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THE HON. C. E. GRIFFITHS (South-East Metropolitan) [5.41 p.m.]: I wish to express my support for this 
motion, so capably moved by Mr. Ferry. I was certainly interested in his remarks—as other members have been—
on tourism and I trust the appropriate authority will give serious consideration to his suggestions. 

I also wish to be associated with the congratulations offered to Mr. Willesee on being elected as the Leader of the 
Opposition in this House. I think, today, it would be quite in order for me also to remind the House that Mr. Willesee’s 
brother was elected as Leader of the Opposition in the Senate; and I imagine this would be some sort of record—
two brothers being elected as Leaders of the Opposition in two Chambers at the one time. 

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: They will not be in Opposition for long. 

The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: I was going to elaborate on that and say that possibly the people of Australia will keep 
them in opposition for many years. I am quite sincere when I suggest that everybody in this House feels quite 
sure Mr. Willesee will perform his duties in a very capable manner, as did his predecessor, Mr. Wise.

Last week, when addressing the House on this motion, Dr. Hislop spoke about hospitals and gave many interesting 
points of view. In view of his remarks, I decided to look up some of the things the Medical Department has done 
in Western Australia over the years. I would like to report that there are some interesting facts to be gained 
from making a study of what has happened over the years in Western Australia, by virtue of the efforts of the 
Medical Department. 

I do not intend to elaborate on these matters because we would be here for a couple of weeks, but I have one or 
two interesting facts that I am going to bring to the notice of members. Perhaps members may know of them and 
perhaps they may not. I certainly did not. 

I read that the first action taken by the Medical Department in Western Australia was in 1829—in the first week 
of June, 1829—when a Dr. Charles Simons was commissioned as the surgeon for the Swan River settlement. It 
was interesting to note that the first hospital for the Swan River settlement was established on Garden Island in 
the first week of June, 1829, and it took the form of a tent, which the doctor pitched. I would say we have certainly 
advanced a long way since those days. 

The Hon. J. Dolan: I should hope so. 

The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: By virtue of my research I have discovered that from this humble beginning the 
Medical Department in Western Australia has grown to be the largest welfare organisation in this State. I do not 
think there can be any argument about that. 

It is also interesting to note that the capital investment involved in this department has reached the astronomical 
sum of $1,500,000,000. The sum of $32,000,000 has been spent since 1959 and we are apparently spending 
$6,000,000 per annum on new hospitals. This really is a huge organisation and we can be very proud of what has 
been done by our Medical Department over the years. Dr. Hislop did suggest that perhaps some of the ways in 
which the money has been expended are possibly a little premature. He is certainly better qualified to speak on 
that than I am. 

Nevertheless, this huge organisation—which, by the way, employs over 7,750 people and is headed by a Minister 
in this House—is well worthy of some congratulations. It is so far as I am concerned. 

I will quote some of the projects that have been completed during the last year. The list is certainly very interesting. 
A huge amount of work was done at the Fremantle Hospital with the provision of a new operating theatre block, 
new day hospital, and new staff amenities block. I can remember the Fremantle Hospital when I used to go there 
as a little boy. My grandmother used to take me there and I can well remember what a tiny little hospital it was. 
Only a few weeks ago I had occasion to go to that hospital and I must say it is the first time I have seen it for many 
years. I was amazed at the amount of construction that has gone on there and I think it certainly is something for 
which the department should be commended. 

The Hawthorn Hospital has been remodelled and extended; the King Edward Memorial Hospital has new laboratories; 
the Princess Margaret Hospital has a new operating theatre; and the Royal Perth Hospital has had all sorts of 
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improvements made to it. All those hospitals are in the metropolitan area. Last, but not least, is one that is very 
important to me: it is the 70-bed multi-storey hospital being built in my province at Bentley. That hospital will 
serve the people in my province very well indeed. 
It will certainly give many people much easier access to medical care than they have had in the past when they 
have had to go to the Royal Perth Hospital, or some other hospital. The cost of this hospital, as everybody probably 
knows, is over $700,000. It is apparently being built on the principle of progressive-patient care. Under this concept of 
nursing, patients are hospitalised in a particular section of the hospital appropriate to their condition, and transferred 
from section to section as their condition progresses. This is apparently a new concept in hospitalisation. 
Each hospital that is built has some new advantages incorporated. This is because of the progressive nature of the 
medical profession which is generally more advanced each time a new hospital is built. 
The Medical Department has plans for a lot of work on hospitals in the near future. Expenditure is planned for the 
Fremantle Hospital, the Princess Margaret Hospital, the Royal Perth Hospital, the Osborne Park Hospital, and 
some others. 
The Hon. R. Thompson: Are there any plans for Kwinana? 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: I am talking about the metropolitan area. 
The Hon. R. Thompson: That is in it too. 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: New hospitals have recently been built in country districts. I know of the one at 
Wongan Hills and I have seen the new regional hospital which was recently completed and opened at Bunbury, 
which cost the State $3,000,000. The one at Geraldton is just about finished, and I have seen that, too. 
The Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: Do you find that there is a shortage of staff in those hospitals? 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: I did not ask about that problem. 
The Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: It is very interesting. 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: In addition to those major works I found another very interesting item during my 
research; it was the hospital building at Exmouth. The department can really be congratulated on the work it did 
at Exmouth. I was personally involved in the Exmouth project and I had quite a large team of men working there. 
I used to talk to all the men in the construction camp and the main complaint they had was that there was no hospital 
at the camp. They were always a bit perturbed that if one of the men should injure himself there was no hospital 
or other means of looking after him. 
The Hon. R. Thompson: He would be shocked, in other words. 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: Yes. This hospital is correctly called a nursing post, I believe. 
The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Interim hospital, is the term. 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: It is very interesting to note the fact that originally, in 1985, the department called 
tenders for a small nursing post—that is what I am going to call it. The building was to consist of living quarters, 
containing living room, kitchen, bedroom, etc., and patient areas having two single-bed wards, shower, W.C., 
and basin, clean utility, clean-up room, consulting room, treatment room, waiting room, general purpose room, 
and verandahs. 
It was to be an orthodox type of building and it is interesting to note that the tender price received was $160,000. 
Because this exceeded by far the amount of money the department had available for the particular project, it explored 
the possibility of obtaining a pre-fabricated building in Perth and transporting it to Exmouth. This is the significant 
part of the story. Compared with what the department was going to get for $160,000, it was, under this arrangement, 
for $100,000, getting a building consisting of living quarters, containing two bedrooms, lounge–dining room, kitchen, 
bathroom, laundry and toilet facilities; store and verandahs; and patient areas containing five one-bed wards, labour 
ward, treatment room, sterilising room, clean-up room, consulting room, waiting area, nurses station, toilets, 
bathroom, and stores area. The whole of this project was completed within four months. 
I think our Minister was right on the ball in quickly assessing the amount of money that he had and getting the 
pre-fabricated building erected and in commission at Exmouth. It is something we can be very thankful for. I know 
from conversations I have had that the men at Exmouth really appreciate the swift manner in which the project was 
carried out. From my research I believe that plans are already being drawn for a 24-bed hospital at Exmouth, That, 
of course, will be in keeping with the progressive attitude at Exmouth. 
The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Three babies have been born in the hospital already. It is doing a good business. 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: From my remarks it can be seen that the Medical Department is very active and 
progressive and to the Minister in charge we must offer our congratulations. 
The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Thank you very much. 
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The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: The next item I wish to speak on is not quite so “congratulationary.” 
The Hon. W. F. Willesee: Are we finished with the village glee club? 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: Last week mention was made of the injustice which people have to contend with when 
their land is resumed, or is about to be resumed. I was very pleased indeed to see the announcement by the Minister 
that he is going to extend the Government’s ability to compensate such people by introducing a provision which 
will allow the departments, in certain circumstances, to pay more than the present 10 per cent. ceiling which applies 
under the Act. 
I will quote a case where, in my opinion—and certainly in the opinion of the landowner concerned—a man is not 
even getting just compensation, let alone any of the 10 per cent. Nor is he in a position to get any more than the 
10 per cent. I received a letter from this gentleman—one of two brothers who own 4½ acres of land in my province. 
They have owned it since about 1936 and worked it as a poultry farm until the war. After the war they continued 
their poultry farming. One of the brothers was married so on the particular property they built two houses. The married 
brother lived in one, and the single brother in the other. They were not particularly flash but they were, in fact, 
substantial houses. I have been in both of them. 
In about 1964 the wife of the married brother said to him, “I have lived in this house for 20-odd years and I feel 
it is time you supplied me with a modern brick home. We have battled our way on this poultry farm and we are 
now in a position where you can provide some of the modern amenities that women are entitled to.” 
The Hon. V. J. Ferry: It is no longer a “paltry” farm! 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: So, unsuspectingly, the married brother submitted a plan for his new house, and what 
I am about to narrate is, as far as I know, the truth of what occurred; or, at least, these are the facts as he gave them 
to me. When he submitted his plan he discovered that his land had been zoned as parklands, or some such thing, 
under the metropolitan regional scheme; and, of course, the department refused to give him a permit to build. In 
fact, he then discovered that not only was he not allowed to build his home but he was also not allowed to make 
any improvements to his property. 
He made inquiries as to what could be done and he found that the department would compensate him by taking 
over his property and paying him for his land and buildings. I thought this was reasonable under the circumstances 
and I had no complaint about it. However, the Metropolitan Region Planning Authority sent its land resumption 
officer, or whoever values properties, to make a valuation of this poultry farm so that the two brothers could be 
compensated for the five acres of land that they own and are working. The valuing officer came up with a figure 
which the brothers contended was not just. 
These two brothers are fairly level-headed fellows and they went to the trouble of explaining to me that they realised 
that some people, because a situation involves them personally, tend to become biased in their outlook and in regard 
to the value of their properties. However, the married brother said to me, “I want you to tell me whether I am being 
unrealistic because my brother and I, and my wife, feel that we are being unjustly treated.” When I had a look at 
the figures given I, too, thought he was being unjustly treated, and I will tell members why I think so. 
Apart from anything else these people are not now permitted to improve their poultry farm and I should like to read 
to the House a section of a letter one of the gentlemen concerned sent me. The full letter is available if any member 
would like to read it, but the last section of it reads as follows:— 

P.S.—Since the refusal to build, my wife claims that as she has worked hard for many years she is entitled
to a better home, and so she has left the farm, leaving my brother and myself with the cooking, attending
to the phone, all the correspondence …

etc., etc. 
The Hon. R. P. Hutchison: I wonder what the etceteras are? 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: This gentleman’s wife left him because he had been promising her for years that he 
would build a new house for her when the farm returned sufficient money to enable him to do so. 
The Hon. R. Thompson: What did the department offer for the land and what was his claim? 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: I am getting around to that. 
The Hon. W. F. Willesee: You are making a thriller out of it. 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: I reckon it is a thriller! 
The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: It is the suspense that’s killing us. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
The Hon. L. A. Logan: You tell them after tea. 
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The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: I am not sure whether this property comprises 4½ or five acres of land, but there are 
two houses and 14 poultry sheds, a garage for the car, store sheds, etc., built on the property. In valuing the 4½ or 
five acres of land, the valuer finally came up with a figure of £11,700. I will keep all figures in pounds, because 
that was the currency in use at that time. As regards the improvements on the property, an itemised list was prepared 
which indicated how much was allowed for each item. House A, according to the list, was valued at £40, and 
house B, £30. 
The Hon. R. Thompson: They sound like chook houses! 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: For the 14 poultry sheds he was to be allowed £105, which is £7 10s. each, even though 
some of the sheds are as long as this Chamber, and about 14 feet wide. They are made of corrugated iron and, 
although not the flashest places in the world, the brothers had been working the business as a poultry farm and it 
would cost them a great deal more than that to have poultry sheds rebuilt elsewhere. 
The Hon. R. Thompson: I agree with you entirely. 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: In addition there is a well on the property and the whole place is fully reticulated. The 
well and the reticulation were valued at £100, and that figure covered the pump, the motor, piping, and everything 
else connected with the reticulation scheme. 
The Hon. R. Thompson: It costs that much to have the electricity connected. 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: The well on this property is 30 feet deep and in his speech last week Mr. Ron Thompson 
gave us some idea of how much it would cost a P. & C. association to put down a well 18 feet deep. 
The Hon. R. Thompson: That was at Calista. 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: Yes. The cost was something like £1,600, and yet this man is to be paid £100 for his 
reticulation system. If he has to sink another well, and assuming that Mr. Ron Thompson’s figures are reasonably 
accurate, it will cost him a great deal more than £100. 
The Hon. R. Thompson: That was the contractor’s quote. 
The Hon. A. F. Griffith: How deep is the well? 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: It is 30 feet deep. I would go along with all this if the system used by the department 
in arriving at valuations was one which provided for adequate compensation; but I completely disagree with it on 
the methods it does use. The department contends that if a person has some land which is being used for poultry 
farming it is worth much less than any other type of land. I cannot see the reason for that. I maintain that if a person 
owns 44 acres of land at Dalkeith, and that land is used for poultry farming, it is worth as much as somebody is 
prepared to pay for land in Dalkeith. To say that because a man is using land for poultry farming it is not worth as 
much as vacant land does not add up to me. The department contends that that is the position. 
I may be crazy, but I cannot see how anybody can say, “We will pay you £300 an acre—and that is the figure 
suggested—for your land and then we will pay you for your sheds and other buildings. However, if you want to 
receive the money which the land would be worth if people bought it as building blocks then it must have nothing 
on it; it must be completely cleared. That is why we are giving you only the disposal value of the houses.” 
Perhaps one of the houses is worth only £40; I do not know. However, the man who owns it has to live somewhere, 
and if that house is pulled down he has to get another house somewhere else, and he certainly could not buy one 
for £40. I do not think he could buy a tent, such as I mentioned when I spoke of the doctor who originally pitched 
a tent on Garden Island, for £40. 

Sitting suspended from 6.10 to 7.30 p.m. 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: Prior to the tea suspension I said I had serious doubts as to the ability of anyone 
being able to build a replacement home for £40. The point I am trying to emphasise is not that I necessarily believe 
the Act does not provide that people shall be granted a just compensation for their properties and homes; what I 
am suggesting is that the manner in which the Act has been implemented is unjust. 
To elaborate further, I will make this comment to the House: The department has told the brothers concerned—
and, in fact, has told me—that if they expect to get full value for the improvements they have made on the land—
when I say full value I mean full value for their pumping equipment, chicken runs, and all the other improvements 
relating to a poultry farm—they can expect to get only poultry farm value for the land on which they are carrying on 
their business. This is the main issue I am trying to emphasise. If this line of thought is adopted, I am afraid I cannot 
agree with it. 
Irrespective of the purpose for which it is being used, I maintain that the land is worth what anyone is willing to 
offer for it. In this particular district it has been proved that the price people are prepared to pay for a block of land 
on which to erect a house is approximately £900 or £1,000. However, the amount of money the department is offering 
these gentlemen works out to approximately £650 a quarter-acre block. The department has gone on to say that 
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if it pays £650 a quarter-acre block it will pay only demolition value for any improvements on the property. The 
department values the land not at £650 a quarter-acre block, but at £300 per acre if the owners want the full value 
for the improvements on the land. 

I cannot follow this line of argument. If a person wants to build a house on this block of land the block is worth 
£1,000 a quarter-acre, but to say that the land is worth only — 

The Hon. H. K. Watson: Is this land subdivided? 

The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: No. 

The Hon. H. K. Watson: Is it capable of being subdivided? 

The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: No, because it is zoned as open space, or a green belt. 

The Hon. R. Thompson: How far away is the nearest house? 

The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: Over the street, only a few yards away. 

The Hon. R. Thompson: It is in an urban area? 

The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: Yes. I now want to point to another instance. I have not checked the authenticity of 
this but I believe that it is quite correct. When these negotiations were progressing, another gentleman, whose 
property adjoins the land belonging to the brothers I have mentioned, received £17,850 for two acres. This land 
is at the rear of the brothers’ property and is situated where the land, if anything, would be worth less. I will admit 
that there was a large valuable house erected on it. However, the brother who have a poultry farm established on 
4½ acres of land, together with improvement, have had their block valued at £12,500. Nothing will convince me 
that this is just. 

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: Is this the authentic case or the unauthentic one? 

The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: The block of land valued at £12,500 is the authentic case, of which I have knowledge, 
but I am given to believe that the other valuation is right. 

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: Which one was right? 

The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: According to my information, they are both right. These brothers are about 58 or 
60 years of age. If this property is taken from them at a valuation of £12,500 they then become unemployed with 
£6,250 each with which to go out into the world and live until they reach the age when they are eligible for the 
old-age pension. 

The Hon. R. F. Hutchison: And they are without a home. 

The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: Yes, but they could buy one, of course, with the £6,250 they would each have. However, 
it would mean that they would have to get a job for, say, seven or eight years before they could receive a pension. 
I do not think they are making a fortune on the poultry farm, but at least they are making a living, or enough to relieve 
the country of the burden of paying each of them the old-age pension. Furthermore, I think they would stay on the 
property, if they were permitted to do so, till the day they die. The authority has told them they can stay there because 
it does not require the land immediately. 

The brothers can stay on this property provided they do not carry out any improvements. They told me that if they 
stayed on the poultry farm they would have to buy more equipment to enable them to compete with other poultry 
farmers, and that this equipment would cost them about 25s. per hen, and they have 3,000 head. If they spend 
this huge amount of money they have no guarantee that the authority will not approach them this year, or the year 
after and say, “We have decided that we are now in a position to put this land to the use for which we have zoned 
it.” So these men are virtually prevented from spending any money to improve their equipment to keep up with 
their competitors. 

The Hon. R. Thompson: And if the land values jump they will be paid only today’s market value. 

The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: I am getting around to that point. The very first sentence I uttered was that these people 
made the unfortunate mistake of making an application to build a house on the property. If they had not applied 
no-one would have known of their position and they would have carried on merrily whilst the value of their land 
continued to increase. The letter from the Under-Secretary for Works, dated the 21st September, 1965, contains 
this paragraph— 

In accordance with section 7 (12) (b) of the Town Planning and Development Act the price to be paid 
should not exceed “the value of the land at the time of the refusal of permission” to carry out development 
on the land, viz., 14th October, 1964. There is no provision for the payment of interest on the purchase price 
or of any subsequent increment in value. 

The Hon. L. A. Logan: Read the next paragraph. 



The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: Very well. The Minister has asked me to read the next paragraph, so I will do so. It reads— 
However, the Departmental valuation has not been rigidly fixed to the above date and is considered to 
be adequate to cover any subsequent increment in value. 

I agree that the valuation is not rigidly fixed to that date, but, instead, it is rigidly fixed to a date eight or nine months 
later, and the document I have here proves that. The valuation was placed on the land on the 26th August, 1965, and 
the particular date mentioned was the 14th October, 1964, which is less than a year earlier. 
I have mentioned this to the Minister, and I am certainly not laying any blame on his shoulders, but I pointed out that 
for ever and a day the price these men will get for their land, even if they decide to stay there, will be only £12,500. 
The Minister said, “This section is not rigidly adhered to.” But that is the provision in the Act, and the letter sent to 
the person concerned states that this is the section governing the position. I would be very pleased indeed if the 
minister would write a letter to this person stating that in no circumstances will this section of the Act be adhered to. 
The Hon. H. K. Watson: But the Minister cannot break the law. 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: That is what I am trying to point out. In any case, I am sure he would have no desire 
to break the law. However, I am airing the views of these people. They have made every effort to make a success of 
their business and I sincerely believe that they are level-headed people who are asking that only a fair remuneration 
be given to them for the work they have done in improving their property over the years. I conclude this part of my 
speech by saying that I am quite sure the Government realises these anomalies exist, and in view of the minister’s 
recent statement I am certain that the amendments he proposes to introduce to the Act will tend to prevent similar 
situations occurring. 
However, I felt it was my duty as a representative of these people, to bring this case before the House, because 
I maintain that the attitude of the department is unjust. 
I would now like to touch on a much happier subject. I consider I would be less than unjust if I did not make some 
mention of the recent trip which was made by members of this Parliament to the north. Other members, including 
myself, have already expressed their pleasure and appreciation that the opportunity to make this trip was made 
available to them so that they could view the development that is taking place in the north of this State. I certainly 
congratulate the Minister for the North-West and his staff for this well-organised trip that was arranged for us. 
It gave us a very vivid indication that Western Australia is, in fact, bursting with activity on a scale which those who 
have never been to the north are not fully aware of. I would like to have it placed on record that I certainly appreciated 
the opportunity made available by the Government to visit the north-west, and I certainly learned a great deal from 
that trip. 
Another matter which I wish to bring to the attention of members relates to housing accommodation. Mr. Syd Thompson, 
who is not now in the Chamber, made reference the other day to the fact that some houses in his electorate which 
were owned by the State Housing Commission had been left vacant for long periods. He made the suggestion that if 
every house owned by the commission were occupied one week earlier than they are actually occupied, then perhaps 
the housing situation would not be so acute. 
Recently I received a letter from a lady in my electorate lodging a complaint. I had been trying to secure housing 
accommodation for her from the commission. The complaint was along the lines referred to by Mr. Syd Thompson. 
She said that in Bentley there was a house which had been vacant for six weeks, and which she passed frequently. 
She asked why I could not get that house for her. It is only right for me to bring to the attention of members the 
result of the inquiries which I made on her behalf. I discovered that the particular house which she alleged had 
been vacant for six weeks had, in fact, been vacant for slightly less than four weeks; and during that time it had 
been undergoing renovations to the tune of $650, because it was in need of rather major repairs. In my opinion 
the commission certainly does not have its houses lying idle, if they can be occupied. 
The Hon. A. F. Griffith: Of course it does not! 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: I was very pleased to see one particular item mentioned in the Speech of His Excellency. 
He said that the Government proposed to introduce amendments to the Education Act, one of which would enable 
the Minister, under certain circumstances, to permit a child to leave school before reaching the age of 15 years—the 
required leaving age. I am pleased to see this provision will be inserted in the Act. Whilst I agree that the children 
should be kept at school as long as possible, I believe that under certain circumstances it would be a waste of time to 
keep some children at school until the required leaving age, and it would be a waste of time to the teachers to do so. 
I wish to refer briefly to the case of a girl who lives in my electorate. She was making absolutely no progress at 
school; she did not like school; and she could not get on with her teachers; so she decided illegally to leave school. 
She sought employment and was successful in getting a very worth-while position. She worked in the job for nearly 
a week, and her employer was most happy with her services. She could have remained in that job for the rest of her 
working life, and she would have been taught a trade. However, one day the truant officer went to the factory where 
she was working and insisted that she return to school. 
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I maintain it was an absolute waste of time sending her back to school. She did go back to school, but she has done 
absolutely nothing there, and she is learning nothing. When she reaches the required leaving age the position which 
she took with the particular organisation probably will not be available to her, and she could become a burden to 
the State. For that reason I am pleased to see a reference in the Speech of His Excellency to the introduction of 
amendments to the Education Act. 

The other day I read with some concern a reference in the newspapers to the increase in thefts from building sites. 
As members are aware I spent many years associated with the building trades, and I had to put up with this type 
of action by irresponsible people who go onto building sites after the workmen have knocked off and steal building 
materials. I am pleased to see the report in the newspaper that the magistrate gave a very stern warning that in future 
any such offender coming before him would receive a severe penalty. He imposed a pretty heavy fine on the offender 
who was brought before him in this case. 

By virtue of their business, builders have to rely to a large extent on leaving materials out in the open during weekends 
and at night, and trusting that people will leave them alone. In my view no penalty is too severe to impose on anyone 
who goes onto unguarded building sites to steal materials. 

I vividly recall the instance when a builder was constructing a house with very special bricks. This instance will 
reveal the thinking of some people. Some of the bricks were left on the site over the weekend. When the workmen 
returned to work on the Monday morning they found that the house next door had a beautiful brick garden box and 
some steps which had been built with a similar type of brick. The people concerned were challenged by the builders, 
and the reply was, “Builders generally have plenty of bricks left over on their jobs.” People do not seem to have any 
qualms about taking building materials from a site, assuming there will be a lot left on the job. They assume that 
some materials will be left over, and therefore they take them. 
The Hon. H. K. Watson: Take them before they are left over? 

The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: Yes. I am pleased that the magistrate issued a stern warning to this type of offender. 
One does not have to be very clever or smart to go onto unguarded building sites over the weekend and steal 
building materials. 

The Hon. H. K. Watson: It is common theft. 
The Hon. C. E. GRIFFITHS: That is right. I would now like to pay a tribute to the Government for installing so 
quickly the boom gates at the Rivervale railway crossing, after a couple of terrible tragedies occurred. I commend 
the Government for the swift action it took in installing those gates. Like others, I would be very pleased to see the 
eventual provision of a tunnel under the railway line near that crossing. In the meantime motorists are well protected 
by the boom gates. 

One other matter I wish to mention briefly relates to the Traffic Regulations. The police should make a closer 
investigation of offenders who drive along our highways with their traffic indicator lights on when they are not 
making a turn. Often I have driven along the highways and found a motorist in front driving for miles and miles 
with the traffic indicator lights flashing. Often in such a case when the following motorist attempts to pass, the 
offender in front decides to make a turn; and if a collision were to occur the overtaking driver would be in the 
wrong. I do not know whether people commit an offence by failing to switch off their traffic indicator lights when 
they do not intend to make a turn; if it is not an offence then it should be made one. With those comments I support 
the motion. 

__________ 
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