of the amendment which does not prevent the
Government doing anything it wants to do. In-
deed, we support what it wants to do.

Mr GRILL: The Government is not at all con-
vinced by the arguments put forward by the Op-
position. The situation is simply this: The advice
coming forward to us from the societies and as-
sociations I have mentioned indicates that there
should be a further three appointments to the Su-
preme Court. While not rejecting that advice, we
say, "Yes, we will make provision for the appoint-
mnent of a further three judges, but we will not ap-
point them immediately, bearing in mind our
responsibilities to the taxpayers. We shall appoint
one immediately, and if that one, together with
the other measures we are taking to endeavour to
reduce the backlog of civil cases, is not sufficient,
we will appoint the other two". That attitude can-
not be criticised, it is responsible and prudent, and
it is the way the taxpayers and the voters of West-
ern Australia would like us to go.

The spectre raised by the Opposition is that, in
some way, the Government may be irresponsible
in the appointment of judges to the Supreme
Court. If one looks at the objective evidence,
every indicator is in the other direction. In fact,
the Government has shown a reluctance to make
appointments to the Supreme Court. That has
been well documented in the newspapers over the
last six to I12 months. We have been reluctant to
bend to pressure to make extra appointments.

Mr Laurance: I didn't claim you were being
irresponsible, and I don't think the Leader of the
Opposition did either.

Mr GRILL: If that is the final summation of
what members opposite have to say, they do not
have a case.

Mr Laurance: Not at all; we are saying you are
being irrational.

Mr GRILL: The Leader of the Opposition
made that point and he should argue it. He is not
disagreeing with me. All the present evidence in-
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dicates that this Government is very reluctant to
make extra appointments to the Supreme Court,
because of the extra cost. It is not just the cost of
salaries, but it includes also the additional costs
and expenses that are attached to such appoint-
ments.

The point which has been made by the Oppo-
sition is very hollow. It is a theoretical argument;
it is not substantiated by the facts or by previ ous
practice on the part of the Government. The
points I have made about a backlog in the civil list
and the way in which we have prudently gone
about endeavouring to reduce the backlog really
do count. The way we are going about increasing
the number of judges in the Supreme Court is
proper and correct.

Amendment put and negatived.

Clause put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the re-
port adopted.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third
reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Grill
(Minister for Transport), and transmitted to the
Council.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS DUTY
AMENDMENT BILL (No. 2)1984

Message: Appropriations

Message from the Lieutenant-Governor and
Administrator received and read recommending
appropriations for the purposes of the Bill.

House adjourned at 10.46 p.m.

Ii
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

PUBLIC SERVANTS AND GOVERNMENT
EM PLOYEFES

Number
2680. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:

(1) How many people are on the Govern-
ment payroll according to the latest stat-
istics available to him?

(2) How many people are employed by each
department and Government agency-
(a) against Consolidated Revenue Fund

and General Loan Fund;
(b) against other funds?

(3) To which date do these statistics apply?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Before dealing with the specific infor-
mation sought in parliamentary question
2680, 1 advise members of the House
that effective from 31 December 1983
the Public Service Board changed the
basis on which statistics concerning the
number of Government employees are
compiled. This action was taken to make
the statistics more meaningful.
Under the previous system-
(i) all employees were included

irrespective of whether they were on
duty-i.e. staff on extended leave,
such as maternity leave, were in-
cluded. Where relief staff were en-
gaged, this resulted in "double
counting"; and

(ii) only part time employees working
15 hours or more per week were in-
cluded and these were not dis-
tinguished from full-time staff.
Those working less than 15 hours
per week were excluded.

The new system excludes employees who
are on leave for periods of three months
Or more, Cadets attending tertiary
institutions on a full-time basis, and con-
verts hours worked by part-time em-
ployees to a full-time equivalent for each
department and authority.
The statistics which I am now pleased to
provide in response to question 2680
have been compiled in accordance with
the above new system-

(1) 91 622.27
(2) (a) and (b) Refer tabled schedules.
(3) 29 February 1984.

The schedules were tabled (see paper No. 710).
2681. This question was further postponed.

GAMBLING

Bingo: Head Injured Society

2765. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:
(1) Has he had representation from the

Head Injured Society indicating that
liberalised bingo regulations have effec-
tively deprived the society of the avenue
by which it has, in the past, raised the
bulk of its revenue?

(2) Has he investigated the complaint, and
if so, with what result?

(3) If not, will he do so and advise me of the
result?

(4) Does the Government intend to provide
financial assistance to the society?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) to (3) No.

(4) 1 have advised the society to make a de-
tailed submission to the Treasury De-
partment when the State's Budget for
1984-85 is being formulated.

FUEL AND EN ERGY: STATE ENERGY
COMMISSION

Staff. Replacement Policy

2813. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) Is the State Energy Commission subject

to the Government's 50 percent staffing
replacement policy?

(2) How many positions within the State
Energy Commission have fallen vacant
since the policy was introduced and been
filled or removed from the staffing es-
tablishment in accordance with the pol-
icy?

(3) How many new positions have been cre-
ated within the State Energy Com-
mission since the commencement of the
policy?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) to (3) It would have been impossible in

the overall context to make the State
Energy Commission subject to the
Government's 50 per cent staffing re-
placement policy. The member would be
aware that as a result of the decisions
taken by his Government, the com-
mission is faced with the position of
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having to staff the extensions to the
Muja Power Station and the Dampier-
Perth pipeline project. Additionally
there are certain minimum manning
levels which are required for safe and ef-
ficient operation of power stations. Ad-
ditional problems are created by virtue
of the fact that the commission will be
closing the South Fremantle Power
House and in the vicinity of 200 people
will have to be absorbed within other
areas of the commission's operations
with this closure,

Until recently there was internal scru-
tiny of the requirements to replace par-
ticular individuals who left and whose
positions did not fall within the
categories outlined above. However, I
determined in early February this year
that, with the exception of power
stations, I would be responsible for mak-
ing all decisions about replacing people
who left the SEC.
The SEC is operating at figures substan-
tially below the establishment approved
for it.

2828. This question was furt her postponed.

COMMUNITY WELFARE

Women's Refuges:- Federal Funding

2829. Mr THOMPSON, to the Minister for
Youth and Community Services:

What action has he taken to obtain
funds committed in the last Federal
Budget to assist the running of women's
refuges?

Mr WILSON replied:
This question is one which does not fall
under my portfolio and should therefore
be redirected to the Minister for Health.

COMMUNITY WELFARE

Women's Refuges: Length of Stay

2830. Mr THOMPSON, to the Minister for
Housing:
(1) Is he aware that concern is held by

people associated with the operation of
women's refuges in this State that the
inability of the State Housing Com-
mission to quickly satisfy the housing re-
quirements of people who take advan-
tage of these refuges is causing some
people to become "institutionalised"?

(2) Is he aware that because of the lack of
suitable housing the current length of
stay of people in some women's refuges
has increased from approximately three
weeks to approximately eight weeks and
that the ability of these refuges to house
people is sharply reduced?

(3) What action will be taken to rectify the
problem?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) 1 am aware that there is concern regard-

ing the difficulty in quickly housing
people in refuges.

(2) No.
(3) The commission gives special attention

to applicants needing emergent assist-
ance, but the ability of the State Hous-
ing Commission to house these people
quickly depends largely on the particular
requirements of the applicants and the
availability of rental housing resources.
To improve performance, the Govern-
ment has entered into an increased-
building programme for 1983-84 and
looks towards a programme to provide
5 000 units over three years. The
Government has also formed a working
party to look at establishing an emerg-
ency housing office.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Staff: Great Southern

2833. Mr PETER JONES, to the Deputy Prem-
ier:
(1) Having regard to the considerable

Westrail staff reductions in the great
southern and the commitment by the
State Government to alleviate the result-
ant serious unemployment, what incen-
tives will the State Government offer to
attract new industry to the region or to
expand existing industry?

(2) Will the Government consider payroll
tax exemption for industries which ab-
sorb former Westrail employees?

(3) In order to assist in developing alterna-
tive employment, what initiatives does
the Government propose to take?

Mr BRYCE replied:
(1) The member should be aware of

Westrail's commitment that the ration-
alisation of staffing arrangements in the
great southern will not involve any re-
trenchments. Nevertheless, the Govern-
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ment accepts that some depletion of em-
ployment opportunities will occur in par-
ticular great southern centres. A work-
ing party comprising all major Govern-
ment departments, appropriate local
authorities, and chambers of commerce,
has been convened to study the problem.
With respect to specific assistance
measures, the Government will soon
have in place a very much improved
package of industry assistance and at-
traction measures, but I do not intend to
foreshadow those at this time. Suffice it
to say that each case will be treated
sympathetically on its merits.

(2) Relief from payroll tax is one measure
the Government has at its disposal. We
will consider its use if it is the most ap-
propriate and effective method of assist-
a nce.

(3) Answered in (I).

FUEL AND ENERGY: ELECTRICITY

Power Station: Bunbury

2836. Mr PETER JONES, to the Premier:
(1) Adverting to question 2566 of 22 March

1984, and in view of the requests made
of the State Government by the Korean
interests to be given ongoing support and
assistance in the establishment and oper-
ation of the proposed aluminium
smelter, has the Government been asked
by the State Energy Commission to con-
sider some of the aspects raised by the
Korean interests?

(2) Has the State Energy Commission con-
sidered internally the various requests,
with a view to identifying any possibility
of providing assistance?

(3) What direct and/or indirect support and
assistance is being given or considered
by the State Energy Commission and
the Government towards the feasibility
study referred to in part (1) of the
reply?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) I am not aware of any requests made of
the State Government by Korea n
interests, nor of the State Energy Com-
mission along the lines indicated in the
question by the member for Narrogin.

(2) Not applicable.
(3) None.

HOUSING: RENTAL

Rents: Control

2847. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Housing:
(1) Will he advise whether a decision has

been made to prohibit excessive rents
payable by private tenants?

(2) If "yes", how will the prohibition or con-
trol be implemented?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) No. In conjunction with my colleague

the Minister for Consumer Affairs, I
have established a working party com-
prising representatives of tenant support
groups and REIWA to consider a
number of issues of concern to tenants
and property owners. When the working
party presents its recommendations, the
Government will decide what, if any, ac-
tion might be necessary.

(2) Not applicable.

EXPO 88

Western Australian Participation

2848. Mr MacKI NNON, to the Premier:
(I) Has the State made any approach to the

organisers of Expo 88 in Queensland to
ensure Western Australian participation
in the Expo?

(2) If so, when was that approach made?
(3) To whom was it made?
(4) If there is to be such participation, what

will the nature of that participation be?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) to (4) This matter is under consider-

ation.

WATER RESOURCES: IRRIGATION

Rates: South-west

2861. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Water Resources:
(1) Has the joint study by the Public Works

Department and Agriculture Depart-
ment into a new irrigation water pricing
philosophy for the south-west irrigation
districts been concluded?

(2) If so, would he table the study docu-
ments and recommendations?

Mr TONKIN replied:
(1) Two meetings were held between Public

Works Department and Agriculture De-
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partment officers to propose options for
new irrigation water pricing philosophies
for the south-west irrigation districts.

(2) No formal report of the meetings was
prepared, but three selected options were
conveyed to farmers for consideration
and comment, through the farmer mem-
bers of the south-west irrigation advisory
committee. Details of the three options
are tabled.
It has been reported to the Public Works
Department that a number of meetings
of farmers occurred earlier this year.
with the following consensus ex-
pressed-

farmers generally accept the
current charging structure;
if a change is to be made, option 3
would be preferred, but only for a
trial period.

No decision has yet been made as to
whether any change in the charging
structure will be made.

The documents were tabled (see paper No. 709).
2862. This question was furt her postponed

STATE FORESTS

Working Plan No. 87

2864. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for For-
ests:
(1) Further to question 2684 of 1984, what

specific new actions have been initiated
by the Government that will-
(a) improve the productivity of the

hardwood forest:
(b) improve the utilisation and market-

ing of hardwood timbers?
(2) Further to (Il)(a) and (b)-

(a) where are these projects being car-
ried out;

(b) when did they commence; and
(c) what is the cost involved?

(3) What benefits can be expected from
(1)(a) and (b) during the life of working
plan 87?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

(1) (a) Nine projects have been initiated
for thinning and regeneration of the
wandoc, jarrah, and karri forests;
(b) a task force has been established to

plan improved utilisation and mar-
keting of timber, with representa-

tives from timber merchants, Forest
Products Association, timber panel
producers, housing industry,
furniture manufacturers, saw-
milling industry, and the Forests
Department.

Research programmes into the dry-
ing of local sawn hardwood at the
Harvey Forests Department saw-
mill have been expanded. Market
surveys have been carried out relat-
ing to materials used in house con-
struction and to the needs of wood
manufacturers in Western Aus-
tralia.

(2) Further to (l)(a)-

(a) Jarrahdale, Dwellingup,
Kirup, Nannup;

(b) February 1984;

(c) approximately $500 000.

Further to (l)(b)-

(a) Answered by (1 )(b);

Collie,

(b) the first task force meeting was in
August 1983-

Building materials survey: August
1983. Needs of wood manufac-
turers: November 1983. Expansion
of research into timber drying:
January 1984.

(c) estimated expenditure over the next
three years for hardwood milling
and drying research programmes,
$100 000 a year, some of which will
be recovered through sale of pro-
duce.

There has been no direct expendi-
ture on the task force.

Market surveys: $18 000 funded
mainly from wages pause pro-
grammes.

(3) With respect to (1)(a), sale of minor
forest products from trees removed dur-
ing thinning and increased growth rates
on trees retained.

With respect to (1)(b), improved
utilisation of timber resources and in-
creased availability of high grade
furniture quality timber.

(2221
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LAND
South- West Land Resource Task Force:

Submissions

2866. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Lands
and Surveys:
(1) Were submissions invited from the

Country Shire Councils Association or
any other local government munici-
palities to the interim report of the task
force on land management?

(2) If "Yes", on what date and what was
the response?

Mr McI VER replied:

(1) Copies of the task force interim report
were sent to the Local Government As-
sociation and to each shire council in the
State, with an invitation to comment.

(2) The interim report was sent to the Local
Government Association on 16
November, shire councils in the South-
West Land Division, plus the Shires of
Esperance, Ravensthorpe, and Westonia
on 25 November 1983. It was sent to all
other shire councils in the State on 27
January 1984.
The response was that submissions to
the interim report were received from
the Country Shire Councils Association,
the Shires of Cuballing, Denmark,
Harvey, Manjimup, Ravensthorpe,
Wanneroo, Mundaring, Boyup Brook,
Plantagenet, Dardanup, Wickepin, the
Town of Narrogin, and the City of
Bunbury.

LAND
South-West Land Resource Task Force: Terms of

Reference

2867. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Lands
and Surveys:
(1) At what stage of investigation and on

what date did the Government give ap-
proval to the committee investigating
the administration and management of
land resources in the south-west of
Western Australia to change its direc-
tions for proposals and recommendations
that now embrace the whole of the
State?

(2) What organisations and individuals were
advised of the inquiry's change of terms
and directions?

(3) Who issued the advice and on what
date?

(4) Was the Government advised of the
committee's request to expand the in-
quiry to include the whole State before
or after the release of the committee's
interim report?

(5) Who were the people and what organis-
ations did they represent at workshops
conducted by the task force at-
(a) Wongan Hills;

(b) Katanning;
(c) Bunbury,
in July 1983?

(6) Following release of the task force final
report, how many local authorities, by
name, have been visited by mem-
bers/member of the task force to give
explanation of the report?

Mr McIVER replied:
(1) 26 September 1983.
(2) None.
(3) Premir-26 September 1983.
(4) Before.
(5) A register of attendees was not kept at

all meetings. However, representatives
from the following organisations were
invited to the workshops:
(a) for Wongan Hills-

Agriculture Protection Board
Department of Agriculture
Forests Department
National Parks Authority
South West Development Authority
Shires of Wongan-Ballidu,

Dalwallinu, Koorda, Dowerin,
Goomalling. Victoria Plains,
Gingin, Chittering, Dandaragan.
Coorow, Perenjori, Mount Mar-
shall, Wyalkatchem, Cunderdin,
Northam, Toodyay, Moora.

(b) for Katanning-

Agriculture Protection Board
Department of Agriculture
Forests Department
National Parks Authority
Public Works Department
South West Development Authority
Shires of Katanning, Woodanilling,

Dumbleyung, Kent,
Onowangerup, Broomnhill,
Kojonup, West Arthur, Wagin,
Wickepin, Kulin, Lake Grace,
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Ravensthorpe, Albany,
Plantagenet, Cranbrook,
Tambellup, Boyup Brook,
J errs mungup.

(c) for Bunbury-
Forests Department
Department of Agriculture
Department of Fisheries and
Wildlife
Department of Tourism (south-west
regional office)
Town Planning Department
Department for Youth, Sport and
Recreation (south-west region)
Agriculture Protection Board
Lesehenault Inlet Management
Authority
Peel Inlet Management Authority
South West Development Authority
National Parks Authority
Public Works Department
Shires of Mandurab, Murray,

Waroona, Harvey, Collie,
Dardanup, Capel, Busselton,
Augusta- Margaret River,
Nannup, Manjimup, Bridgetown,
Donnybrook-Balingup, Boyup
Brook, and the City of Bunbury.

(6) Executive of the Country Shire Councils
Association
Boyup Brook Shire Council
Busselton Shire Council
Augusta-Margaret River Shire Council
Wickepin-central ward meeting con-

sisting of representatives from
Beverley, Brockton, Boddington,
Corrigin, Cuhalling, Kulin, Town of
Narrogin, Pingelly, Qusirading, Wan-
dering, Wickepin, and York.

On-going meetings are planned.

INSURANCE: STATE GOVERNMENT
INSURANCE OFFICE

Legislation: Commencement
2870. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:

(1) When will legislation which extended
the franchise of the State Government
Insurance Office come into operation?

(2) When will the "watchdog" committee
be appointed?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) Consultants have been com-

missioned to report on a corporate strat-
egy and development plan for the SGIO.

Promulgation of the State Government
insurance Office Amendment Act 1983
is expected Shortly and the appointment
of the parliamentary committee to
which the member refers would be ap-
propriate after the consultants report.

2871. This question was further postponed.

INSURANCE

State Government Insurance Office:
Commonwealth Legislation

2872. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:
Will the State Government Insurance
Office be subject to legislation proposed
by the Commonwealth in relation to
insurance in the proposed-
(a) Insurance contracts Bill;

(b) Trade Practices Act amendments;
(c) insurance (agents and brokers)

Bill?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
While the Commonwealth legislation
does not bind the 5610, compliance
would be possible where it is prudent or
otherwise appropriate for the office to
observe relevant industry requirements.
The member is advised that the matter
is being addressed by the consultants
commissioned to report on a corporate
strategy and development plan for the
SGIO.

TRANSPORT: BUSES

MiT: Claremont Depot
2873. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister for

Transport:
(1) In regard to the Metropolitan Transport

Trust depot at Davies-Lapsley-
Graylands Roads, Claremont, is it pro-
posed that the depot be sold, or has a
sale taken place?

(2) If the latter is the case, were tenders
called, and if so, when were they called
and what was the closing date?

(3) If tenders were not called, what process
was used to select the purchaser?

(4)

(5)
(6)

Who was the purchaser?
What was the price paid?
What area of land was involved?

(7) What was the book value of
improvements sold?
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Mr GRILL replied:
(I ) Yes, a sale has
(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

taken place.
No.
Offers were received, The land involved
was initially acquired by the trust
through a swap arrangement with the
Town of Claremont, and because of this
it was considered by the trust that coun-
cil should have first right of refusal. My
information is that the long-term plans
were that the land would be zoned for
recreational purposes. I understand that
the council will in fact be using the site
for community and recreational pur-
poses. Other offers received were not ac-
ceptable because of conditions attached
to them, in particular relating to zoning
which was outside the control of the
trust to amend.
Claremont Town Council.
$410000.
8 005 square metres.
$72 030 is book value of building;
$4 020 is book value of land.

MEAT: INDUSTRY

Inquiry: Report

2874. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Agriculture:
When is the report on the inquiry into
Government involvement in the meat in-
dustry expected to be completed?

Mr EVANS replied:
The committee of inquiry will present its
report to me in July 1984, and I will
then report to Cabinet.

FISHERIES: PRAWNS

Licences: Mandurab

2875. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Fisheries
and Wildlife:
(1) Adverting to question 2781 of 1984, if

further meritorious applications arc re-
ceived from fishermen wishing to trawl
for prawns in the area near Mandurab,
will he grant them licences?

(2) Did he seek advice from his departmen-
tal head prior to granting the three ad-
ditional licences?

(3) If "Yes" to (2), what advice was given?
(4) If "No" to (2), did he consider the ad-

vice of the Department of Fisheries and
Wildlife contained in their letter to Mr

Mr
(1)

Hunter that the department doubted the
ability of the fishery to support two
boats?
EVANS replied:
No. Applications to fish the area closed
on 9 December 1983, and all appli-
cations and appeals have been con-
sidered and determined.

(2) Yes.
(3) The member will appreciate that this

advice must remain confidential.
(4) Not applicable-see (2).

PERTH MINT

Orders

2876. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

What are the present orders Perth Mint
has from the Commonwealth of Aus-
tralia from overseas countries for pro-
ducing coins, blanks, and medallions?

Mr PARKER replied:
At present the Perth Mint has no con-
tracts with the Commonwealth of Aus-
tralia to produce coins, blanks, or med-
allions.

PERTH MINT'

Comnmemora tive Medallions

2877. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) What are the prospects of the Perth

Mint being commissioned to produce
commemorative medallions for the
Commonwealth of A ustralia bi-
centenary year, particularly for the ap-
proximately 830 municipalities in the
Commonwealth?

(2) Would such an order be a profitable op-
eration for the Mint?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) A member of the Bicentennial com-

mittee has made a verbal approach to
the Director of the Perth Mint. He
stated that the medallion production
would be "shared around". Also Mr G.
Robinson, who until recently was the Di-
rector of the Perth Mint, is a member of
of the committee and is at present in
Sydney in that capacity. He will press
the case for part of the medallion issue
to be manufactured at the Perth Mint.

(2) Yes.
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PERTH MINT

Gold Coin

2878. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) Is the Perth Mint still doing the gold

blanks for the Commonwealth's $200
gold coin?

(2) Is it a fact that the Mint in Canberra
cannot make the blanks because it has
no bullion operation?

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) No.

(2) Yes.

PERTH MINT

Financial Results

2879. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

What were the financial results of the
Perth Mint's coining operations during
the past five financial years?

Mr PARKER replied:
Gross Revenue-Coining Operations

1979 $081 349.92

1980 $754 380.02

1981 $1 329 269.24

1982 $1 795 5a7.31

1983 $636 308.47

1984 $315 332.80 to date (coining
for Commonwealth
of Australia ended
December 1983).

BUILDING INDUSTRY: COMMERCIAL
ACCOMMODATION

Trends: Forecasting Service

2880. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for In-
dustrial Development:

Has his department on its own or in co-
operation with ocher organisations, a
service, which on statistical and econ-
omic grounds would predict shorter and
long term trends in demand for commer-
cial industrial and office accommo-
dation, which could guide investors and
developers in preparing to meet such de-
mand?

Mr BRYCE replied:
My department offers an information
service on current costs of commercial,
industrial, and office accommodation.
In addition, a study of existing industrial
areas has recently been set up by the In-
dustrial Lands Development Authority
and the Town Planning Department.

2881. This question was postponed.

EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT

Community Employment Programme: Parliament
House

2882. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for
Works:
(1) Does the amount of $147 333 rec-

ommended as community employment
programme expenditure for Parliament
House part external renovations (project
No. WCS 000133) involve the cleaning
up of the external wall surfaces of the
old building to give them a fresh appear-
a ncc?

(2) If so, when will the works commence
and when is it anticipated to conclude?

(3) If not, can he describe the nature of
works involved?

(4) Will the works be done by contract or
day labour?

(5) How many so far unemployed people
will be employed and for what period of
time?

Mr MOIVER replied:
(1) Yes, to the Harvest Terrace elevation

only.
(2) Work will commence on 30 April 1984

and is expected to be completed by 3
August 1984.

(3) See (1).
(4) Work will be arranged through the day

labour work force.
(5) Thirteen men for seventeen weeks.

CONSERVATION AND THE
ENVIRONMENT

Weed Harvesting Machines

2883. Mr MENSAROS, to the Minister for the
Environment:
(1) For what period-how many days and

how many hours a day-have the weed
harvesting machines been used fromI
October 1983 to 31 March 1984?
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(2) What were the dates of the usages?
(3) What were the results of the usages?
Mr DAVIES replied:
(1) 301/ days, 196 hours, + 6 days at the

Narrows interchange lakes.
(2) 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 31 October, I

November.
(Narrows interchange lakes).
22 December.
9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 19, 25, 26, and 27
January.
3, 6, 7, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20, 24, 27
February.
Harvester TH650-2, 7, 13, 20, 21, 22,
26 March.
Harvester T650-23, 26, 27, 28 March.

(3) Cleared all weed from Narrows
interchange lakes.
December-2 loads-4 tonnes
January-26 loads-52 tonnes
February-3 I loads-62 tonnes
March-43 loads-86 tonnes

2884 and 2885. These questions were postponed.

FUEL AND ENERGY
State Energy Commission: Construction and

Workshops Group

2886. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(t) Adverting to the reply given to question

2747 on Wednesday, 4 April 1984, with
which unions has the State Energy
Commission entered into the
"agreements" referred to in the

question?
(2) What is the nature of the "agreements"

entered into?
(3) Do the "agreements" provide for any

work to be awarded to private en-
terprise?

(4) If the answer to (3) is "Yes", what is the
nature and substance of this commit-
ment?

(5) When were the above "agreements" en-
tered into, or were last the subject of
discussions between the State Energy
Commission and the unions concerned?

Mr

(I)
PARKER replied:
Municipal Officers Association.
Australasian Society of Engineers.

Amalgamated Metal Workers and Ship-
wrights Union.
Electrical Trades Union.
Building Workers Industrial Union.

(2) They relate to work to be done in the
construction and workshops group.

(3) Yes.
(4) That is a commercial matter.
(5) 29/8/1983. Continuing discussions are

taking place, the last occurring on 10
April.

LAND: ABORIGINES

Rights: Inquiry

2887. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister with
special responsibility for Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Adverting to the reply given to question

2642 on Tuesday, 3 April 1984, from
whom did Mr Randolph receive the per-
mission referred to in part (2) of the
reply?

(2) If the public reporting referred to in
parts (3) and (4) of the question is
inaccurate, would he advise the correct
substance of Mr Randolph's sub-
mission?

(3) Does part (5) of the reply mean that the
existing provisions of the Aboriginal
Heritage Act reflect the attitude and
policy of the present Government?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) From the director, based on a request to
the trustees.

(2) Mr Randolph submitted a written sub-
mission as the basis of discussion at the
inquiry on 3 April. In that submission he
made a case for the inquiry to take a
broader view of the definition of "site"
than Mr Seaman appeared to accept in
his discussion paper. In particular he
contended that Mr Seaman should ad-
dress all kinds of sites, i.e. to include
those of significance to Aborigines as
well as those of archaeological
significance. The press report referred to
"sacred sites" whereas the definition of
"site" under the Aboriginal Heritage
Act encompasses both "sacred" and
other kinds of sites. Mr Randolph also
contended that if spirituality is con-
ferred on a place by an Aboriginal per-
son it should be registered. However
that does not mean it should receive the
full protection of the Act if there are
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conflicting claims for its use. The Minis-
ter has the responsibility for deciding on
its use under Section I8 of the Act,
taking into account all relevant factors.

(3) The views expressed by Mr Randolph
were consistent with the definition of
"'sites" under Section 5 of the Aborigi-
nal Heritage Act.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Staff: Transfers

2888. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Adverting to the reply given to question

2565 on Thursday, 22 March 1984, if
the quotation which appeared in The
West Australian on Monday, 27?
February 1984 was out of context, will
he please advise what was his state-
ment?

(2) By what method is it proposed that "all
Westrail staff will be usefully employed
by suitable division of work"?

Mr GRILL replied:
(I) The words "They may sit around doing

nothing, but there is no plan to transfer
them" were actually words used in a
question put to me by one of the union
members present at the meeting. I re-
sponded that, yes, there may be some
underutilisation of staff to begin with
but that should only be a temporary
situation and should abate fairly
quickly.

I might add that there were a number of
misquotes in the article in question,
some of which have been corrected in a
subsequent issue of The West Aus-
Italian. The meeting was obviously a dif-
ficult one for any journalist to properly
cover because of its nature.

(2) (a) By retraining of suitable operating
staff as driver's assistants;

(b) movement of suitable staff to other
work as it becomes available;

(c) transfer of staff other than guards
affected by two-man crew proposals
to other depots;

(d) clearance of outstanding leave.
It is also expected that a Westrail
voluntary severance scheme, similar
to that which was successful last
year, will start shortly. The scheme
will attract a fairly large number of

Westrail employees, essentially
older people, who may wish to re-
tire with dignity and some financial
reward.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Staff: Transfers

2889. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) With regard to the proposed reduction

of Westrail personnel in Narrogin, what
is the present estimate of personnel
reduction which will occur amongst
Westrail staff in Narrogin?

(2) From which respective areas of
Westrail's activity will the reductions be
made?

(3) On present planning, what timing is
involved in implementing the proposed
reductions?

(4) How many personnel will be offered
transfers to other WestrailI depots?

(5) When is it Proposed to have further dis-
cussions with the Westrail personnel
involved in the staff reductions and relo-
cations?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) It is now expected that approximately

It5 positions will be affected, but I must
stress that planning has not reached fi-
nality as yet.

(2) Operating staff
Skilled and semi-skilled
Salaried staff

(3) Anticipate staff reductions will com-
mence late 1984.

(4) Over the next five years, approximately
100-

(5) Interviews commenced in the great
southern area this week.

2890. This question was postponed.

FUEL AND ENERGY

State Energy Commission: Housing

2891. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

Adverting to the reply given to question
2811 of Thursday, 5 April 1984, what is
the present relationship between rental
levels applying to State Energy Com-
mission housing and those applying to
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tenants in Government Employees'
Housing Authority dwellings?

Mr PARKER replied:
Present rental levels of State Energy
Commission housing expressed as an
average of Government Employee Hous-
ing Authority rental rates are-

31.5 per cent north-west
65.0 per cent major towns south-
west
60.0 per cent small towns south-
west

FUEL AND ENERGY: ELECTRICITY

Power Station: Collie

2892. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:
(1) Regarding the Government's decision to

relocate the proposed new coal-fired
power station from Bunbury to the Col-
lie Basin, was the Government's decision
based on recommendations received
from the State Energy Commission?

(2) On what basis was the original decision
to establish the proposed power station
adjacent to the existing Bunbury facility
changed?

(3) What cost savings and economies will it
be possible to implement by establishing
the proposed power station in the Collie
Basin as against the Bunbury site?

Mr PARKER replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) The decision reached by Public Works

Department to allow the Energy Com-
mission to make use of the ground water
resources of the Collie Basin for this
new power station, as indicated in my
reply to question 2751, overcame the
original harrier to locating further
power plant in the Collie area.

At this stage the Bunbury site has a
number of environmental disadvantages,
these beinig the aesthetic impact on the
foreshore; the disturbance to Koombana
Bay and near shore waters caused by
cooling water flow and temperature ef-
fects; and the noise and coal transport
activities within a comparatively devel-
oped area.

(3) The capital and operating cost savings
are equivalent to at least $70 million in
present terms.

2893 to 2898. These questions were postponed.

RAILWAYS

Bunbury-Perth

2899. Mr BRADSHAW, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) When is the anticipated start of the new

train service from Perth to Bunbury and
vice versa?

(2) At which stations will the train stop
coming and going?

(3) How many services a day will there be
and will the service be every day?

Mr GRILL replied:
(1) Early 1987.
(2) The stopping places have not been fi-

nalised at this stage.
(3) It is envisaged there will be two return

services on weekdays, one an express
and the other a limited stopping train.
One service will leave from Bunbury and
the other from Perth. In addition, one
return service will operate on Saturdays
and Sundays.

2900 and 2901. These questions were postponed.

TOURISM: COMMISSION

Advertising: Radio Station 6PR

2902. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Tourism:
(1) When was the decision made, and by

whom, that 6PR would be the only radio
station used by the Tourism Commission
for radio advertising in Perth?

(2) What were the reasons for this decision?
(3) What is the Tourism Commission's total

promotions budget in 1983-84?
(4) What proportion of that budget will be

spent-
(a) in Western Australia:
(b) in other States of Australia;
(c) overseas?

(5) In Western Australia, what proportion
of that budget will be spent on-
(a) television;
(b) newspaper;
(c) radio; and
(d) other;,
advertising and promotion?
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Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) Refer 10 answer submitted to

parliamentary question from Mr W. R.
B. Hassell to the Minister for Tourism
on Wednesday, I I April.

(3) $2490000.

(4) (a) 31 per cent;

(b) 55 per cent;
(c) 14 per cent.

(5) (a) 32 per cent;

(b) 6 per cent;

(c) 13 per cent;
(d) 49 per cent.

TOURISM: COMMISSION

Advertising: Radio Station 6PR

2903. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Tourism:
(1) With respect to the Tourism Com-

mission's contract with Radio 6PR, over
what perod of time will the advertise-
ments be run?

(2) What is the value of the contracts?
(3) Has the commission placed any advertis-

ing with any other radio station in West-
ern Australia?

(4) If so, what stations, and what is the
value of the advertising placed with the
station?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(I ) 20 February 1984 to 30 June 1984.

(2) Refer to answer submitted to parliamen-
tary question from Mr W.
to the Minister for
Wednesday, I I April.

(3) Yes.
(4) 6KY-$5 000.

R. B. Hassell
Tourism on

TOURISM

Bungle Bungle: Management Plan

2904. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Tourism:
(1) Is it fact that the working party ap-

pointed to complete a central and man-
agement plan for the spectacular Bungle

Bungle area in the Kimberley has de-
cided to defer the matter until after the
Seaman inquiry is complete?

(2) If so, will he urgently intervene and re-
quest the working party to complete its
work as a matter of urgency so that the
area can be promoted actively as a
major Western Australian attraction?

(3) Will he also agree to appoint a represen-
tative of private tourist interests to the
working party?

(4) If not, why not?
Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) The interests of the tourist industry are

represented on the working party by the
Tourism Commission.

(4) Not applicable.

ROAD

Gunbarrel Highway

2905. Mr MacK IN NON, to the Premier:
Should Carnegie Station be handed over
to the Aboriginal Land Council, will he
ensure that Gunbarrel Highway will still
be available and accessible to tourists?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

Yes.

HOUSING

Construction Programme

2906. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Housing:

How many State Housing Commission
homes will be built in the 1983-84 year
in-

(a) the Perth metropolitan area;

(b) the country?
Mr WILSON replied:

The number of units to be constructed
and provided in 1983-84 are-
(a) Perth metropolitan area

Commonwealth-State housing-
953 units
Aboriginal housing-33 units

(b) Country area
Commonwealth-State housing
-298 units
Aboriginal housing-38 units
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North-west area
Commonweal th-State housing- -
158 units
Aboriginal housing-SO units

RECREATION

Community Sporting and Recreation Facilities
Fund: Grants

2907. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Youth and Community Services:

When will he be in a position to an-
nounce grants made to organisations
under the community sporting and rec-
reation facilities fund?

Mr WILSON replied:

Successful applicants are being notified
this week, and subsequent to that there
will be a public announcement.

TRANSPORT: BUSES

Terminal: Working Party

2908. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Transport:

Since its formation, how many times has
the working party referred to in question
2800 of Thursday, 5 April, met?

Mr GR I LL replied:

Twice, on 18 October 1983 and 30
January 1984. In addition, several infor-
mal meetings have been held.

TRAFFIC

Lights: Herald Avenue-High Road-Wa vel Avenue
Intersection

2909. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Transport:

In his response to my question of 20
March concerning traffic control signals
at the intersection of Herald Avenue,
Wavel Avenue, and High Road in
Riverton, he indicated that the Main
Roads Department will be approaching
the Canning City Council to arrange for
the necessary modifications to be made
to the intersection as a prerequisite for
the installation of these signals. When
will this approach be made?

Mr G RILL replied:

It is anticipated that the approach to
Canning City Council will be made
within about 4 weeks.

STATE ASSETS

Management

2910. Mr MacKINNON, to the Premier:
In reference to question 2724 of 1984,
can he detail who it is that has asked the
Government to implement its election
commitment to sell surplus State Hous-
ing Commission land so as to fund an
expanded housing construction pro-
gramme?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
The second paragraph of the answer in
respect to question 2724 should have
read as follows-

The Government has already
started to implement its election
commitment to sell surplus State
Housing Commission land so as to
fund an expanded housing construc-
tion programme.

RAILWAYS: WESTRAIL

Staff: Redundancies

2911. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for
Transport:

When does he anticipate that he will ap-
prove the Westrail voluntary
redundancy scheme?

Mr GRILL replied:
Westrail has under study an expanded
voluntary severance scheme to cover all
age groups, and it is hoped this can be
finalised within the next few weeks.

ABATTOIRS

"-Tender Gold" Programme

2912. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for
Agriculture:
(1) In how many abattoirs can -tender gold

beer' be produced, and where are they
located?

(2) What has been the individual abattoir
cost of setting up appropriate equip-
ment?

(3) Can non-export abattoirs be involved in
the "tender gold" programme and under
what conditions and cost?

(4) Has "tender gold" been successful, and
how has the success been measured?

(5) What impact has "tender gold beer' had
on beef consumption in-
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(a)
(b)

metropolitan;,
non-metropolitan areas of the
State?

(6) What surveys have been carried out in
the-
(a) metropolitan;
(b) south-west,
areas to assess any consumer impact and
by whom?

Mr EVANS replied:

(1) Eleven abattoirs are participating in the
scheme. They are located at Northam,
Wooroloo, Robb Jetty, Harvey,
Brunswick, Australind, Bunbury,
Boyanup, Busselton, Dardanup, and
Narrogin.

(2) Ten of the participating abattoirs have
installed electrical stimulation equip-
ment. Nine have low voltage units cost-
ing between $2 500 and $6 000. One has
a high voltage unit costing approxi-
mately $20 000. The remaining abattoir
employs a tender stretch technique
which requires no special equipment.

(3) Yes. The same conditions apply.

(4) Indications from trade spokesmen are
that acceptance is increasing. No abat-
toirs have withdrawn from the scheme
since its inception.

(5) (a) No data on overall consumption of
beef is available; however, one
supermarket chain which actively
promotes "tender gold" has re-
ported a 50 per cent increase in
beer sales since the inception of the
"tender gold" promotion;

(b) no data is available.

(6) (a) Three surveys-
(i) an initial in-store survey of 400

customers identified the factors
considered important in re-
lation to beer quality and their
attitudes towards a branding
system to indicate quality;

(ii) a pre-launch survey of 400
customers identified consumer
attitudes to the colour and de-
sign of the "tender gold beer'
brand;

(iii) a recent telephone survey was
conducted to investigate con-
sumer awareness and satisfac-
tion with "tender gold beef';

(i) and (ii) conducted by Australian
Marketing Service; (iii) conducted
by Department of Agriculture

(b) nil.

PORTS

Container Terminal

2913. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister rep-
resenting the Minister for Planning:

(1) Has the Government given any consider-
ation for a shipping container terminal
as an alternative to that existing in
Fremantle Harbour?

(2) What sites have been under consider-
ation, the projected costs of develop-
ment, and the reason for acceptance
and/or rejection of sites?

(3) Did the Government give any consider-
ation to-
(a) Geraldton;

(b) Bunbury;

(c) Albany.
being developed as a container terminal
alternative, and if not, why not?

(4) Was the South West Development
Authority requested to make any input
supporting the 'Bunbury 2000" concept,
and if not, why not?

(5) If the Catherine Point area is under ac-
tive consideration, does this infer that
the Government sees that the future of
Robb Jetty will diminish by this pro-
posed industrial expansion?

(6) What sites are favoured
Fremantle City Council?

by the

Mr PARKER replied:
(1) to (6) The matter is still to be con-

sidered by the Government.
29l4 to 2916. These questions were postponed.
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CONSERVATION AND THE
ENVIRONMENT

Waterways Commission: Membership and Terms
of Reference

2917. Mr BLAIKIE, to the Minister for Water
Resources:

(1) Who are the members of the Waterways
Commission?

(2) When were they appointed and what
interests do they represent?

(3) What are the objects and functions of
the commission?

Mr TONKIN replied:

(I) The members are-

D. N. Robins-Commissioner
M. H. Shean-Member

0. H. Tuckey-Member

D. P. Eckersley-Member

(2) D. N. Robins-]17/l0/79

M. H. Shea n-29/6/83-Chairnian,
Swan River Management Authority.

0. H. Tuckey-2/3/77-Chairman,
Peel Inlet Management Authority.

D. P. Eckersley-9/3/77-Chairman,
Leschenault Inlet Management Auth-
ority.

The members are appointed on the basis
of being residents of the area and have
an interest in the waterways.

(3) Waterways Conservation Act 1976 as
amended, Sections 23, 24, and 25.

2918. This question was postponed.

MINISTER OF THE CROWN

Staff. Mr Bill Thomas

2919. Mr PETER JONES, to the Minister for
Minerals and Energy:

(I) Is Mr Bill Thomas a ministerial adviser
to the Minister for Minerals and
Energy?

(2) Is Mr Thomas an adviser on resources
development finance as referred to in
The Western Mail of 24-25 March?

(3) If the answer to (2) is "Yes", what are
Mr Thomas' qualifications, experience,
and capacities which recommend him
for such an appointment?

(4) If Mr Thomas does not act as an adviser
in this area, what responsibilities does he
have?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Mr Thomas is a ministerial

officer-special services, employed
under contract with the Premier and as-
signed to the office of the Minister for
Minerals and Energy.

(2) No.

(3) Answered by (2).

(4) Such duties as are assigned to him from
time to time by the Minister for Min-
erals and Energy.

2920. This question was postponed.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT

"lie Facto" Spouses: Entitlements

2921. Mr COURT. to the Premier:
When did the Government start paying
entitlements to de facto spouses of mem-

bers of Parliament?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:

To the best of my knowledge, no mem-
hers have been paid entitlements for de
facto spouses during this Government's
term of office.
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GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS
Preference: A bolition

2922. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Indus-
trial Development:
(1) Will he continue the policy of preference

to local firms for Government contracts?
(2) Have the Labor Governments of New

South Wales, Victoria, and South Aus-
tralia applied pressure for the Western
Australian Government to discontinue
this preference?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(1) and (2) It is my intention to make a
ministerial statement which will cover
the issues raised by the member.

FUEL AND ENERGY: GAS

Appliances: installation and Servicing

2923. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Minerals
and Energy:
(1) How many State Energy Commission

personnel are involved in providing in-
stallation and/or servicing of gas ap-
pliances?

(2) Are the above personnel employed on a
day labour basis?

(3) What wages, benefits, or any other
emoluments are received by the State
Energy Commission personnel engaged
in the above activity?

(4) What is the level of charges rendered by
the State Energy Commission for instal-
ling and/or servicing gas appliances?

Mr PARKER replied:

(1) Between 30 and 50 depending on
workload.

(2) They are normal wages employees.

(3) Wages, benefits, and other emoluments
are determined by the Gas Workers
(S.E.C.) Agreement registered in the
Western Australian Industrial Com-
mission.

(4) Charges vary according to the job in
question, but are calculated using an
hourly rate plus overheads for labour
and cost of material plus mark-up.

TECHNOLOGY: PARK
Medical Incorporated: Government Equity

2924. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Tech-
nology:

Will the Government have an equity
interest in Medical Incorporated when it
is established in Western Australia?

Mr BRYCE replied:

No.

TECHNOLOGY: PARK

Medical Incorporated: Heart Valves

2925. Mr COURT, to the Minister for Tech-
nology:
(1) Are the heart valves to be manufactured

by Medical Incorporated at the Tech-
nology Park fully approved for use in
the United States of America?

(2) Can they be exported from the United
States of America?

Mr BRYCE replied:

(1) 1 understand that the heart valves to be
manufactured at the Technology Park
are currently in use in about 35 centres
in the United States.

(2) The components are approved for export
from the United States. The assembled
heart valves are currently undergoing
the normal lengthy certification process
by the Food and Drug Administration
for export from the United States.

FISHERIES

Swan River: Licences

2926. Mr OLD, to the Minister for Fisheries
and Wildlife:
(1) How many fishermen hold a pro-

fessional licence to operate in the Swan
River?

(2) Have any licences been issued in 1983 or
1984?.

Mr EVANS replied:

(1) 20.

(2) N o.
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TRAFFIC

Accident: Holt Rock-Kuhin Road
2927. Mr COWAN, to the Minister for Police

and Emergency Services:
(1) Was there a fatal accident on the Kuiin-

Holt Rock Road on Sunday I April?
(2)
(3)

At what time did the accident occur?

When was the accident reported to the
Police?

(4) At what time was the accident attended
by the Police?

(5) From what Police station were the
officers who attended the accident?

Mr CARR replied:

(I) Yes.
(2) 4.10 p.m.
(3) 5.45 p.m.
(4) 10. 15 a.m., 2/4/84.

When the accident was reported, it was
stated that it had occurred 19 miles
south of Hyden, on the Newdegate
Road.

Police attended forthwith, and travelled
50 kilometres south of Hyden on the
Newdegate Road; however, they could
not locate the scene of any accident.

The attending officer returned to
Kondinin at approximately 8.00 p.m.
and, on inquiry, was advised that the ac-
cident had occurred approximately 100
metres from the Hyden- Newdegate-l-Holt
Rock-Kuhin Roads intersection, on the
north-east side of the Holt Rock-Kulin
Road. The body had been conveyed to
Kondinin Hospital, and life was certified
extinct. The father of the deceased was
aware.

Inquiry constables attended the scene at
10. 15 a.m. on April 2 to continue inquir-
ies.

(5) Kondinin.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN

Questions Without Notice: Absence

707. Mr BRIAN BURKE (Premier):
Mr Speaker, with your indulgence and
the Leader of the Opposition's indul-
gence, I point out to the House that four

Ministers are missing today. They are
Ministers Parker, Evans, Davies, and
Hodge. Ministers Parker and Evans are
absent overseas and Ministers Davies
and Hedge are at ministerial confer-
ences in the Eastern States. I have noted
the Opposition's concern previously at
the absence of Ministers during question
time. It is not our wish that they should
be absent. However, there are occasions
such as the one we are experiencing
today when it is unavoidable and
Government business requires their at-
tendances at places other than the Par-
liament.

LAND: ABORIGINES
Rights: Inquiry

708. Mr HASSELL, to the Minister with special
responsibility for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) Is he aware that a Perth solicitor, Philip
Vincent, who was also a Labor candi-
date for the seat of Dale during the last
State election-

Mr I. F. Taylor: He nearly won.

Mr HASSELL: Yes, he nearly did. To con-
tinue-
-sought a payment for $25 000 from
the Kimberley Land Council for the
preparation of its submission to the Sea-
man inquiry?

(2) Is the Minister also aware that the
Kimberley Land Council agreed to pay
Mr Philip Vincent a total of $16 000 (or
the preparation anid finalisation of the
Kimberley Land Council's submission to
the Seaman land inquiry over a period
of a month and a half-which, assuming
a five-day working week, works out at
$533 a day, less some expenses?

(3) Is the Minister further aware that Com-
munity Aid Abroad, which has recently
conducted an appeal in this State-it
involved many members of the com-
munity in that appeal-made a donation
of $12000 to the Kimberley Land
Council and it is understood to have put
aside a further $8 000 for that body?

(4) Is the Minister further aware that the
Kimberley Land Council has received
$60 000 from a committee headed by
the member for Kimberley, and the
State Government, towards the cost of
making its submission to the Seaman in-
quiry?
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(5) Is the Minister aware that the
Kimberley Land Council has received a
grant of $40 000 from the Common-
wealth Government towards the pur-
chase and repair of a house by that
body?7

Mr Brian Burke: When you say, "Is the Min-
ister aware", are you saying that it is a
fact and you are asking whether he is
aware of it?

Mr HASSELL: I am asking him whether he
is aware of it.

Mr Brian Burke: They may or may not be
true.

Mr MacKinnon: Can't you let the Minister
answer the question?

Mr Brian Burke: I wanted to clarify it for my
own purpose.

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) to (5) If the Leader of the Opposition

wanted a substantive answer to that
question and have it answered with full
accuracy, he would have put it on notice.
I am prepared to answer it on notice. I
am aware of some of the matters he has
raised. The matter of donations from
bodies such as Community Aid Abroad
is outside the responsibility of the
Government, so the Government cannot
answer for those organisations. With re-
gard to some of the other matters,
certainly the Government can answer
the questions. However, [ ask the Leader
of the Opposition to put his question on
notice and I will ensure he receives a full
and detailed answer.

ALUMINA REFINERY

Wagerup: Economic Impact

709. Mr READ, to the Premier:
(1) Is it possible to provide any measure of

the likely economic impact on the State
of operations of Alcoa's Wagerup
alumina refinery which was formally
commissioned today?

(2) If so, what is the economic impact, es-
pecially in terms of employment?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) and (2) There are a number of

yardsticks by which the economic im-
pact of the refinery can be measured
and whichever one is chosen, they all
point to the significance of the project.

In purely local terms, the impact on the
south-west will be substantial. After
making deductions for pay-as-you-earn
taxes and payroll tax, the refinery's net
annual payroll will be more than $9
million, most of which will be spent in
the immediate area-Waroona, Hanvey,
Pinjarra, Mandurah, and Bunbury.

In Waroona and Harvey, 144 units of
housing have been built and another 18
lots acquired for housing. Employees
will have the opportunity to buy the
housing under a company scheme, so
they will became a permanent part of
the local communities.
The State will derive payments from
royalties, rail freights, payroll tax, and
the sale of power estimated at $5.8
million a year. When Wagerup is in full
production using North-West Shelf gas,
it will consume gas worth about $26
million a year.
After taking all these benefits into ac-
count, plus other supplies and services
and capital expenditure, Wagerup's total
impact on the Western Australian econ-
omy is estimated to be $62 million a
year.

The refinery has created 440 jobs di-
rectly and considerably more jobs in-
directly-perhaps as many as four in-
direct jobs for each direct job.
With respect to employment, I should
also say that the construction work force
peaked at 1 500 and the refinery rep-
resents a capital investment of $320
million. Of the construction contracts,
85 per cent went to WA companies.

ACTS AMENDMENT AND REPEAL
(INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS) BILL

Effect on Housing Industry
710. Mr MacKINNON, to the Minister for

Housing:
What are the serious qualifications to
which he refers, in his answer to
question without notice 670 of 4 April
that made meaningless the State Hous-
ing Commission investigation into the
effects on SHC building costs of the
proposed amendments to the industrial
relations legislation?
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Mr WILSON replied:
Just about every authority to which I
have spoken since I answered that
question has agreed with the statement I
made. This week I met with the
National Director of the Housing Indus-
try Association. I understand that he
also met with members of the Oppo-
sition. It was his advice to me that it was
not possible to quantify any of the costs
or likely increases in costs arising from
that legislation. The Master Builders'
Association of WA has refused, in its
public statements, to quantify any of the
costs likely to arise from that legislation.
In spite of the fact that it has carried out
research, the association has made a cal-
culated decision not to quote in its pub-
licity the results of that research because
it believes they are questionable. The
Opposition-particularly the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition-is up the
creek completely in continually raising
this matter. Every other authority in in-
dustry and elsewhere is refusing, as I am
refusing, to try to quantify that which
cannot be quantified.

EDUCATION

Appropriation? (Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill:
Response from Minister

711. Mr PEARCE (Minister for Education):
The member for Karrinyup some time ago
raised a question about question 2576 to the
Premier seeking responses to his Budget rhet-
oric last session, and I table the complete re-
sponse to that question.

The paper was tabled (see paper No. 711).

WATER RESOURCES

Catchment Area: Stinton Creek

712. Mr SPRIGGS, to the Minister for Water
Resources:
(1) Has the Minister's department made its

final decision on declaring Stinton Creek
watershed an active catchment. area?

(2) Was any consideration given to a land
usage study as requested by myself and
the residents by letter and by a petition
to this House?

(3) If so, are the findings available to the
public?

(4) Is there now a definite time when devel-
opment will take place to harness that
stream?

MR TONKIN replied:
I preface my answer by pointing out that
the questions I have in front of me are
worded slightly differently from those
read out by the member, but I do not
think the different wording substantially
alters the questions. I wanted to mention
that in case it is felt that some of the
words have a slightly different meaning.
The answers are as follows-
(1) A final decision has not been made

on the declaration of a water re-
serve over Stinton Creek.

(2) and (3) The request for a land
study in the petition implied there
would be a loss of income to the dis-
trict from both the export and the
local fruit market.
The MWA has made it quite clear
that it wishes to retain the rural
zoning of this area and that it
would not discourage either the
continuation or expansion of the or-
chard industry.
Two studies relevant to land
planning in this area have already
been carried out.
One was by the MRPA as part of
the corridor plan titled "Planning
Structure for the South East Corri-
dor-Stage A Report" November
1978, and the other was published
by the MRPA and the Town
Planning Board in 1980 titled "A
Rural Small Holdings Policy
Study-WA". Both these studies
recommended rural zonings for the
Stinton Creek area.
The above are public documents
and are available through normal li-
brary sources.

(4) The construction of the scheme will
not be undertaken for at least 10
yea rs.
Stinton Creek, which is a tributary
of the Canning River, is an import-
ant water resource not affected by
salinity and located in an area of
reliable high rainfall.
The property owners on the Stinton
Creek catchment are simply being
asked to agree to make it possible
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for the community to utilise, at
some time in the future, a resource
which is surplus to their own long-
term needs- In the meantime, they
are also being asked to continue to
carry out reasonable housekeeping
in order to protect the quality of
this resource, not only for the ben-
efit of the general community but
also in their own interests.
In other words I am saying that if
they manage their properties well as
I believe they are doing and have
done, that is all the authority is
asking. That will benefit not only
the community but also the prop-
erty owners. I sighted a letter from
Mr Littlely to various members of
Parliament in which he made a
statement to the effect that I agreed
that the value of property in the
area would be reduced as a conse-
quence of this action by the auth-
ority. I made no such statement. I
said I could understand the concern
of those who feared that might hap-
pen, but that is a very different
matter.

Because of the slightly different wording
of the questions, I will table both copies.
If the member wishes to compare them
he may, but I do not think the differ-
ences are substantial.

The papers were ta bled (see paper No. 712).

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS: DISPUTE

Public Transport: Discussions

713. Mrs WATKINS, to the Premier-
Did he hold discussions this afternoon
with representatives of the Metropolitan
Transport Trust drivers and conductors
union regarding tomorrow's threatened
bus stoppage? If so, was any progress
made towards averting the stoppage?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
Earlier today I was telephoned on behalf
of the union and asked whether I would
meet members of the union which was
contemplating a stoppage at 8.00 am.
tomorrow, with the prospect of an in-
definite stoppage following that meeting.
This afternoon, together with the Minis-
ter for Transport, and the Minister for
Industrial Relations, I had discussions

with the secretary and another represen-
tative of the union concerned. I told
them the Government could not be ex-
pected to give undertakings about com-
ments made in an MTT discussion paper
that had not been submitted to the
Government and in respect of which it
had not made decisions. That is. if we
were to dictate to people preparing dis-
cussion papers the sorts of matters they
could canvass, we were unlikely to elicit
useful discussion papers that would con-
tribute to the progress of anything.
The union representatives agreed with
me that the Government's view of the
necessity to develop a five-year corpor-
ate plan for the trust was sound and that
that strategy should be developed. I
invited the union on that basis to pre-
pare its own discussion paper if it
thought that the paper the trust had pre-
pared neglected to take account of the
input the union thought it could profit-
ably and properly make.
I suggested that the union should be
closely involved in the development of
the proposed five-year plan for the
MTT. I also said the Minister for
Transport would be prepared to meet
the union next week to discuss in detail
specific concern about suggestions in the
discussion paper that had aroused the
objections that led to the threat of a
stoppage and a strike.
The union representatives said they
would take note of the propositions I put
to them and would discuss them with the
union's committee with a view to mak-
ing recommendations to its members. At
the risk of annoying the Opposition, I
point out it is quite easy to understand
the concern of the union about its mem-
bers' welfare. The union was con-
fronted-and it is not the fault of the
Government or the MTT-with a dis-
cussion paper that dealt with one or two
matters to which it has strongly objected
in the past, and the union was naturally
most concerned that credibility would be
attached to those matters and they
would progress beyond consultation or
negotiation so that its members would
be disadvantaged in view of the policies
to which they held.
It is my view that the union took precipi-
tate action and did not properly consult
the Government about a discussion
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paper we had not seen, I understand,
prior to these problems being raised by
the union. In any event, I am pleased to
advise the Parliament the union has in-
formed us there will be no stop-work
meeting or strike tomorrow.
Government members: Hear, hear!

PORNOGRAPHY AND VIOLENCE

Video Films: Legality
714. Mv CLARKO, to the Premier:

(1) Is it correct that he attended a public
meeting organised by the Australian
Family Planning Association on
Tuesday, 3 April 1984, and at that meet-
ing stated that the sale or hire of hard-
core pornographic video tapes was illegal
in Western Australia?

(2) What is *the existing legal situation re-
garding the distribution of pornographic
video tapes?

The SPEAKER: Order! The second part of
the question would be disallowed be-
cause the member cannot seek a legal
opinion.

Mr CLARKO: I have not finished the
question; I will rephrase it. I ask-

What is the existing situation re-
garding the distribution of porno-
graphic video tapes? Does the
Premier support it or does he pro-
pose any legislative or administrat-
ive changes to the current situ-
ation?

(3) Is it correct that the Department for
Administrative Services has approved
distribution of 322 pornographic video
tapes since January this year, and that
these are now being sold throughout
Western Australia?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
(1) I attended the meeting to which the

member refers. I did not say, as the
member maintains, that it was illegal to
distribute hard-core pornogranhic ma-
terial in Western Australia.

Mr Clarko: I asked a question.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I would not have said

that because it is my view that the
question of what is hard-core or soft
porn is essentially subjective, except that
people might refer to the new Common-
wealth classifications and by those
classifications assign a hard-core or soft-
core title to different items. So although

I spoke for a long time and answered a
lot of questions I cannot recall having
said that and would not have said it.

(2) The second question asked by the mem-
ber raises an interesting situation. I hope
members will realise that in our period
in office we have moved to strengthen
the sanctions which previously allowed
the police to police the distribution and
sale of this material. Amendments to the
Indecent Publications and Articles Act
in December, supported by the Oppo-
sition at that time, clearly made it much
easier for the police to prevent certain
offences from occurring. Until that time
it was possible, according to the general
law, to prosecute people involved in of-
fences or suspected of being involved in
offences under this particular law. But
the general law probably did not provide
specific authority. That was provided by
the amendments we moved and which
the Opposition supported.

Mr Hassell: If you recall, our support of
those amendments was always on the
understanding that it would not liberal-
ise or allow more pornographic material
to come in; but it has had that effect.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: Reading the second
reading debate, that qualification is not
stated as fully there as the Leader of the
Opposition now states it.

Mr Hassell: It was stated when the legis-
lation was introduced.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: I am only telling the
Leader of the Opposition what he had to
say at that time. I am prepared to con-
cede that a generous interpretation of
his position at that time would lead one
to accept what he now says. I do not
argue with that. I am simply saying that
his position was not as fully stated then
as he seeks to state it now.
Let me simply say that the effect of
those amendments was to toughen-up
the law in respect of penalties or of-
fences.
In 1982 a series of meetings of At-
torneys General was initiated with the
Federal Attorney General, seeking to
frame uniform legislation in this area.
affecting all States. It was generally
conceded at those meetings that uniform
legislation was a desirable thing. It was
also true to say about the different
States that there was an unevenness
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about what people would view as being
reasonable or unreasonable in terms of
the quality of the material. Neverthe-
less, the quest for some uniform legis-
lation was certainly acknowledged as
being desirable.

The Commonwealth then proceeded to
categorise video tapes and other material
according to categories which now range
down to -X" and "R". This is a
longwinded way of saying that I told
that meeting I was absolutely revolted
by some of the material which appar-
ently conforms to some of those classifi-
cations.

Mr Clarko: Did they not boo and jeer at you
for some of your comments?

Mr BRIAN BURKE: They clapped me for
some of them, too.

Mr Clarko: They did boo and jeer too.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: I do not know about

jeering, but some booed.

Several members interjected.

Mr BRIAN BURKE: In any case I do not
claim that everywhere I go we never
have people jeering.
I indicated to the meeting that I was
quite revolted at some of the material
which had been categorised under -X'
and -R- by the Commonwealth classifi-
cation. I pointed out to them that under
our legislation we maintained an advis-
ory committee with the capacity-
notwithstanding the classification ac-
corded to some material by the Comn-
monwealth-to ban that material. I in-
dicated to them-and I have already
had discussions with the Minister for
Administrative Services and informed
the Cabinet-that it was my view that
an advisory committee should be looking
at the margin at least-and probably a
step back from the margin, at the qual-
ity-of some of this video material
coming into the State. That is the whole
story.

(3) Implicit in the question is some criticism
of the quality of some of the tapes. I said
to the meeting-and this is one of the
things at which (hey jeered-no matter
how difficult one makes the laws, one
does not relieve oneself of the responsi-
bility of bringing up one's children. It
does not matter what is banned, and it

does not matter how tough we make it
for people to obtain pornographic
material; the ultimate responsibility can-
not rest with the State for bringing up
children and preventing them from see-
ing things that we as parents do not
want them to see. It is the responsibility
of us all to make sure that our children
do not have access to this material. They
booed and jeered about that. So be it.

PORNOGRAPHY AND VIOLENCE

Video Films: Distribution

715. Mr HASSELL to the Premier:
Given that Western Australia has con-
stitutional authority to introduce better
laws to prevent the sale, hire and distri-
bution of this revolting pornographic
and violent material-

Mr Bryce: Which you never did, in nine
years.

Mr H-ASSELL: -and given that the
material continues to flow into Western
Australia, despite the action the Premier
says he has taken-

The SPEAKER: Ask the question.
Mr HASSELL: I ask-

Will the Premier move, through his
Government, immediately and
urgently to amend the Western
Australian law to counter the effect
of the decisions of the Common-
wealth Government which have
brought about uniformity of por-
nography?

Mr BRIAN BURKE replied:
I do not know whether the Leader of the
Opposition is faint of hearing, or faint of
appreciation of the matter, because I
have already explained to him what the
position is. I am sure he would under-
stand from his experience-an experi-
ence stretching over nine years, when
nothing was done to counter the problem
he has so lately discovered-that it was
left to this Government to take action to
tighten up the laws.

Mr Jamieson: HeI was the Minister in charge.
Mr BRIAN BURKE: He was the Minister

in charge for much of that period. He
now discovers this problem to which I
have already addressed myself in saying
that we are concerned and we are paying
attention to the matter. Worse than
that, the Leader of the Opposition does
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not seem to understand that the advisory
committee, on appeal or on the initiative
of the Minister, can ban the material of
which he complains.
I have already indicated, in response to a
previous question, that I have drawn the
Cabinet's attention and the attention of
the responsible Minister to my view of
some of the material which appears to
be finding its way into this State. Bear-
ing. in mind the ability of the committee
to take action to ban the entry of some
material, notwithstanding the Common-
wealth classification, the Leader of the
Opposition now seeks to make some pol-
itical gain.
I will say one thing: If it is left to people
like the Leader of the Opposition to ban
or to reject material from time to time,
we will have neck-to-knee bathers, and
skirts down to people's ankles.

GOVERNMENT CHARGES

Purchasing Preferences: A bolition
716. Mr D. L. SMITH, to the Deputy Premier:

Has the State Government been under
pressure from other Australian Govern-
ments to abandon its preference policy
which applies to the purchase of equip-
ment and goods by Government agencies
and departments?

Mr BRYCE replied:

Mr
Mr

The answer, in short, is "No". The mat-
ter was raised at the meeting of
interstate Ministers last June by rep-
resentatives of the Governments of Vic-
toria and South Australia. Since that
time they have given me up as a lost
cause.

Williams: Have we not all?
BRYCE: That may well be from the
point of view of the member for
Clontarf, but I suspect he will be around

long enough to learn the error of his
ways in reaching that hasty judgment.

I hope members opposite will accept the
spirit in which the discussion paper be-
fore us was released by the Government.
It may not happen to sit comfortably on
those who governed the State for a
period of nine years prior to 1983, but it
happens to be part of this Government's
fundamental approach to the process of
consultation.
I re-emphasise that it is a discussion
paper; it is not a policy document and
there is a vast difference.

Mr MacKinnon: Is this consultation similar
to that which you carried out on the in-
dustrial relations Bill?

Mr BRYCE: There has been a vast amount
of consultation on that Bill. Indeed,
there has probably been more consul-
tation on that Bill, which the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition was rude
enough to inject into this discussion,
than on any other Bill that I can remnem-
ber recently.
The point is that groups as far apart as
the Confederation of Western Aus-
tralian Industry (Inc.) and the Trades
and Labor Council of WA, the Tender
Board and representatives of Govern-
ment departments and agencies, have
been consulted on this issue. It is now
open for people who have a particular
and strongly held point of view to bring
it to the notice of the Government.
In all sincerity I conclude by saying to
the Leader of the Opposition and his
colleagues on the front bench that if
they have a particular point of view on
this subject, let us hear no more carping
criticism and let us see something in the
form of a constructive submission to the
Government.
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