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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at
2.15 p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTIONS.

DAIRYING.

As to Artificial Insemination of Herds.

Hon. C. H. HENNING asked the Min-
ister for the North-West:

Further to my question of the 24th
August last, concerning artificial1 insemina-
tion to which the Minister replied: "The
Superintendent of Dairying is at present
in the Eastern States, but it is expected
that a scheme sufficient to explore the
possibilities in Western Australia can be
finalised shortly after his return," and as
the superintendent returned two months
ago-

(1) Has a scheme yet been finalised?
(2) If not, has any progress been

made?
The MINISTER replied:
An artificial insemination scheme de-

signed to explore the possibilities in
Western Australia has been finalised and,
before implementation, will be discussed,
as promised, with representatives of the
farmers and breeders.

FORESTS.

As to Departmental Revenue.

Hon. J. MURRAY asked the Chief Sec-
retary:

(1) What was the gross revenue of the
Forests Department for the years ended
the 30th June, 1952, 1953 and 1954?

(2) What was the net revenue, as re-
ferred to in Section 41 of the Forests Act,
for the same years?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied:

The answers are-
(1) 1952-E481,497.

1953-E678,150.
1954-E777,5 17.

(2) 1952-0314,419.
1953-E416,942.
1954-E491,633.

MIDLAND JUNCTION ABATTOIR.

As to Government Action and Supplies
of Meat.

Hon. A. R. JONES asked the Chief
Secretary:

In view of the fact that many stoppages
have occurred at the Midland Junction
Abattoir during recent months, and both
last Wednesday and this Wednesday at
corresponding times during the sale of
stock, which has a very harmful effect
upon the whole industry both from the
growers' point of view, and from the point
of view of butchers supplying meat to the
public, will the Minister answer the follo0w-
ig questions:-

(1) (a) Has the Government taken
any action to overcome the
intolerable position which
has existed at the abattoir
ever since the Government
took over its control?

(b) If the answer is "yes," what
action has been taken?

(c) If the answer is to the effect
that no action has been
taken, will the Minister ad-
vise what action is to be
taken?

(2) (a) Does the Minister for Agri-
culture know that some
butchers are forced to
slaughter stock away from
the abattoir to keep up sup-
plies to the public?

(b) If the answer to No. (2) (a)
is "No," why is the Minister
not informed?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied:
(1) (a) The Midland Junction Abat-

toir is under the control of the
Abattoir Board and not, in
a managerial sense, under
that of the Government.

(b) The Minister has contacted
the South Australian Minis-
ter for Agriculture, who is
now making urgent arrange-
ments to release the manager
of the Port Lincoln Export
Works for the purpose of un-
dertaking a comprehensive
inquiry at the Midland Junc-
tion Abattoir before Christ-
mas.

(c) Answered by (b).
(2) (a) Yes.

(b) Answered by (a).
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BILL-WORKERS' COMPENSATION
ACT AMENDMENT.

To Refer to Select Committee.

Debate resumed from the previous day.

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. G.
Fraser-West) [2.20]: The proposal f or
a select committee appears to be insecurely
based on twin premises: firstly, the pos-
sible impact on the ability of industry to
pay; and secondly, dissatisfaction with the
Second Schedule to the parent Act. I ade-
quately dealt with these two bogeys in my
reply to the second reading debate last
night.

In carefully listening to the remarks of
members, I was amazed at the number of
irrelevancies and red herrings drawn into
the debate and submitted as pointing to
the necessity for a select committee. Dur-
ing his speech, Mr. Simpson expressed the
opinion that as Western Australia was
not so developed industrially as other
States, it was not in a position to pay the
higher benefits now available in those
States.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: I do not think I
implied that. I said it would be a, bigger
strain.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: If this is a
reasonable argument, the wages paid in
this State should be lower than those in
the East.

Hon. H. Hearn: We have borne the
strain of the bigger basic wage.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Industry has
borne it for the last 12 months, has it
not! To follow the argument logically,
prices should not be allowed to be as high
as in the other States. Opposition mem-
bers, however, were antagonistic to any
suggestion of price control to bene-
fit employees; but they enthusiastical-
ly support a system of benefit con-trol for the injured. They do not
appear to recognise the need of the
worker, but only that of the employer.

I have pointed out to the House that the
extra cost to industry, on reliable informa-
tion *Provided by the manager of the State
Insurance Office, would be about 221 per
cent.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: That does not
square with other estimates.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I cannot
help that.

Hon. H. Hearn: Those are the figures
according to that management.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That is so;
and they were based on the figures of his
own business.

Hon. H. Hearn: We need not agree
with them.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: As I
pointed out, the figures on which the hon.
member is depending are higher again.

Hon. H. Hearn: You are still out.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The hon.
member's figures must naturally differ, be-
cause they would be paying on a higher
rate. This measure would only bring bene-
fits on to a par with those paid in other
States. A possibility of that not being agreed
to would be a drift of skilled workers to
other States--a contingency which in our
present form of industrial expansion,
would be most undesirable.

As I have previously told the House, it
has been estimated that the extra cost to
industry would be about £140,000. Spread
over the employers of this State, that would
not be a sum of great magnitude; and, in
view of the evident prosperity of employers,
could be met easily. I agree that the
"honeymoon" may be over, but it does
seem that most employers are solidly en-
trenched; and while dizzy profits may have
gone, most employers seem on substantial
foundations, particularly judging by their
homes, cars, and other apparent evidences
of prosperity.

The concern expressed regarding the
Second Schedule seems not to have hit the
mark. It can safely be said that the State
Office has over one-third of the workers'
compensation business of the State; and in
the last financial year, Second Schedule
matters represented only one-sixth of the
benefits paid by the office. This, I should
think, would be true of the other offices.
It can therefore be seen that Second
Schedule payments are only a minor part
of the benefits as a whole. Certainly they
do not warrant the time and trouble of
the scrutiny of a select committee.

Harking back to the alleged blow to in-
dustry, members should recollect being
advised that the State office would be pre-
pared to carry the proposed additional.
benefits at an increase of not more than
10 per cent, on the existing maximum
rates.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: It does not matter
if they lose money.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Oh yes, it
does! But has it ever lost money? It has
always been run on purely business lines,
and that office has never shown a loss,
and will not show one at this stage. If
it wanted to charge about 10 per cent.
more than the other offices that would suit
the hon. member; but because it is able
to give the employers of this State a much
cheaper rate than they can obtain else-
where, that appears to be all wrong in the
hon. member's mind.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: Nothing of the kind!

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It is per-
fectly right; and it is only so because this
happens to be a semi-Government depart-
ment, and is proving successful. That, in
the hon. member's eyes, is wrong.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: I have never said
that in the House, and you know it!
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The CHIEF SECRETARY: The hon.
member likes to gloat over a Government
department and hold it up as being ex-
pensive; but because this office is able to do
business cheaper than private enterprise,
the hon. member is very sore about it.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: I am not.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Here we find
that all these extra benefits can be paid
at 10 per cent.; but members are querying
whether it can be done for 224 per cent.

Hon. C. H. Henning: Who pays if there
is a loss?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I would like
the hon. member to show where there is
a loss.

Hon. C. H. Henning: I said "if " there
is a loss.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I am sure the
hon. member could not show where the
loss exists; he cannot have it both ways.
During the 12 months ended the 30th June,
1954, the total of the premiums paid to all
insurers was £1,398,991. Ten per cent.
added to this would amount to only an-
other £140,000. If that would embarrass
employers when distributed among them,
I would be most surprised. Employers who
are scared of paying their injured workers
a reasonable sum could transfer their
business to the State Office and benefit
from the considerably lower premiums
charged compared with those of the com-
panies.

Hon. H. Hearn: Are you getting paid for
advertising?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Some re-
marks are best ignored. If employers pre-
fer to be unbusinesslike and pay the
highest possible premiums, then the parrot
call of "higher cost to industry" loses its
significance. It seems industry in this
State needs to put its house in order if it is
to act efficiently, and wishes, to compare
with that in the Eastern States and over-
seas. Why should our workers suffer be-
cause of the unbusinesslike methods of
their employers? Even little Tasmania pays
considerably greater benefits than we do.
South Australia, with a Liberal Party Gov-
ernment, pays much greater benefits than
we do.

It has been suggested that some of the
amounts provided in the Second Schedule
for minor injuries are too high and should
be reduced. It must be remembered that
in 1948, after an exhaustive investigation,
the Royal Commission recommended the
benefits which are included in the Second
Schedule. And we are told that one of
the reasons for the appointment of a select
committee is to deal with the Second
Schedule. Here we have a schedule which
has been considered by a Royal Commission
that had ample time to deal with every
phase of it.

Hon. A. R. Jones: In 1948.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: Six years ago.

Hon. H. Hearn: When the honeymoon
was commencing.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The basis
was the same. There is no alteration at all.
The only alteration required is in the
amounts of money to be paid; that is all.
Yet this was recommended by a Royal
Commission that had ample time to con-
sider every aspect.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: Six years ago, when
we had a very bright future.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The Royal
Commission was satisfied that that was
the amount of money required at that date.
All that is necessary is an alteration of
the amounts, and not of the constituents
that would be included. A Royal Commis-
sion dealt with this matter at some length
in the manner in which Royal Commis-
sions attend to such inquiries; yet the
hon. member wants a select committee of
five members to be appointed from this
Chamber to take evidence in a couple of
weeks, recommend alterations to the
Second Schedule, and have the Bill back
here in a very short time. The only varia-
tion since 1948 has been in percentage
increases, these being in the same ratio
as the increase in maximum compensa-
tion. These benefits still lag far behind
those paid in other States. I want to give
members some idea of how they lag.

HoAl T.ones: Ynu told us before.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: A good thing
can always bear repetition.

Hon. H. Hearn: You want us to
memorise it!

Hon. C. H. Simpson: How many years
is it since Western Australia led the other
States?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It is a matter
of some years.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: Not long.
Hon. H. Hearn: It would be three years.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: If that is so,
is it not time that we resumed the lead?

Hon. C. H. Simpson: But we did lead
for some years.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Admitted.
But is that not all the more reason that
we should feel sorry we are now lagging
behind and should do the right thing?

Several members interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I will ask
members to reserve their remarks until
they participate in the debate, when they
can answer the points made by the Chief
Secretary.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I was about
to make some comparisons in order to
show how we lag behind the other States.
In Victoria, for the total loss of the sight
of both eyes, a sum of £2,800 is paid. In New
South Wales the amount is unlimited; and
in Queensland, it is £2,800. The amount
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asked for in the Bill is £2,800, so we are
only asking for something that has al-
ready been paid in two of the other States.
At present only £1,750 is being paid here;
and I would like some member to attempt
to justify why a man who loses both eyes
in Western Australia should receive £1,050
less than is paid to a man who is in a
similar position in Queensland or Victoria.

Hon. H. Hearn: That is some of the
work that the select committee could do.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: There is
nothing for a select committee to tell us.

Hon. A. R. Jones: Do you think you
could fix it up?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Yes. I have
given a schedule which I think should be
adopted. There are quite a number of
other disabilities for which £2,800 is paid
in the Eastern States, such as the total
loss of the sight of an only eye, the loss
of both hands, the loss of both feet, the
loss of a hand and a foot, and so on.
In New South Wales the amount in these
instances is unlimited; and in Queensland
the figure is £2,800. That amount is asked
for in the Bill. For the total loss of the
right arm or of the greater part of the
right arm, an amount of £2,240 is payable
in Victoria, and £1,900 in Queensland and
New South Wales. The Bill asks for £2,240.
For the total loss of the right hand, or
five fingers of the right hand, or the lower
part of the right arm, an amount of £1,960
is payable in Victoria. There are no figures
for New South Wales or Queensland. It
is desired that the figure here should be
£1,960.

I have given figures to show what sums
are actually being paid in the Eastern
States, and not what might be paid. This
Bill, in the main, is based on something
that is already being done in those places.
I will not weary members by reading
through the tables that I have here, but
any member who is interested can look
at them. This is a remarkable motion. It
was moved formally, and the hon. mem-
ber did not give one reason why it should
be agreed to.

Hon. H. Hearn: I did so in my second
reading speech.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I admit that
the hon. member, and quite a lot of mem-
bers skated over the subject at the second
reading stage.

Hon. H. Hearn: Did you want me to
make a speech?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I want a
person who moves for a select committee-

Hon. H. Hearn: I will reply.
The CHIEF SECRETARY: That is not

the way to do it; it is putting the cart
before the horse. I have to anticipate
what the hon. member might say in his
reply.

Hon. H. Hearn: We have to do that with
you.

The PRESIDENT: Order!
The CHIEF SECRETARY: When speak-

ing to a motion, I should know what are
the mover's reasons for its adoption. In
this instance I have not been given one
reason. In all my experience, I have never
met with a similar case of a member asking
for something without saying why it is
wanted.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: You did the same
thing the other week.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: If I did, it
was a very bad example. I have not time
to go into the matter. In fact, I do not
know to what the hon. member is referring.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: I am referring to
the resumption motion.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I appeal to
members to deal with this question on its
merits. I would ask them whether there
is any reason why a select committee:
should be appointed.

Hon. A. R. Jones: My word, yes!
The CHIEF SECRETARY: The hon.

members says, "My word!" Bills of this-
description have come here year after year
since the Royal Commission of 1948 sub-
mitted its findings and laid down the basis
of the present Act. Yet I will guarantee
that not one word in the course of a
second reading debate was uttered to in-
dicate that the Royal Commission's basis
was wrong. Now, without any evidence
of that description being brought forward,
we are asked to appoint a select committee
to inquire into the matter, without any
reasons being given by the mover of the
motion.

Hon. L. C. Diver: Why are you afraid
of a select committee?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I am not
afraid of a select committee or a Royal
Commission if it is appointed at the right
time.

Hon. A. R. Jones: Then support the
motion.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Is this the
right time? Members know that the ses-
sion will finish in three or four weeks'
time.

Hon. H. Hearn: Will it?
Hon. Sir Charles Latham: There is

no need for it to do so.
The CHIEF SECRETARY: What a dif-

ferent story from that which we have heard
every other year! When it has been sug-
gested that there is no need to finish at
Christmas, but that the House could re-
sume after January, what a storm of pro-
test there has been!

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: I do not
know about that. We had a special ses-
sion early this year.
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Hon. H. Hearn: We started the present
session early, too.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Sir Charles
Latham and Mr. Hearn know that all
select committees have asked for extensions
of time. I am speaking purely from mem-
ory, but I think that that is the case.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: No. The
select committee on the firearms and guns
legislation did not ask for an extension of
time.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I do not
know of any select committee that could
be appointed, take evidence, and report
back to the House with any prospect of
the legislation with which it was con-
cerned being dealt with within three or
four weeks.

Hon. J. Murray: Who was responsible
for the delay in bringing the Bill for-
ward?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I do not
know. But I think some members have
been responsible for the delay in the last
week or so, at any rate.

Hon. L. A. Logan: It was introduced
in the Asssembly on the 21st September.

Hon. C. W. D. Barker: There would
be no request for a select committee if the
aim of the Bill was to reduce payments.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That is so.
I was prepared for a decision to be reached
on this Bill last Thursday. I was ready
to allow it to go to the vote without re-
plying to the debate, in order to save time.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: In another place
there was a period of 14 days between
the introduction of the measure and the
reply by the Minister.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I am not re-
sponsible for the length of time the Bill
is kept in another place.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: It has been no-
thing like 14 days here.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The measure
has been here for nearly 14 days.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: About a week,
T think.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: No, nearly
14 days. It is impossible for a select com-
mittee to deal with the Second Schedule
and the other matter contained in the
Bill, and submit a report between now and
the end of the session.

Hon. L. C. Diver: Rush it through at
any price!

The CHIEF SECRETARY: There is no
need to rush it through. It can be de-
bated here for the next month. I do not
know that there is any rushing in that.
The hon. member's accusation will not hold
water. It would be rushing the matter to
appoint a select committee of five mem-
bers to go into the Bill. Why do not

the rest of the members take the respon-
sibility of debating the various points in
Committee instead of submitting the mea-
sure to five members?

Hon. L. C. Diver: You know that it
would finish in a conference.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I do not know
that. I do not like to anticipate.

H1on. L. C. Diver: You have a good idea.
Hon. C. W. D. Barker: The hon. mem-

ber could prevent that by voting for the
measure.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I was going
to suggest to the hon. member that he
could easily obviate that by agreeing to
the very just proposals in the Bill. If that
were done, there would be no need for a
conference. I mentioned during my second
reading speech that one of the reasons for
the appointment of a select committee was
to inquire into the Second Schedule. What
is it desired to do with the Second
Schedule?

Hon. H. K. Watson: How do you know
that is one of the reasons?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Because it
has been stated by Mr. Hearn.

Hon. H. K. Watson: I thought you said
that he gave no reasons.

T7he CHIEF SIEC"RETARY: No. When
members deal with something that I say,
they do not do it properly. They try to
make out that I have said something which
I did not say.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Do not let
them bait you, anyhow.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I said that
mention had been made during the second
reading debate of referring the Bill to a
select committee, but the matter was dealt
with in only general terms.

Hon. H. Hearn: That is not quite true.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Yes; it is.
Hon. H. Hearn: No. I contest that!
The CHIEF SECRETARY: One of the

main ideas behind the appointment of a
select committee is to deal with the Second
Schedule. I have shown by figures from
one of the largest insurers, if not the larg-
est, with regard to workers' compensation,
that the Second Schedule constitutes only
one-sixth of workers' compensation.

Hon. H. Hearn: We are a bit suspicious
of some of those figures.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I know that
the hon. member is suspicious about lots
of things, but they are true just the same.

Hon. J. McI. Thomson: Have we not
grounds for being suspicious?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: No. I chal-
lenge the hon. member to show any
grounds. I have given figures to prove the
statement I have made, and I challenge
the hon. member to pull them to pieces.
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It is easy to make accusations of that de-
scription. I am not making accusations,
but giving definite figures that can be
proved. I ask members not to make such
loose statements, if they cannot disprove
my contentions, which I defy them to do.
I have given official figures from the State
Insurance Office, which handles more of
this business than any other office in the
State; and those figures show that the
Second Schedule payments constitute only
approximately one-sixth of the insurance
business transacted. So the reason ad-
vanced why a select committee should be
appointed-that the Second Schedule
should be investigated-is a very weak one.

That is one of the reasons why I am
sorry that the hon. member gave a bald
statement without any supporting facts
when he moved for a select committee.
Had he given his reasons we would be
in a position to answer them. The other
reason for the select committee is the
cost to industry. I have been right
through the debates to pick out the points
that members have suggested as being
their reasons for a select committee; and
the only ones I can find are those deal-
ing with the Second Schedule and the cost
to industry. I answered those in my reply
to the debate. If we continue on the same
basis as exists today it will be 221 per
cent.; but if it is carried out by the State
Insurance Office it can be done for 10 per
cent.

Hon. H. Hearn: Excuse my laughing!
The CHIEF SECRETARY: The hon.

member laughs; but that is a definite
offer. If he thinks it is so comical, let
him accept the challenge. If he finds it
is put up as a bluff, he will have a laugh
on that office. The only two points men-
tioned in the course of the debate are
those concerned with the Second Schedule
and the cost to industry, which can be
borne for 10 per cent.; but even if the
position remains as it is, it will be no
more than 22-2 per cent, of the Second
Schedule payment. The numbers are up,
unfortunately.

Hon. A. R. Jones: Are you anticipating?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I am antici-
pating as a result of what has occurred
in other circumstances of a similar de-
scription. I am hoping that this is one
time at least when I am wrong. I trust
that members will take notice of the points
I have raised. Perhaps I have not gone
into the matter as exhaustively as I should,
but I think I1 have put forward sufficient
to create doubts in their minds. I sug-
gest that they churn these matters over
in their thoughts, and ask themselves
these questions: What will be achieved
by a select committee? And, can it
achieve what is sought in the time at its
disposal? My answer to the second ques-
tion is, "No." If members agree with me,
there will be no select committee, but we
will have a month in which to argue the

various points in connection with the mat-
ters in the Bill. I hope the motion will
be defeated.

HON. R. F. HUTCHISON (Suburban)
[2.48]: I oppose the motion for a select
committee. I think it is simply a move to
kill the Bill, and everyone here knows it.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: I do not know
it.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: Anyone who
has studied the pattern of past debates
in the House on this question will know
that. It has been a common occurrence
in the past for the aniti-Labour forces to
introduce Bills in another place well
knowing they will be defeated here. That
applies to any measures that concern in-
dustrial workers.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: Has not your party
done the same?

Hon. R. F. HUlTCHISON: I think it is
disgraceful. Members opposite will not
argue the question on the floor of the
House. They know that, although they
still have a. majority of three in the Cham-
ber, the numbers on this side are increas-
ing. There has been a strange silence
on the part of the other members of the
province I represent. Those members are
supposed to be representing a working
class area, but they have been curiously
silent on the Bill.

Some members have thought they were
putting a point over the Government by
being vocal on other matters. I shall say
what I want to say about this legislation.
The country has never been better off in
monetary matters than it is today; and
I consider it is disgraceful to argue the
point with respect to men and women who
suffer from sickness and injury. This is
supposedly the highest House of the legis-
lature, and here I have heard talk of
workers as drunkards, malingerers, loafers,
and all sorts of things.

Point of Order.
Hon. H. Hearn: Is the hon. member

correct when she makes an assertion that
members have called workers the things
that she has just referred to?

The President: If the hon. member ob-
jects to the words used, I suggest he ask
that they be withdrawn.

Hon. H. Hearn: I ask that the hon.
member withdraw them.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: I withdraw them,
because I want to say-

The President: Order! The hon. mem-
ber must withdraw and make no comment
on the withdrawal.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: I withdraw. I
heard those words hinted at, anyway.

The President: Order! The hon. mem-
ber must withdraw and must make no
reference to the withdrawal.
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Hon. R. F. Hutchison: Well, I am not
going to withdraw.

The President: Order! I will report
the hon. member to the House.

The Chief Secretary: I hope that just
for a few seconds calmness will be re-
stored.

The President: Under Standing Order
No. 415, I will give the hon. member an
opportunity to apologise to the House.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: I apologise, Mr.
President.

Debate Resumed.

Hon. R. F. H[UTCHISON: The women
will suffer most from any injustices in
the Bill. The wives of deceased workers
are the ones who have to raise the
families, and the wife of an injured
worker has to put up with the monetary
loss with a sick man. The Bill is ask-
ing for only the minimum safeguard
against want and insecurity as a result
of injury to a worker. We have put up
a fair Bill, and nothing has been asked
for that is beyond the capacity of in-
dustry to pay. The old argument that
industry cannot pay is a time-honoured
one. It was raised in 1834 when the
use of child labour was challenged. The
statement was made in England at that
time that the balance of profits of industry
depended on the last hour of work of
300,000 little girls employed in industry.
The figures I gave the other day showing
the profits made by the insurance com-
panies in this State were surely a telling
tale.

A select committee is not required to
inquire into the "to-and-from-work"
clause. This safeguard for workers is long
overdue. When a man goes to or returns
from work each day, he is subject to the
risks and hazards of modern transport,
and his family should be protected in the
event of his suffering injury during those
times. After all, there is a changing
pattern of society; and I have stated be-
fore in this House that today we do not
kick our neighbour and then pass on;
and we do not see a man fall and not
stop to lift him up.

I maintain that the amount of £2,800
for a permanently injured worker, or for
the widow of a deceased worker, is only
reasonable. That sum would scarcely
purchase a modest home for the widow.
The matter has not been debated realisti-
cally here. Members could agree to the
Bill, because there is no fear of anything
happening as a result of it. Of all the
matters that we fight about, we should not
argue about workers' compensation.
Every member who has spoken has shown
how profits have risen, and how trade is
buoyant; but still the sick worker is to
be on the minimum. As a woman, I am
not going to stand here without protest-
ing. I know what is being done in this
House by Opposition members, and I am
aware of what they have done in the past.

They do not say straight out, "You
shall not have this." They know they
have the numbers and they turn to a
select commnittee or some other com-
mittee. Why do they not say, "We will
vote against the Bill" ? We would then
know where we were. IMembers are
simply drawing a veil, so far as the pub-
lic are concerned, over what happens in
this House. I oppose the apointment of
a select committee, and I hope members
will think over their decision and will
allow the Bill to be debated on the floor
of the House. I have no reason to be-
lieve that there would be any repercus-
sions on industry. What is provided for
in the Bill could be taken out of the pro-
fits made by insurance companies, and
not even be felt by those concerned.

HON. SIR CHARLES LATHAM (Cen-
tral) [2.58]: The motion is whether or
not there shall be a select committee. The
Bill has been fairly reasonably discussed
here, and all I am going to say is that
I do not understand why there is any fear
of a select committee. All we do by ap-
pointing such a committee is to assist
members, because sometimes they feel
they have not enough experience to make
a big decision.

I have been associated with Parliament
for many years-practically since workers'
compensation came into existence-and I
have watched the growth of this legisla-
tion. We have reached the stage when we
can go to the representatives of workers,
and those of capital, or the employers,
and say to them, "What is a fair thing*
for the people who are injured in indus-
try?" I can remember saying in my
younger days that if a person were injured
in industry, and it was for the benefit of'
the whole of the people that the industry
was carried on, then it should provide
some compensation. There are other points.
to be considered. I do not know that those
engaged in industry should have prefer-
ence over others. The hon. member who
has just sat down antagonises members
rather than helps towards a moderate and
reasonable discussion. She goes to ex-
tremes. A short time ago the Government
decided-and I give it due credit-that
there should be a compensation scheme in-
troduced for children travelling from their
homes to school. But the Government is
not asked to pay for that insurance; the.
parents pay for it.

Hon. E. M. Davies: There is no industry
attached to that.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: On mak-
ing inquiries about how much it would
cost to insure a worker from the time he
left his home until he returned to it f rom
his work, I found that the premium would
be extremely small. If the issue is so im-
portant, the worker can carry his own
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insurance. There is no justification for
saying that one section of the community
should provide for another.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: They are doing
the work.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Who are
they doing it for?

Hon. L. A. Logan: Themselves.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Of course
they are! Do not let the hon. member
think for one moment that I have not
worked as hard as, or even harder than.
the men we are trying to legislate for
today, because I have. There is no other
place in the world that I know of where
working conditions are better than in
Western Australia.

Hon. E. M. Davies: The New South
Wales workers' compensation legislation
is better than ours.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: New
South Wales copied our legislation. We
can make our legislation top-heavy by
going to the other extreme. I am moderate
in my views, and we would profit greatly
if we called in members of the public who
represented both the employers and the
workers to give evidence before this pro-
posed select committee. I have asked the
mover of the motion to prepare a report
on the legislation for our information.

The Chief Secretary: He cannot do that;
he will not be the only member of the
select committee.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The in-
formation desired concerns the metro-
politan area principally. There is no need
to go to Broome or any other. place to ob-
tain the information, and I venture to say
that it could be obtained at reasonable
cost. I do not propose to vote against this
-legislation. Every time similar legisla-
tion has been put before the House, I have
voted for the second reading.

The Chief Secretary: You mean you
want a select committee appointed so that
it can tell you whether the amounts set
out in the Bill are reasonable or other-
vise?

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: No; I do
not. What is desired is some information
about some of the injuries that are sus-
tained by workers. We know that a pain
in the back is a pain in the head for the
medical men.

Hon. E. M. Davies: I have a pain in
the neck.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The hon.
member might easily contract that and get
away with it without carrying the responsi-
bility.

Hon. H. Hearn: He got it as a result of
too many honeymoons.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: There is
no need to lash ourselves into a fury over
this legislation. We should be reason-
able about it. The hon. member who has
just spoken does not help in any way.

Hon. R. IF. Hutchison: I have my own
opinion.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: When
we speak in this Chamber, we are address-
ing intelligent people; but when we talk
on street corners, we sometimes belittle
the intelligence of the people to whom we
are speaking. However, there is no need
to go to any extremes here. I do not think
there is any man who would not stretch
out a helping hand to another in need.
I have seen such men on the Goldfields
and on the wheat belt.

The representatives of the Labour Party
are just as honest in their convictions as
we are on this side of the House who repre-
sent the Country Party and the Liberal
Party. Remarks such as "those people
on the other side" which have been heard
from the hon. member are not appreci-
ated by us, because we are human beings,
the same as she is. I hope the House will
agree to the appointment of a select com-
mittee. I want that committee to report
as quickly as possible, and I want to en-
sure that those people who are injured in
the course of their employment, get the
best deal possible.

HON. E. M. HEENAN (North-East)
[3.6]: 1 think the House would be well
advised to proceed with the Bill and not
invoke the delay that must inevitably
occur if it is referred to a select commit-
tee. Sir Charles Latham has just said
that this Chamber is composed of intelli-
gent men, and perhaps that statement is
substantially true.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Substantial-
ly? Is it not really true?

Hon. H. Hearn: He would not declare
himself.

Hon. E. M. HEENAN: If it is true, which
I have to modestly admit, being one of
the members of this Chamber, we, as a
body, are capable of dealing with this Bill
ourselves. There are certain measures re-
garding which a select committee could be
very helpful. For example, the Radio-
active Substances Bill that we discussed
yesterday, might well have been referred
to a select committee because it dealt with
a subject about which many of us know
little. However, on this amendment to
the Workers' Compensation Act many
members have spoken, and have referred
to the fact that over the years similar legis-
lation has been introduced.

Last year we spent a great deal of time
discussing the pros and cons of one im-
portant aspect contained in the Bill then
before us, and I do not think we are any
less competent to handle the Bill now
before us than the members of a select
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committee. For example, no evidence that
could be placed before a select committee
could tell Mr. Hearn much more than he
already knows of workers' compensation
from the employers' side. I am sure that
most of the Labour members on this side of
the House have had wide experience in the
industrial sphere of workers' compensa-
tion, and are well acquainted with the
employees' point of view.

To delay the Bill by referring it to a
select committee and asking many people
to submit evidence-which in most cases
will be lengthy, and which we could easily
obtain by research-seems to me to be
the wrong approach to the problem. The
motive behind Mr. Hearn's motion-which
I do not question-could be construed as
a subversive way of delaying the passage
of the Bill. The end of the session is
drawing near, and the motive behind the
motion could be construed in that fashion.
As Sir Charles Latham has said, we are
men of intelligence, and there is nothing
in the Bill that we cannot handle. It is
our duty to get together to apply common
sense and sound judgment to the prob-
lem, and to conduct research into it. We
should get on with the job now. I oppose
the motion.

HON. C. H. SIMPSON (Midland) [3.9]:
Frankly, I cannot understand the attitude
of the Leader of the House and his sup-
porters in opposing the motion for a select
committee. I think it is entirely reason-
able. It has been supported by many
speakers. I do not think it will create
any delay that members on the other
side of the House fear. Most of us, as Mr.
Heenan has said, appreciate the issues at
stake. Mr. Hearn, who naturally would
be a member of the select committee, if
appointed, has devoted a great deal of
time to a study of the various aspects of
the question. Other members have a great
deal of knowledge on the subject, too.

The object of moving for the appoint-
ment of a select committee is to obtain
evidence from expert sources on the ade-
quacy of some of the proposed payments
in the Bill, the cost of retrospectivity, and
finance generally. I disagree with the
Chief Secretary when he says that the
appointment of a select committee is un-
necessary. He is not in agreement with
his own leader in another place who
stated-

I am not satisfied that the Second
Schedule as it stands in the Act at
present is in the best possible form,
but from time to time Parliament is
in the position to amend that schedule
in any way that it wishes.

That is exactly what this House is trying
to do by means of this motion. So appar-
ently we are of the same frame of mind as
the Premier, despite what the Chief Secre-
tary has said to the contrary. It seems that

there might be a desire to have an impres-
sion created that members on this side
of the House are not sympathetic, but
why should the party we represent bring
forward two workers' compensation Bills
in three years?

The Chief Secretary: You did not ask
for a select committee to be appointed
to inquire into them, did you?

Hon. C. H. SIMPSON: The question did
not arise. On the first occasion the Gov-
ernment of which I was a member brought
forward an amendment to the Workers'
Compensation Act, members of the same
political view as the Minister said they
would not dare to bring forward a Bill
such as we did.

The Chief Secretary: And you did not
want a select committee on that Bill, did
you?

Hon. C. H. SIMPSON: It was not war-
ranted at that stage; but other questions
have intruded into this legislation since.
As I said last night, there were some
anomalies that we desired to correct. So
when the Bill is agreed to-and I think
it will be in its final form-it could be sub-
ject to proposed variations from year to
year. As a matter of fact, when I sat in
the seat which the Chief Secretary now
occupies, I was responsible, two years ago,
for introducing a Bill similar to this one.
That goes to show that members on both
sides of the House are quite willing, when
the occasion demands it, for considera-
tion to be given to the claim of the worker
in regard to the benefits that he should
receive under workers' compensation legis-
lation.

The Chief Secretary: But you did not
want a select committee then?

Hon. C. H. SIMPSON: A select commit-
tee was not even suggested at the time.

The Chief Secretary: You passed the Bill
without a select committee.

Hon. C. H. SIMPSON: A select commit-
tee was not then suggested, but one is sug-
gested now.

The Chief Secretary: You did not want
one when you were in office; but now that
you are on the Opposition side, You want
one. Why change your attitude?

Hon. C. H. SIMPSON: The question of
a select committee was not brought up.
A select committee is required now because
new factors have intruded.

The Chief Secretary: This Bill is not
nearly as comprehensive as the previous
one.

Hon. C. H. SIMPSON: The question of
finance did not enter into the debate on
the previous Bill.

The Chief Secretary: That question al-
ways enters into it.
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Hon. C. H. SIMPSON: When we have
reached a state of affairs in this country
where there has been a drop of £E47,000,000
in the value of exports compared with the
previous year, the economy of the State
must be affected. That is one factor
which the proposed select committee should
take into account. We want to know ex-
actly what we are doing and where we
are going. I agree whole-heartedly with
the idea of a select committee.

I believe that the mover of this motion
knows what he is saying when he points
out that the inquiry will occupy only a
short time, and he can guarantee a report
within the time stated. Although the re-
port of the 1948 commission did take a
considerable time, I would point out that
its terms of reference permitted it to make
a much more comprehensive inquiry than
is even thought of at present. No doubt,
the data collected by that commission will
be considered by the proposed select com-
mittee. There should be no anxiety in
regard to the time which will be taken for
an inquiry, which is highly desirable and
necessary.

HON. A. R. JONES (Midland) [3.17]: 1
have already conveyed to the House my
intention of supporting the move for a
select committee, and I am very pleased
that the Chief Secretary is not afraid of
such an inquiry. He said he would be
happy about it. I wonder why we are
arguing about this matter when he is not
afraid of an inquiry. He asked members
to give reasons why a select committee
should be appointed. I stated two or three
reasons during the second reading debate,
but I shall reiterate them.

Casting our minds back 12 months, I
can remember very vividly the occasion
when Dr. Hislop discussed the Second
Schedule at some length, and pointed out
to this House in no uncertain terms the
anomalies in that schedule. If my memory
is correct, he said that in his opinion some
injuries were over-compensated while
others -were under-compensated. In the
Second Schedule to the Workers' Compen-
sation Act, the amount of compensation
payable for the total loss of the sight of
both eyes is £1,750; and for the total loss of
the sight of an only eye, the same amount
is payable. I stated the day before yester-
day that I believed £4,000 would not be too
much compensation to pay to the widow
of a worker who had met his death
through an accident at work.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: Why do you not
move in that direction, instead of sup-
-porting the move for a select committee?

Hon. A. R. JONES: I hope to convey
my reasons for supporting the appoint-
ment of a select committee. On the occa-
sion referred to, Dr. Hislop pointed out
that in the event of an eye injury, certain
amounts were set out in the schedule.
For the total loss of the sight of one eye,

it is £700; and for the loss of binocular
vision, the amount is the same. He pointed
out that, as a result of scientific research,
doctors could now treat a person who had
lost his binocular vision, by supplying him
with glasses. This would enable such a
person to return to work in a normal con-
dition, and he would not be affected a
great deal in his earning capacity.

Provided that the family of such a person
was cared for while the worker was in-
capacitated; and provided that he received
glasses, and the necessary treatment under
compensation, would it not be better for
the worker, if his capacity was returned
to normal and his sight was not impaired,
to receive no compensation, so that any
amount now payable could be used to in-
crease the benefit for some other injury,
such as an allowance to the widow of a
deceased worker of £4,000 compensation?
This is a very good illustration of why
someone with knowledge of the subject
should be available to discuss this matter
thoroughly, and to afford scientific in-
formation on many aspects of which I
know nothing; and, I would suggest, of
which Mrs. Hutchison knows nothing
either.

Hon. H. Hearn: Less than nothing.

Hon. A. R. JONES: The Chief Secre-
tary would be very greatly handicapped
if he lost an arm. That would reduce his
capacity to speak very greatly.

The Chief Secretary: You know that
when a person loses one portion of his body,
he acquires greater strength in the others.

Hon. A. R. JONES: It has been said
by members opposite that industry can
afford to pay higher rates of compensation.
On the figures that have been submitted
this year I agree, but I suggest that the
only member opposite who has stood up
and said he knows the honeymoon is over
is Mr. Barker. He is very alive to the
fact that the revenue of this country will
be considerably reduced during the next
12 months.

Hon. C. W. D. Barker: I did not say
that; but I agree with you that things do
not look as good as they did.

Hon. A. R. JONES: If proof is needed,
I would quote some figures which are
authentic because I compiled them myself.
In 1951, a farmer in my district collected
£12,500 for his wool clip. Twelve months
later, the value of a clip of the same size
dropped by £2,000; the following year, the
value dropped again by £2,000; and this
year, the value of the clip was £6,500. So,
if the economy of this country is not af-
fected and industry is not affected within
the next 12 months, I shall be well out in
my forecast.

The Chief Secretary: If farmers have
been on a honeymoon, injured workers
have not been.
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Hon. A. R. JONES: Instead of our an-
nually arguing this matter in this Cham-
ber, which I do not enjoy, although Mrs.
Hutchison may-I suggest that workers'
compensation legislation be tidied up and
placed on a scientific basis. It is degrad-
ing to have to listen to some of the
speeches. Many of them were not sin-
cere.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: I object to that
statement. At least I am sincere. I ask
the hon. member to withdraw the remark
that I am not sincere.

The PRESIDENT: The hon. member
did not refer to any particular person
by name.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: We can see what
he meant.

Hon. A. R. JONES: As suggested in my
second reading speech, if we could tie the
compensation payments proportionately to
the rise and fall in the basic wage, the
necessity for debate on this legislation
would be done away with for all time,
except when some contingency arose.

The Chief Secretary: Would you put
in "may" or "shall"?

Hon. A. R. JONES: I would say "shall
be adjusted." The Chief Secretary was ab-
sent when I stated that he was not afraid
of a select committee, or was happy with
it.

The Chief Secretary: I did not say
that.

Hon. A. R. JONES: The Minister did.
It is reported in "Hansard." There is
really nothing to be afraid of at all. A
better job will be done by qualified per-
sons considering this matter. Let us not
forget that when the select committee
presents its recommendations, members will
have the right to discuss them fully and
make amendments. I whole-heartedly sup-
port the motion to appoint a select com-
mittee, and hope that members opposite
will see virtue in it.

HON. E. M. DAVIES (West) [3.25]: 1
oppose the move for a select committee.
Members have mentioned this afternoon
that the business before the Chair is the
consideration of the appointment of a
select committee and has nothing to do
with the debate on workers' compensation.

The Chief Secretary: They all appear to
have followed the lead of the mover.

Hon. E. M. DAVIES: I have listened to
the speeches in support of this motion,
which condemned members on this side for
dealing with workers' compensation; but
members opposite all finished up by deal-
ing with it themselves.

Hon. H. Hearn: Will you be the excep-
tion?

Hon. E. M. DAVIES: If the hon. mem-
ber interrupts me too much I shall drift
into it myself. Members have given
reasons why a select committee should be

[119]

appointed. Sir Charles Latham said it
would be necessary to determine a pain in
the back.

Hon. H. Hearn: Did you say a pain in
the neck?

Hon. E. M. DAVIES: I have had that
many a time myself. The reference to the
pain in the back is a reflection on the
ability of the medical profession in this
Sate. No person can obtain compensation

unless he has been medically certified. If
a medical practitioner cannot decide
whether there is an injury or a pain in
the back, I do not know how a select com-
mittee will find that out.

Another point raised was the economic
position of the State. It is not necessary
for a select committee to be appointed to
ascertain the true facts. According to
statements which have been made, statis-
tics are supplied to members of both
Houses of Parliament relating to State and
Commonwealth figures of primary produc-
tion, exports and imports. I am unable to
understand the need for a select committee
to ascertain these figures. In view of the
fact that a Royal Commission dealt with
workers' compensation not so very long
ago I can only conclude that the main
factors which will be considered by the
proposed select committee have already
been decided by the Royal Commission. It
is only necessary for us to determine the
amount of workers' compensation benefits
payable calculated on the values of the
present-day f£.

All that is needed is to ascertain the
purchasing power of the E when the Royal
Commission made its recommendations,
and convert it into the present-day pur-
chasing power. I feel that nothing can be
gained by appointing a select conmmittee.
It has already been mentioned in this
House that a similar Bill has been intro-
duced annually for some time past. In
view of the fact that this question has been
discussed from all angles many times be-
fore, and the Bill has been referred to con-
ference managers, there is no necessity now
to have a select committee to go into the
same question.

The Chief Secretary: The select com-
mittee might be formed into an honorary
Royal Commission.

Hon. E. M. DAVIES: That has been
done before. I venture to say that no good
purpose could be served by referring the
Bill to a select committee. Members here
represent various sections of the dom-
munity and are quite competent to debate
all the questions involved. No doubt mem-
bers already have sufficient information on
which to make a decision. I believe
that the appointment of a select committee
to inquire into the schedules to the Act
would represent only delaying tactics and
result in waste of time.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: A select committee
was suggested last year.
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BON. J. D. TEAHAN (North-East)
[3.31]: 1 oppose the motion. This House
consists of 30 members drawn from all
parts of the State, and amongst them are
men acquainted with all types of industry
and every type of worker. The question
of workers' compensation has been before
Parliament so many times that members
have referred to it as a hardy annual.
The very fact that that term has been
applied to it indicates that there is no sub-
ject on which we are better informed.

Another point, as has already been
stated, is that as far back as two months
age, we knew that this Bill was to come
forward, and each member had the oppor-
tunity then to ascertain what information
he wanted. In fact, it was incumbent upon
us to do that, and we should now be armed
with the requisite information and ready
to discuss the Bill.

Why should we set aside our obligations
by appointing a select committee of three
or five members to find out something
about workers' compensation? No matter
how long a select committee might sit, it
would not obtain any more information
than is available to us now. The shifting
of the onus to other people is something
like having a referendum-shifting the re-
sponsibility on to persons not as competent
as we are to do the job.

The question of workers' compensation
has been exhaustively debated, and we
have the "Hansard" records of the debates
in previous years. Members, had they so
desired, could have obtained reports from
the insurance companies; and they could
have inquired from the Eastern States
how the more generous scales of compen-
sation there have reacted, and so be in a
position to give a decision right now. There
is no need to pass our job on to a small
select committee, because it will be no
more competent to deal with the matter
than we are. Therefore I shall vote
against the motion.

HON. C. W. D. BARKER (North)
[3.33]: I oppose the motion because I fail
to see how it can do any good. This Bill
represents merely a request to increase the
schedule of benefits payable to injured
workers and to increase the amount for
total incapacity to £2,800. Why have a
select committee to tell us whether those
increases should be granted? Is it in-
tended to call representatives of industry
to tell us whether industry can afford to
pay these benefits? It has been admitted
that industry can afford it. Mr. Hearn
has spoken from the standpoint of industry
and is proud of his association with it.
In. haotd, every member has admitted that
industry is able to bear this extra cost.
Obviously that is so because higher bene-
fits are being paid in the other States.

Would a select committee call represen-
tatives of industry to inquire whether in-
dustry could afford the extra amounts and

then call representatives of the workers
to say what they considered to be a fair
thing? We are here to represent them and
to do what we consider is a fair thing, so
what is the use of having an inquiry by a
select committee? True, medical men
might be called and asked their opinion
of certain provisions of the Act, which
would be valuable, but what would hap-
pen then? Is it the intention that a new
measure should be framed on the recom-
mendations of the select committee? If
that is the idea, there is not time to do
it this session.

I appeal to members to take the Bill
into Committee and give it a fair go. If
they are not satisfied with it, and if it
contains features that could be improved
to the advantage of the employers and the
workers, let us set about making the neces-
sary amendments; but for goodness' sake
let us not haggle about a paltry sum of
money to be paid to men injured while
working! I do not believe that the em-
ployers consider that the workers should
not receive the increased amounts, or that
they would begrudge paying it. That being
so, why should we argue the point?

Hon. J. McI. Thomson: What utter
nonsense!

Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: I can see that
Mr. Thomson begrudges any increase to
the workers; but I remind him that the
mover of the motion has not once stated
that industry could not bear the extra
cost, or that it begrudges the payment of
it to the workers. I cannot understand
why a select committee should have been
suggested. There are only a couple of
questions into which a select committee
could inquire, and to refer the Bill to such
an inquiry would simply be a waste of
time. We are men of average intelligence,
and are competent to deal with the matter.
Even if we had a select committee, who
could be called to supply any information
over and above what we already have?
That is the question.

Hon. J. McI. Thomson: Are you an auth-
ority on workers' compensation?

Hon. C. W. D. BARKER: Yes. The sen-
sible course to adopt is to take the Bill into
Committee and discuss it clause by clause,
because we cannot get any more informa-
tion than we already have.

HON. J. McI. THOMSON (South)
[3.37]: For the life of me I cannot under-
stand why the Government should be so
desirous of preventing the appointment of
a select committee on this subject. I did
not address myself to the second reading,
because I considered that there were just
reasons why some increases in workers'
compensation should be granted; and I
think that most reasonable men will agree
with that. Many of us are employers, and
have a full appreciation of good employees
and the value of workers' compensation.
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Therefore I -say that while there is justi-
fication for an increase in certain direc-
tions, the only way to get a satisfactory
decition is by referring the Bill to a select
committee. This is particularly so in view
of the conditions confronting the State
and the Commonwealth through the drop
in prices of our primary products. The
primary industries are the ones that are
keeping the country solvent, and It be-
hoves the workers to bear that aspect in
mind. By appointing a select committee,
it will be possible to determine what would
be a fair and equitable distribution of
workers' compensation; and in that way
it will be possible to do justice to the
workers and to the State.

According to the Chief Secretary, the
time is inopportune to appoint a select
committee. His reason for that statement
is that the end of the session is in sight.
I remind him, however, that on the 7th
November, 1950, the then Leader of the
Labour Opposition, Hon. F. J. S . Wise,
moved for the appointment of a joint
select committee to inquire into the Kauri
Timber Company's agreement. The motion
was approved by both Houses, and a joint
select committee was appointed. Accord-
ing to an intimation published in the Press
at the time, Parliament was expected to
rise about the 18th December. The select
committee met on the 9th November; and
having given due consideration to the
matter, held its final meeting on the 24th
and presented its report on the 28th
November.

The Chief Secretary: One swallow does
not make a summer.

Hon. J. McI. THOMSON: One can ex-
pect interjections of that sort from the
Chief Secretary and his supporters. Of
course the Minister must find some justi-
fication for objecting to the motion; but
if we are going to do justice to this legis-
lation, we should hold an inquiry by select
committee, and be guided by its findings.
Obviously Parliament would not be neces-
sarily bound to accept its recommenda-
tions. Mr. Teahan asked why we should
pass our responsibilities on to a committee
of three or five; but it will not be a matter
of passing on our responsibilities to some-
body else. The responsibility for decisions
will rest upon members of this House.

The Chief Secretary: Then why not face
it now?

Hon. J. McI. THOMSON: I have already
given the reasons. It will be our respon-
sibility to determine what shall be done
with the Bill after a select committee has
made its inquiry. I repeat that we should
at this stage take stock of the conditions
prevailing throughout the State. I venture
to say that whatever this House is pre-
pared to concede this year, we shall be
asked to increase the amounts next year.
Last year the percentage increase was

661 and this year the percentage is
33J, and next year I suppose we shal
be asked to concede another increase of
50 per cent. Let us get down to realities
and appreciate that the only way in which
we can do justice to all concerned is by
having an inquiry by select committee!

HON. J. 0. HISLOP (Metropolitan)
[3.45]: During the second reading de-
bate I said that one of my reasons
for upholding the request for a select
committee was to prevent this Bill
coming up yearly and being talked
over with a political bias that it did
not deserve. The debate which has
ensued since then has confirmed my view,
because we have heard some speeches that
we would have been better without. In
fact, the three long speeches of the Chief
Secretary would have been very much bet-
ter had certain portions of them been
lacking; and one speech which was de-
signed solely to mislead and inflame the
minds of the people whom we desire to
help, was such that I am sorry it was
ever made in this House. If, by means
of a select committee, we can decide on
a permanent method of granting adequate
compensation to the injured worker, we will
be doing much for him, for Parliament, and
for the people of the State; and in my
opinion it is possible to do so.

I think we might quite well look at
this question from the point of view of
whether it is possible to increase the
amounts in the Second Schedule, parti-
cularly for the more seriously injured, and
for children who are left without a father.
We have heard that the amounts in the
Second Schedule are a very small percent-
age of the total business involved; and
that brings me to the point that we might
easily do as I suggest and bring the com-
pensation for a totally incapacitated worker
to a figure that would be equal to some-
thing like seven years of the basic wage.
I think we could do that without any
great increase in costs if we looked closely
at the compensation awarded for lesser in-
juries. In that way we might find that
the extra cost would be so little that we
could increase certain of the payments,
as I have suggested, without disturbing
greatly the rest of the compensation figures
in the Second Schedule.

Last year, after a great deal of work,
and having sought the advice of those
with vast experience in the operation of
workers' compensation under the Act, as
well as of those members of the medical
profession who deal with this work, I sub-
mitted a schedule with a scientific basis,
prescribing compensation for loss of sight,
partial or total, and loss of hearing, par-
tial or total; and yet, when the whole of
that schedule was considered by a confer-
ence of managers, it was lost; and it could
only have been lost because of members
of the Government who, in turn, rather
than accept what I suggested-a total of
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£2,500 for the seriously injured worker-
were content to take £2,100. They did that
rather than go into the question properly
and see whether some better method of
handling the Second Schedule-better than
that which now exists-could not have
been brought into being by adopting the
proposal I put forward.

The Chief Secretary: Is there any
method used in Australia different from
that operating here?

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: We have heard the
Chief Secretary state repeatedly that he is
sorry to say we no longer lead Australia
in workers' compensation matters. The
schedule I put forward last year gave
him a glorious opportunity to lead Aus-
tralia in regard to the correct method
of handling the Second Schedule. Last
year he did not have the vision to see
that, but I am hoping that this year he
will.

A further matter which worries me con-
siderably is that every one of us, as an
adult, has had experience of the small boy
who says, when in trouble, "Do not punish
me. I know I have done wrong, but I 'will
be good in future." I ask members to cast
their minds back to the latter part of
the speech of the Chief Secretary when
replying to the debate on the second read-
ing. I presume that the words he used
were written for him by the manager of the
State Insurance Office, or one of his of-
ficers; and that opens up a grave situa-
tion.

In that portion of his speech which I
have mentioned, the Chief Secretary re-
ferred to the fact that years ago this
House gave the board power to institute
inquiries into the prevention and causes of
accidents, and to institute research and
appoint medical officers. He then went
on to say, in the words of whatever officer
prepared his speech, that this had not been
done in the past; but that, if the Bill
was not referred to a select committee,
it would be his intention now to begin
to do what Parliament had given him
power to do years before although it did
not give to the manager of the State
Insurance Office the power to do that. The
power was given to the board.

Is there a difference of opinion between
the manager of the State Insurance Of-
fice and the chairman of the board? If
so, it indicates a serious situation, and
confirms still further my view that when
the Chief Secretary told us that it would
be his intention now to do what should
have been done for years, if we did not
appoint a select committee, it would be a
good idea for us to appoint that com-
mittee and see why those things were not
done. I am somewhat perturbed about
those remarks of the Chief Secretary.

The Chief Secretary: Make it an
honorary Royal Commission, and I will be

with you.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: Let us appoint the
select committee; and if it cannot bring
down its report in time, I will be quite
happy to see the Bill passed, if the Chief
Secretary will then arrange for the select
committee to be converted into an honorary
Royal Commission, because in that way the
workers would get the increases contained
in the Bill pending the findings of the
commission.

The Chief Secretary: You could not
do that. You have either to pass the Bill
or appoint the commission.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: Then I must sup-
port the motion for the appointment of a
select committee because I know that
once we pass the Bill, we would have to
fight very hard indeed to get an hon-
orary Royal Commission appointed. With
those remarks, which I think adequately
give my reasons for desiring the appoint-
ment of a select committee, I support the
motion.

HON. N. E. BAXTER (Central) [3.50]:
I support the motion for the appointment
of a select committee to inquire into mat-
ters pertaining to workers' compensation.
In the four years that I have been a mem-
ber of this Chamber, we have repeatedly
had introduced into this House legislation
seeking to increase the payments under
the Workers' Compensation Act and,
throughout the debates that ensued, there
were mild recriminations hurled across the
Chamber because we did not see eye to
eye. In my opinion the objection of the
Chief Secretary and his colleagues to
the delay in passing this legislation is
without foundation. What is the need for
us to be in a great hurry and pass this
legislation in a. few days?

The Chief Secretary: Only to give jus-
tice to the injured worker.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Would the few
weeks required for an inquiry by a select
committee injure the worker or delay jus-
tice being given to him? If the findings
of the select committee were that the Bill
was in order and that even further in-
creased payments could be made, the
worker would in fact benefit considerably.
He certainly 'would not suffer one iota in
that regard, as the Chief Secretary knows
very well.

During his speedh, Mr. Barker said there
were only two matters to be discussed
by the select committee, but the measure
contains many more than two matters
which are very important, and which would
require to be discussed. Firstly, there is
the clause providing for retrospective pay-
ments to injured workers at present re-
ceiving compensation; and there is also
the clause dealing with compensating the
worker who is injured when travelling
to or from his place of employment. Other
provisions are those for increased weekly
payments, and the alterations to the
Second Schedule. Those are four very
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serious matters, consideration of which by
the select committee should not be hur-
ried.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: There is also the
added qualification for the worker.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Yes, that is another
matter. A lot of information could be
obtained by a select committee, and much
of it would be information that would not
be available to an ordinary private mem-
ber. I believe the Premium Rates Com-
mittee, if asked to do so, would be only
too willing to supply any information it
could and help the proceedings of the
committee in every way.

The recommendations of the Royal
Commission held in 1948, when this State
was apparently faced with a very bright
future, were referred to by the Chief Sec-
retary. At that stage everything was on
the up and up. The returns from wool and
wheat-our two main primary industries
and sources of income-were rising;, and
that meant all the difference between a
good trade balance and the position that
faces us today. At present those two
commodities are in a very doubtful finan-
cial position, and our trade balance ap-
pears to be moving in an adverse direction;
and, if that happens, this State, and the
Commonwealth as a whole, will be placed in
a very bad position.

During the debate on the second read-
ing, reference was made by supporters of
the Government to the large profits ac-
cruing in industry. Admittedly, what ap-
pear to be large profits are being made
by industry today; but in actual fact they
are only reasonable profits on the capital
invested. What is overlooked by those mem-
bers who quoted the large profits of big in-
dustries is the position of the small indus-
try, or the small businessman, who today is
endeavouring to keep prices down in the in-
terests of the consumer. Perhaps they do
not matter to those who call themselves
the champions of the workers, and who
try to make out that we are not as much
concerned about the position of the worker
as they are. I agree that an industry,
small or large, which has contented and
happy workers, gets better results from
them.

Further, those members who have made
reference to excessive profits apparently
do not know of the rising costs which ha ve
had such an effect on both small and
large industries in the past three years.
The increase in costs has, in fact, been
phenomenal. Surely members realise that
rising costs in industry must eventually
lead to a higher cost of living; and that
has been the effect of a number of amend-
ing measures that have been passed in
the last few years. If members realise
that, they must understand that the result
of any increased burden of costs on in-
dustry is that, although the worker may

receive an increase in wages or in com-
pensation, he must eventually pay for it
through rising prices. Let us examine the
position of the man or woman of ambition
who wants to be independent and run a.
small business which may give no greater
return per week than the income, of the
average worker today.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: What has that
to do with this question?

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: This involves the
small business just as much as the large
business. The small businessman is in
great measure the backbone of our country,
and he is endeavouring to do something
both for himself and for the State; and
so we must give his position some thought
also. On the one hand, we are asked to
agree to increased weekly payments to
the injured worker-practically equal to
the basic wage-and on the other, we
have on our statute book today legis-
lation providing for the screening of
every person in the State for tuberculosis.
Under that Act the sum paid to a married
man with a family, if he is found to have
tuberculosis and is treated either at home
or in hospital, is £9 per week. Does that
dovetail with what is proposed under this
Bill? Of course it does not! For the
reasons I have given, I feel that a select
committee, if appointed, would do a great
deal of goodl and would be of the. utmost
valu in placing its recommendations be-
fore this House for consideration.

HON. H. HEARN (Metropolitan-in re-
ply) [4.0]: 1 have listened with a good
deal of interest to the debate that has
taken place on this motion. I think it
would be just as well if we got back to
the motion, because in many instances
members have made further second
reading speeches. Firstly, I would re-
mind members that at no stage have I
had any intention at the back of my mind
of delaying the ultimate passage of this
legislation. That has been the suggestion
advanced by many speakers, and one even
had the temerity to say that my inten-
tion was to kill the Bill. That is a de-
liberate untruth.

An incident that took place during the
passage of the amending Bill last year was
the reason for my moving for the ap-
pointment of a select committee. As I
said during my second reading speech,
Dr. Hislop went to a good deal of pain
and trouble to present a scientific schedule
on the payment for injuries. It was
adopted in this Chamber and finally in-
corporated in the Bill. When we went to
the managers' conference, however, we
could not agree on that portion of the
measure; and, as a result, nothing at all
was done to the Second Schedule.

In the light of that experience, this
year the Government has introduced a
Bill; and it has simply added certain per-
centages to the existing Second Schedule,
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which we claim is full of anomalies. As
I said on the second reading, in some
cases we are not paying nearly enough;
and in others, we are over-paying. We
feel that the time has arrived when we
should look at the position to see whether
something cannot be done to prevent a
yearly introduction of workers' compensa-
tion Bills.

No member on the Government side
should imagine that he has a monopoly of
human kindness and understanding. There
is no monopoly of that; and when I make
the statement that I have no intention of
attempting to delay this legislation, I mean
what I say. If a select committee is ap-
pointed, it will get down to the job
promptly; it will face up to the position
realistically; and, bearing in mind the
times and the seasons, it will report back
as soon as possible to the House in order
that the Bill can be incorporated in the
Act long before the Government has fin-
ished with its legislation. Notwithstand-
ing what the Chief Secretary has said
regarding when we are to finish the ses-
sion, I say that we must do our job
properly even if we continue to sit until
Christmas Eve. Any suggestion from the
Chief Secretary that it is too late is an
insult to this House because I believe that
the time has arrived, when, in dealing with
such an important matter as this, we
should do our Job properly.

I want to reassure the Chief Secretary
and say that I have no intention of at-
tempting in any shape or form to hold up
this measure. All that has been Said
this afternoon will not deter me from im-
ploring members to vote for the appoint-
ment of a select committee.

Motion put and a division taken with
the following result:-

Ayes .... ... ... 14
Noes .. .- .... 11

Majority for 3

Ayes.
Hon. N. E. Baxter Hon. Sir Chas. Lathamn
Hon. L. Craig Hon. L. A. Lo.,an
Hon. Sir Frank Gibson Hon. J. Murray
Hon. H. Hearn Hon. C. H. Simpson
Hon. C. H. Henning Hon. J. McI. Thomson
Hon. J. G. Hisiop Hon. H. K. Watson
Hon. A. R. Jones Hon. A. F. Griffith

(Teller.)
Noes.

Hon. C. W. D. Barker Hon. F. R. H. Lavery
Hon. E. M. Davies Hon. H. C. Strickiand
Hon. G. Fraser Hon. J. D. Teahan
Hon. W. R. Hali Hon. W. F. willesee
Hon. E. M. Heenan Hon. R. J. Boylen
Hon. R. F. Hutchison I TCller.)

Pairs.
Ayes. Noes.

Hon.' H. L. Roche Hon. J. J. Garrigan
Hon. L. C. Diver Hon. 0. Bennetta

Motion thus passed.

Select Committee Appointed.

On motion by Hon. H. Hearn, select
committee appointed consisting of Hon. E.
M. Davies, Hon. J. J. Garrigan, Hon. L. A.

Logan, Hon. J. Murray .and the mover-
a quorum to consist of three members-
with power to call for persons, papers and
documents, to adjourn from place to place,
and to sit on days over which the House
stands adjourned, the proceedings of the
committee to be open to the public and
the Press; and the committee to report
on Thursday, the 25th November, 1954.

The Chief Secretary: And no later.

BILL-HEALTH ACT AMENDMENT
(No. 1).

Assembly's Message.

Message from the Assembly received and
read notifying that it had agreed to
amendments Nos. 1 and 2 made by the
Council and had disagreed to No. 3.

BILL-HEALTH ACT AMENDMENT
(No. 2).

Assembly's Message.
Message from the Assembly received and

read notifying that it had agreed to the
amendment made by the Council.

BILLS (2)-RETURNED.
1, Physiotherapists Act Amendment.
2, Constitution Acts Amendment (No. 2).

Without amendment.

BILLS (2)-FIRST READING.
1, Dentists Act Amendment.
2, Limitation Act Amnendment.

Received from the Assembly.

MOTION-STATE HOUSING
COMMISSION.

As to Resumption o1 Land.
Debate resumed from the 26th October

on the following motion by Hon. A. F.
Griffith:-

That, in the opinion of this House,
the recent resumptions; of land, as an-
nounced in "The West Australian" on
the 19th October, and contained in
"Government Gazette" No. 49 of the
8th October, by the State Housing
Commission, are unnecessary in view
of the very large areas of land held
by the commission, and in many cases
grossly unfair to small individual land
holders, and this House requests the
Government to review the recent re-
sumptions with a view to the cancel-
lation of the majority of them.

HON. F. R. H. LAVERY (West) [4.14]:
There are several words in Mr. Griffith's
motion with which I am not in agreement,
but before dealing with them, I would like
to state my feelings as regards resump-
tions generally. When speaking the other
evening, Dr. Ifislop drew pictures of the
State becoming all-powerful. Much of the
legislation that has passed through this
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and other Parliaments of the Common-
wealth, particularly in the post-war years,
has been of a restrictive nature. A good
deal of it restricts almost everything we
do, and rarely does a piece of legislation
come before a State or Commonwealth
Parliament that has not as its basis some
restrictive provisions.

To me, and to those people I represent,
the resumption of land is something that
is recognised as essential. This was stated
by Mr. Griffith at one time in another
place. I agree with what the hon. member
said. It is something that is always harsh,
whether it is being carried out for a minor
work or for a major one, and some portion
or member of our community will feel un-
justly treated. To my mind, when a
person holds a title to a piece of land, the
words "truth of title" convey that he is
supreme on his own block of land, and
should have the say as to what should be
done with it. I make no apologies for that
statement, because it is what I believe;
and people who have resumptions placed
in front of them must naturally be upset,
and protest, before they count 10 and con-
sider the matter. There have been many
occasions when I1 have said things before
counting 10, and I have been sorry for
them afterwards.

In the areas to which these resumptions
refer-namely, Hamilton Hill and Bibra
Lake-we were nerhans a little more
fortunate than those people who attended
meetings in other districts. With the ex-
ception of four or five people, the rest of the
meeting comprised those who had received
resumption notices. I will let Mr. Davies
speak for himself; but I was present at
that meeting with him; and before attend-
ing it, I had found out from the Minister
for Housing exactly what was proposed. I
outlined to the people who attended the
meeting what I, as their representative,
could pass on to them from an official
source. The result was that, with the ex-
ception of two or three people who wanted
to talk at once, the meeting was conducted
in a very orderly manner. The chairman
of the Fremantle Road Board deserves all
credit and thanks when one considers that
the number that attended the meeting was
in the vicinity of 130.

The motion moved by Mr. Griffith in-
cludes the words "in view of the very large
areas of land held by the commission.", I
would like to say that as far as the West
Province is concerned, the Housing Com-
mission will not have one block of land-
exclusive of the Proposed resumption-
on which to build State Housing Commis-
sion homes in January or February, 1955.
It became necessary, therefore, if there was
to be an extension of home building in the
West Province area, that the Housing
Commission should obtain some land. Dur-
ing the meeting, some people wanted to
know where they stood, and the possibility
of the Housing Commission taking all the
land they possessed; they wanted to know

what values they would receive. I had
spent same time that afternoon with the
Minister for Housing trying to find out the
position.

Already I have expressed myself on the.
question of resumptions, generally, and my
views will be found in "Hansard." I was
certainly not happy with the treatment
that a great many people received under
the green blanket of the Kwinana resump-
tion. It must be admitted, of course, that
the Kwinana resumption was carried out
by means of a special Act of Parliament;
whereas the present resumptions are under
the Public Works Act, 1902. It is an en-
tirely different setup. As I have said, I was
not happy to see the large number of people
in my district affected by the Kwinana re-
sumption receive what I consider harsh
treatment.

I am happy to say that already -some of
the people in my district have made their
appeals; and they admit that the State
must progress. They still feel, however,
that because they have owned their land
--one, two or three acres on the outskirts
of Fremantle at Hamilton Hill-they have
prior claim to that land. When I was able
to tell them that on account of the neces-
sity for planning, a large area was re-
quired to be taken over as a whole, the
majority of the people concerned felt that
the commission should go ahead with its
plan. From te M inist er I have it that an
aerial picture was taken of this piece of
ground in the Hamilton Hill-Bibra Lake
area.

I also have the Minister's assurance
and I have passed this on to the people
concerned, that in no case will any person
be displaced from his home. There is the
exception where a road may be planned to
go through a given area, similar to that
which occurred when the chord line was
taken through Bassendean. The Minister
told me that these people would be suit-
ably compensated. So I have the Minis-
ter's assurance that no person will lose.
his homestead. If any person has a num-
ber of children, and he has planned to al-
locate them land on which to build, that
land will not be resumed. In the case of
primary production, unless a person has an
excess area of land, it will not be taken
away from him.

Hon. H. Hearn: What do you call an
excess area?

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I was about
to explain that. In one area there is a
lady who owns 10 acres, on 424 acres of
which she has a well-established poultry
farm. She lives close to the Bibra Lake.
There are three young children, and the
mother would like to retain the whole
of the land. She is satisfied and would
be quite content if the Government left
her with five acres, which would be half
an acre more than she is using at the
moment. She is not prepared to stand in
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the way of progress, and would permit
the commission to take over portion of her
land.

I have already complained about the
financial position as it relates to the
resumptions in the Kwinana area. Land
was taken for which some people received
very high prices, because it happened to be
facing a road; but there was land four
chains back for which the owners re-
ceived an infinitesimal amount because
there was no access to the road. Because
of that, I was anxious to find out from
the Minister exactly what was proposed.
The secretary of the Fremantle Road
Board was kind enough to get some in-
formation for the people to show the
registration of sales that had taken place
in the district in the time immediately
preceding the resumption. Some of them
were purchased six months ago, some 12
months ago, and some only a few days
before.

The value of land has, of course, risen
since the coming of the Anglo-Iranian
Oil Company. The Minister has inform-
ed me that the people will be paid, not
the taxation value of the land in that
area, but the sale value. Let me refer
to four blocks which may be in a rect-
angle. One block is sold for £160 per
acre and in the meantime the price goes
up to £180. The land resumption officer
would strike a medium between £.160 and
£180, and that would be the basis. The
Minister impressed on me, however, that
if there was anybody who was entitled
to £10 per acre more, the commission
would be prepared to accept that further
claim to satisfy the public as a whole in
these areas. If, on the other hand, the
land cost £160 or £180 per acre, and the
person wanted £200 or £300, the com-
mission would have the right to recog-
nise its financial responsibility to the
State.

Hon. A. F. Griffith: In your conversa-
tion with the Minister, did he give you
any idea what the average price of the
land would be?

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I asked the
Minister the same question, and he said
that would be for the land resumption
officer to decide when he made his valua-
tion. But it is apparent from some of
the sales that have been made in the
district over the last three or four
years that the value of land in that
area has considerably increased in
price from that which obtained in 1950.
I have tried to point out that what I am
concerned with is the large area held in
the West Province. I tried to make it
plain that the commission was in the posi-
tion where it would not have any land
available for the erection of additional
houses once the Hilton Park area was
completed. So far as Willagee Park is con-
cerned, there are no blocks left except
those upon which buildings are to be
erected under contract.

Hon. H. K. Watson: There is quite a
bit at the back of Willagee.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: No. When the
hon. member refers to the back of Wil-
lagee, I presume he means travelling
south or east. That land is university
endowment land. When the university
authorities knew that the Government was
seeking land, they planted thousands of
of pines on those areas, and those pines
are 3ft. or 4ft. high. The Minister for
Housing was perturbed about that, because
he had expected to obtain the land for
the erection of houses. To the north, a
big area of land is privately owned, and
almost half of it has been completely sold
by T. M. Burke & Co. There is no chance
of extension, owing to the Applecross pine
forests, which are on university endow-
ment land.

In the past, the Fremantle City Coun-
cil has made a big area available to in-
dustry at almost a peppercorn price. Land
which was valued at £400 per acre two or
three years ago the council made available
to'industry at £1 per acre on condition that
factories were built smartly. The Inter-
national Harvester Co. has erected a pro-
perty valued at £180,000; and seven or
eight other properties are being established
in the area, ranging in value from £170,000
to £180,000. In addition, small factories
are being established.

The Fremantle council was concerned
that the Housing Commission was not
building homes in the district for those
engaged in these industries. The
council felt that it was morally re-
sponsible for having brought business
people down there. Some five or six
months ago, when I was on a tour of the
district with representatives of the Housing
Commission and the Fremantle council, it
was pointed out that there was no more
land in Hilton Park and Willagee Park, and
the only expansion possible was in the
Baker estate. I cannot, therefore, agree
with that part of the motion which relates
to unnecessary resumptions, for the simple
reason that there is no land available in
that area. To say that all the people are
happy about the resumptions would not be
telling the truth; they are not happy. It
has to be admitted that in many directions
the State is becoming all-powerful, and
there must come a time when someone
raises an objection.

Hon. A. F. Griffith: Do you think I had
anything to do with organising the pro-
test meeting?

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I am sorry the
hon. member mentioned that, because I
am trying to keep away from politics.

Hon. A. F. Griffith: That was not poli-
tics, but a courteous question.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: Within a few
hours of receiving notices, People were on
the telephone to discuss the matter with

2624



(4 November, 1954.] 62

me. It was proposed to hold a meeting
at Bibra Lake on the Monday night. I
advised them not to do so, but to permit
another week to elapse. In the meantime,
one of the persons whose land was to be
resumed arranged a meeting in the Hamil-
ton Hill hall, and that meeting was abso-
lutely non-political. There was no need
for politics to be introduced, because the
people went about their own business. But
some of the remarks Mr. Griffith made
when introducing his motion left no doubt
in my mind that he was, up to a point,
playing party politics. Mr. Griffith, when
speaking in another place, on the Indus-
trial Development (Kwinana Area) Bill,
had this to say-and the remarks are re-
ported at page 1984 of "Hansard," vol. 2,
of 1951-52-

The member for Melville describes
this Bill as a Soviet-like measure. I
would like to point out to him that
all land resumption Acts could per-
haps be referred to as Soviet-like in
their action because their effect in
many cases is harsh. Sometimes one
could say that their effect would be
unconscionable. The existing land
resumption Acts have that effect-

and this is the part I wish to emphasise-
-but I am certain that the hon. mem-
ber will agree that for a Government
to have power of land resumption, al-
though it could be harsh, is very
necessary.

With experience of having listened to the
member for Melville, I think he would be
the first person to criticise any Govern-
ment which did not, in this instance, pro-
tect the taxpayers' money by introducing
a Bill to prevent wholesale land specula-
tion. To be fair to Mr. Griffith, I want
to quote other remarks of his appearing
at page 2378 of "Hansard," vol. 2, 1950.
Speaking on the Bassendean-Welshpool
Railway Bill, he said-

There is one matter of great im-
portance that I shall mention. Clause
3 deals with the matter of compensa-
tion. We know that the power of re-
sumption has to be applied, but fre-
quently the effect is very harsh. We
have to realise that such a power is
necessary when it comes to a matter
affecting the progress of the State.

I do not deny that what Mr. Griffith said
was correct. It does become necessary
for the State at times to make these
effective resumptions. I would agree with
him if he said that a bridge across the
Narrows at present was unnecessary, be-
cause a large area of our beautiful river,
together with property, will have to be
resumed for the construction of roads;
whereas a bridge could be put across the
water from Stock-rd. in Melville, leaving
south-of -the -river traffic to proceed north
of the river a long time before it got to

the city. I would agree with him if he
resisted resumptions in connection with
the Narrows bridge.

In regard to the point made by the hon.
member that it is unfair for the Govern-
ment to make these resumptions without
prior notice to the people concerned, I
think it must be admitted, from what I
read from "Hansard," that Mr. Griffith
himself feels that the State has to have
certain protection against those who
would be inclined to try to bring about
false values or, in other words, to take
the State down.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: There is no chance
of taking the State down; do not worry
about that!

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: In view of the
development of the State as a whole, and
the number of people that have to be
housed, it has become necessary for the
Government to resume land for the pro-
vision of houses, despite what the Chief
Secretary promised this House when the
State Housing Act was amended last year.
The commission has to supply between
3,500 and 4,000 houses per annum.

Hon. H. K. Watson: Has to supply?

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I say it has to,
because private enterprise has not been
abi1. to and, if T mnav rapeat the words
of some members opposite, private enter-
prise has not been able to. Because of the
high cost of building and the low return
received on their outlay, private builders
have felt that it was better to put their
money into loans rather than into bricks
and mortar. So the housing of the people
has become a necessity.

In 1948, the Education Vote for this
State was £880,000; but in 1953-54 it was
£4,250,000. An increase in the Education
Vote is not made because there are not
more children to educate. The rate of
school building has been tremendous, and
the town planning of areas is long over-
due. From an economic point of view,
the erection of houses willy-nilly all over
the place is not in the best interests of
the State, or of the people who have to
live in them.

Industry in the metropolitan area seems
to be moving southward, and "decentral-
isation" seems to be a dying word. There
is a drift to the cities all over the Com-
monwealth, and no movement to outer
fields. Kwinana cannot be classed as an
outer field; it is only a few miles from
Perth and Fremantle. The housing prob-
lem is of such magnitude that some land
has to be resumed in areas which are most
accessible to the services of the State.

According to Mr. Holt, the Federal
Minister for Migration, the intake of
migrants in the Commonwealth for this
year will have risen from 90,000 to 107,000
-an increase of 17,000 in the last couple
of months. That indicates the necessity
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for the building of houses, when we are
told that 107,000 people will be coming
into the State.

Hon. H. Hearn: Into the State or into
the Commonwealth?

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: Into the Comn-
mnonwealth, I meant to say.

Hon. H. Hearn: That is better.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: According to
what appears in the publication of the
Good Neighbour Council, the figure will be
increased in 1955-56; so that it is obvious
that successive Governments will have to
resume land. There is no denying that
the previous Administration, acting within
its rights, had to resume a big area of land
on which to build houses. Houses and
business places were resumed east of Plain-
st., and that resumption was made by the
then Railways and Tramways Department
of which Mr. Simpson had charge at the
time.

All that area was resumed to be used
for the parking of buses, and for other
transport purposes. That cannot be denied.
Members can see it today. I am sorry to
bring politics into the debate, because I
have kept as far away as I could from
them since I have been in the house; but
in "Hansard" of this year Mr. Griffith is
reported to have said-

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: You cannot
quote from "Hansard."

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I am quoting
from a piece of paper.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The hon.
member cannot quote from a debate in
the current session.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: How can I re-
ply to Mr. Griffith unless I quote the words
he used?

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Rely on your
memory.

The PRESIDENT: You will have to do
the best you can, but you cannot quote
what has been said in a debate in this
House.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: Very well. I
shall rely on my memory. Mr. Griffith was
so keen to make this a political matter
that he stooped below his usual standard
of debate, which I respect, when he sug-
gested that the Premier would, when the
redistribution Bill was brought down, say
to the commissioners, "We want you to
bear in mind the expansion of the city,
and that the expansion will take place
where the 3,000 acres is being resumed."
If that is not playing politics pretty much
below the standard I have known in this
House, I have something to learn. I am
sorry Mr. Griffith went to such trouble to
bring politics into a matter which vitally
affects the people who are requiring homes,
as well as those whose land is being re-
sumed. If the latter make an appeal

against the resumptions, they will be agree-
ably surprised at the fair treatment they
will receive.

BON. G. BENNETTS (South-East)
[4.49]: Due to illness, I have not been in
the House for some time, and I have no
knowledge of the motion; but I want to
say something about land resumptions over
a period of years. Some people years ago,
put their money into a lot of property,
either to build houses on, or to sell at
a profit; and, after they have paid rates
on it for years, the State Housing Commis-
sion has resumed it at its own price.

I know of two Goldfields people who
bought a fair amount of land for a spec.
One of them was a generous person; and
if the Government wanted part of his land
for a school, or for the benefit of the
town, he made the land available for the
purpose. The price he was given was not
what the land had cost him, plus rates;
and he came to me about the matter.
At that time he was not in my province,
so I sent him to the member for his dis-
trict. When he finally received a cheque
for his land, he had to pay a certain
amount into the Taxation Department,
which meant a further loss to him. I do
not believe in people buying property and
keeping it for years without having some
plan worked out for its use.

If the Housing Commission requires land,
it should pay what it is worth at the pre-
sent time. A few weeks ago a man bought
a block for his son, who has recently re-
turned from Korea, and is getting married.
The son is working in a Government job
in Perth. The Housing Commission has
recently taken the block. The owner came
to me to see what I could do, but as I was
not the member for his district, I sent him
to one of the members in the other House;
and I understand that negotiations are
now taking place to get the block back for
him.

A person in my district owns two blocks
in a new area here, where values are creep-
ing up to a pretty high level. He had notice
from the Housing Commission to say that
the land was likely to be resumed. This
Particular person has owned these blocks
for about 40 years. They were left to him
in a will. He has two sons, and he thought
the land would be handy for them to build
on. They are working in the mines on
the Goldfields. The Housing Commission
has said no more about taking it. This
man is frightened that the two blocks will
be taken. Today they are worth in the
vicinity of £1,000 for the two.

Hon. A. F. Griffith: Did You say the
Housing Commission asked him whether he
wanted to sell them?

Hon. G. BENNETTS: I forget the word-
ing of the correspondence, but he received
a note from the commission.
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H on. A. F. Griffith: The commission did
more for him than it did f or many people
that I know of.

Hon. G. BENNErrS: Years ago a
schoolmate of mine on the Goldfields
bought a property in a handy position here
and he owned it for a long time. I have
mentioned this before. The Housing Com-
mission resumed the land; The person
next door said to my fniend, "If you will
allow me to take the dirt off your block
to level mine, I will trim yours." That
was done at a. cost of a few pounds. The
Housing Commission took this land and
gave the owner a lot less than it was
worth, even without taking into consid-
eration the rates he had paid. He en-
tered a protest, and I think that now, after
five years, the commission has built a
home on the block and has sold the house.

But my friend would not accept the
'cheque which the Housing Commission
sent him. They offered him blocks in
other districts which were not worth a
third of the one that was resumed. I be-
lieve the cheque is still in the possession
of the Housing Commission; and he has
been told that if he can show that he
intends to build, he will be given a block
in a position that will suit him. Whether
that will be done, I do not know. A man
who owns a lot of property but is not
going to do anything with it, is liable to
ha~ve it. tnlrpn frnn, him; but the com-
ission sould negotiate with him, and

treat him fairly. I cannot support the
motion.

HON. E. MW. DAVIES (West) [4.56]: 1
have been associated with some of these
people who, unfortunately, live in areas
that have been blanketed for resumption
purposes. I say, "blanketed" advisedly, be-
cause in the planning of a district for
industrial expansion, regional planning
must be taken into consideration. I am
referring to the industrial expdnsion that
has taken place south of Fremantle, par-
ticularly in the Kwinana district, for
which a special Act of Parliament was
passed so that industry could be estab-
lished there. A planning scheme neces-
sarily had to be put into operation.

The McLarty-Watts Government brought
down certain legislation to deal with what
was then proposed. The Government Of
that time had to take over a large area
of land much of which was being utilised
for poultry farming and so on. This land
was required for the purposes of power
lines, water supplies, and pipelines. Many
resumptions were made in that area, and
Mr. Griffith supported his Government in
its action. I understand the hon. memn-
ber considered it was of national import-
ance.

The Chief Secretary: Notwithstanding
that some of the land was 12 or 13 miles
away from the land that was required for
industry.

Hon. E. Mi. DAVIES: Thatr is so: I, as
well as other representatives- of nmy pro-
vin-e,- endeavoured, to assist these people
by going to the land resumption officer.
Many of' those who had land resumed re-
ceived an explanation as' a result of which
they were finally satisfied that they were
not going to have the whole of their land,
taken from them. Indeed, they were told,
that they would receive a fair valuation
for their properties; and in many cases
they were able to utilise the land after it
had been resumed. I am not going to
say that they were too happy about the
resumptions, any more than the people
concerned today are happy. No one would
say that a person who had property re-
sumed would be happy about it. If we
place ourselves in their predicament we
know how they must feel.

I have been associated with some of
the people in my province who are now
blanketed for resumption. I agree and
sympathise with them, because naturally
they do not feel too happy about the mat-
ter. Unfortunately, instead of helping
these people, we have a motion before us
which has some political purpose, but will
not benefit them at all. If Mr. Griffith
had co-operated with the other members of
his province, and the Assembly members re-
presenting the districts concerned in the
resumptions, and had taken the people
whose land was resumed, to the State
Husbing t.AolnlialsLo tO. haveC their cases
analysed, a lot of the present distress
would have been saved.

The propaganda we have heard will
not assist these people. Firstly, the state-
ment was made that the State Housing
Commission would not be able to pay for
the land resumed because already it owed
£1,000,000 for land that it had previously
resumed. The lie direct has been given
to that. From information I have ob-
tained, there are only two people who
have not completed their transactions in
regard to the land resumed by the State
Housing Commission. That is because
they are taking the full period of two
years to reach agreement with the State
Housing Commission.

Hon. A. F. Griffith: The Housing
Commission owes money to only two
people?

Hon. E. M. DAVIES: I am talking
about the Maniana area.

Hon. L. A. Logan: You did not say that.
Hon. E. M. DAVIES: Under the Act

operating now, the McLarty-Watts Gov-
erment-with which Mr. Griffith was
associated-during its period of office,
resumed no less than 10,900 acres of
land, and that Is the same Act which
the present Government is using to re-
sume land today. However, when the
previous Government resumed land, no
motions similar to this were moved in
another place. In fact, I believe that It
was stated that the resumptions' were of
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national importance. Although the pres-
,ent Government has been compelled to
make a blanket resumption in the Ham-
ilton Hill area, it does not mean that all
-the properties will be taken over when
the matter is finally considered. Despite
that, we have this motion before the
.House, which will be of no assistance to
the people concerned.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: The previous
Government brought forward an Act of
Parliament to effect its resumption.

The Chief Secretary: And the hon.
member approved of it.

Hon. E. M. DAVIES: It was all right
when the previous Government resumed
land; but when the present Government
does so, under the same Act, it is
all wrong. Mr. Griffith could have used
his efforts to better purpose if he had
co-opted the other members who repre-
sent his province, and the Assembly
members who represent the electorates in
this area, in an endeavour to assist the
people with their problems. If he had
done that, he would have rendered far
greater service to those people than by
moving this motion. Even if the motion
is carried, it will mean nothing. It will
not prevent the Government from going
ahead with the resumptions which are
considered necessary for the housing
programme. The McLarty-Watts Gov-
ernment not only resumed land totalling
10,900 acres; but it also resumed a large
area for the chord railway, together with
another tract in Bassendean, for the
establishment of marshalling yards.

The Chief Secretary: And members on
the other side of the House supported
that move, too.

SHon. E. m. DAVIES: The people who,
unfortunately, have been affected by
these resumptions, no doubt have some
cause for complaint, and if the members
who represent them in both Houses of
Parliament had taken them to the State
Housing Commission to have their prob-
lems considered, a great deal of the
stress and strain that has been imposed
on them would never have occurred.
People have been told, firstly, that they
would not be paid for their land; sec-
ondly, that they would not receive a fair
valuation for it; and, thirdly, if the land
were returned to them, they would have
to pay the transfer fees.

I have made inquiries at the State
Housing Commission and have ascertain-
ed that such statements have only been
made to work up hysteria among those
people. That is not the proper way to
assist them. If the members who are in-
dulging in this type of political propa-
ganda had gone to the State Housing
Commission or the Minister for Housing
arid ascertained the true facts, much of
the strain on those people would have
been eased.

The motion moved by Mr. Griffith will
serve no good purpose. I have here the
case of Mr. Bucat, who has a property in
Hamilton Hill. He was interviewed on
the 2nd November. His improvements
are as follows:-

Lots 1, 2, 3 and southern portion of
Lot 31 fully developed as market
garden, house, sheds and poultry
runs.

Lot 17 partially developed with
small cottage and sheds.

He appealed against the resumption. He
would have been foolish if he had not
done so. As a result of his appeal, with
which he was assisted by the member for
the district, he has now been given the
following information:-

1. Commission is arranging early
amendment of the resumption to per-
mit release of Lots 1, 2, 3 and portion
of Lot 31 to him-probably gazetted
in one month's time.

Those are six acres out of the total of nine
acres that he holds. Continuing-

2. Commission will, in all probabi-
lity, return house (on lot 17) plus suf-
ficient land for residential site.

That is a small cottage on another lot.
Continuing-

3. Appeal for release of balance of
undeveloped or very sparsely developed
land will be referred for ministerial
decision upon completion objection
form being returned to commission.
This in view of husband's bad health
(silicotic miner).

In view of the fact that this interview
took place as recently as the 2nd November.
and that Mr. Bucat has already been in-
formed what will be done, with the pos-
sibility that a great deal more of his land
will be returned to him with ministerial
approval, members who have indulged in
this false propaganda would have been
much better employed if they had inter-
viewed the people concerned in an effort to
avoid much of the stress and strain that
they have been subjected to.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: Will the commis-
sion pay all the transfer fees in connection
with those resumptions?

Hon. E. M. DAVIES: The hon. member
knows that the commission pays the trans-
fer fees on all land resumed. If land is re-
sumed, but is later returned to the owner,
the title is not affected for 90 days. The
from the total area resumed will be paid
by the State Housing Commission in the
same way as if it had been bought by a
private person. The hon. member knows
that it is the purchaser who pays the
transfer fees and the State Housing Com-
mission will not depart from that pro-
cedure. In my opinion the motion before
the House is, in effect, political propa-
ganda, and therefore I do not intend to
support It.
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HON. L. A. LOGAN (Midland) [5.101:
During this debate we have been accused
of political propaganda. Also, in a broad-
cast made on Monday night, the Chief
Secretary made a similar accusation.

The Chief Secretary: I have never said
truer words in all my life.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I wonder who was
playing politics the other night when this
motion appeared at the top of the notice
paper, but because there was no one pres-
ent in the gallery, the Chief Secretary
moved that the motion should be post-
poned until 7.30 p.m. when there were
several people in the gallery! Who was
playing politics when the Chief Secre-
tary, during a broadcast the other
night, made a vicious attack on the hon.
member who moved this motion?

The Chief Secretary: Tripe!
Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The Chief Secre-

tary should refer to "Hansard" and find
out what we said when the previous Gov-
ernment resumed land.

The Chief Secretary: Did you move
a motion similar to this one on that occa-
sion?

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: We had no need
to submit a motion.

The Chief Secretary: Why is there any
need to move one now?

Honl. LI.. A.aJfl. LOAN Becaus.'he people

who have had their land resumed have
asked for it. They have no other means
of redress.

The Chief Secretary: How far will this
get you?

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: It has already taken
us a long way, because it has made the
Government sit up and take notice to such
an extent that it is realising it has made
a mistake and intends to return some of
the land.

The Chief Secretary: Do you, want to
know what happened about this proposal
before a word was said on this motion?

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: Every stone and
pebble on this land has been resumed.

The Chief Secretary: And the McLarty-
Watts Government did the same with land
that was 17 miles distant from the in-
dustrial site.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The Chief Secre-
tary knows that a certain area was re-
sumed to establish public works.

The Chief Secretary: It was not pub-
lic works.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: When the State
Housing Commission desires to open up
a housing area, it is not necessary for it
to resume such a large portion of land.
How can the Chief Secretary say that the
housing problem will be relieved, when the
Housing Commission resumes the land of
one man and sells it to another?

The Minister for the North-West: That
is not being done.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: Of course it is!

The PRESIDENT: Order! I suggest
that the hon. member address the Chair.

The Chief Secretary: Did you protest
when they took the tramways over?

The PRESIDENT: Order!
The Chief Secretary: Did you?

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I have always pro-
tested when land resumptions have been
discussed in this House. In regard to the
resumptionis at Kwinana, I had this to
say-

I want to confine my remarks at
this stage to making sure that the
area now set aside for market garden-
ers will not in future be taken away
from them and used for industrial
purposes or housing projects. I men-
tioned earlier what had happened in
the Eastern States. I do not want to
refer again to that, except to say that
if one looks around Sydney, one finds
that the market gardens which origin-
ally supplied that city with produce
have almost disappeared and the diffi-
culties of providing Sydney with pro-
duce are becoming greater.

M'y only hope is- that the Govern-
ment has sufficient vision to ensure
that this land is held for market garden
purposes. Even if it is lef t vacant for
10 or 15 years, eventually it will have
to be used for that purpose.

On two occasions people took the advice,
and went to the State Housing Commis-
sion to ask for particulars. On both occa-
sions they were told by the land resumption
officer of the Public Works Depart-
ment that they could not be given
any information. What is the use,
then, of going to the commission to
try to obtain information which cannot be
given? Those people were told that no
information would be available until the
whole area had been replanned. As it has
not been replanned, the commission can-
not give the information.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: Is that a fair
statement to make after hearing the
official information I placed before the
House?

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The Minister stated
in the Press the other day that until such
times as these areas were replanned, he
did not know what blocks would be handed
back. Why was it necessary to resume
all this land? Could he not have made
his inquiries without causing the owners
so much mental anxiety? It would have
been more kindly to tell these people that
the Government needed, say, half an acre
of their blocks.
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Hon. R. F. Hutchison: What! And let
the sharks come in and make thousands
of pounds!

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The sharks would
not be able to come in. Rather than
mental anguish having been caused, this
area should have been replanned first,
and then there would have been no trouble
today. Members on this side have been
accused of being political; but according
to Mr. Lavery, the meeting at Bibra Lake
was political.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: I said it was not
political.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: A. list of the ques-
tions to be asked .at that meeting was sent
to Mr. Lavery and Mr. Davies. That list
was sent to Cabinet, and Cabinet gave the
replies. But the people of Hamilton Hill
were not satisfied.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: This is a direct
untruth.

The Chief Secretary: And as a member
of the Cabinet I throw that statement
back into your face. It is a deliberate lie.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: That was the in-
formation given me.

The Chief Secretary: It is about as
useless as the rest of your information.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The people were
not satisfied with the replies. One person
received his certificate of title a day or so
before the resumptions took place; and
another in the same area has had his land
resumed on three occasions.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: Not in the Hamil-
ton Hill area?

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: His land was re-
sumed three times; but not in that area.
Only the third resumption took place in
that area. It would have been much better
to have given some consideration to these
people before action was taken.

The Chief Secretary: What considera-
tion did your Government give to the land-
owners when it embarked on the blanket
resumption?

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: This Government
has not resumed one house. Nor will it;
and the general public knows that.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I refer to another
statement I made regarding resumption of
land. In 1952 during the Address-in-reply
I said-

There is one feature of planning in
the metropolitan area which I trust
will be impressed upon whoever may
be responsible for undertaking the
task. I refer to the fact that certain
areas should be set aside for the pro-
duction of foodstuffs. I mentioned
this matter when I spoke on the Kwin-
ana land resumption Bill, but I do not

seem to have got much satisfaction
from anybody. To my mind, it is im-
perative that this land be set aside
now, before it is too late. In most
Places, such land is being rated higher
and higher all the time, so much so
that it is being rated out of pro-
ductivity. The only way an owner can
get anything out of it, is to convert it
into building blocks. Unless something
is done to stop that drift, these people
will be forced out of production and
the State will suffer considerably.

Hon. G. Fraser: An efficient town
planner would not allow the land to be
cut up.

His Government has done it, and he agrees
with it.

The Chief Secretary: My Government
did what?

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: Applied one set of
circumstances to itself, and another to us.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: The land has
not been cut up.

The Chief Secretary: You are putting
up your own Aunt Sallies and shooting
them down.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: Every bit of land
has been resumed.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: Not every bit.
Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The Chief Secretary

mentioned Wanneroo.
The Chief Secretary: Which was a re-

sumption three times as large as the pre-
sent resumptions put together, and yet
there was not a single word of protest from
you.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The only persons
who protested against the Wanneroo re-
sumptions were three big land-owners. Not
one house was resumed in that area. Under
the present resumptions many houses are
involved.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: They will not be
resumed. They will be handed back.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: Why resume all the
land alongside the houses as well? The
Government has put these owners to an
awful am~ount of trouble and distress. Quite
a lot of this 'area could be resumed, but
there was no need to take all the land carte
blanche.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: Six acres have
been given back to one man.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: Has the whole area
been replanned? According to the state-
ment of the Minister the other day, until
such time as the area was replanned no-
thing could be done. What price will be
Paid for the blocks resumed? The price
determined by the land resumption officer
of the Public Works Department?

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: The market value
of the land as at the 1st July.
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Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I deplore the fact
that this matter has been brought before
the House, but this was the only way in
which the mover, in the interests of his
electors, could bring the matter-

The Chief Secretary: Are you Rip van
Winkle, who has just awakened? Are you
disregarding what happened in the last
six to nine years?

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I realise that this
has been made into a political football.

The Chief Secretary: Who made it one?
Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The Chief Secre-

tary has been kicking the football most.
The Chief Secretary: Who bounced the

ball?
Hon. L. A. LOGAN: It is unfortunate

that this has happened.
The Chief Secretary: When you tell un-

truths, it is always a good objective.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Hon. L. A. LOGAN: Thank you, Sir. I

am wondering who is making this speech.
I have not spoken untruths.

The Chief Secretary: Yes you have.
Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I have already

pointed out that the Minister's statement
that we raised no objection to land resump-
tion was wrong. There are three state-
ments in which I disapproved of land re-
sumption.

The Chief Secretary: You cannot find
where we made a political football about
the Kwinana resumptions.

Hon. H. Hearn: Not much! There were
all-night sittings.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: It was a resumption
for public works.

The Chief Secretary: It was resumed
for a private company.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: It was a resumption
for public works.

The Chief Secretary: Look at the blanket
resumption shown on this map, and not
a word of protest was voiced by members.

The PRESIDENT: Order! The Minister
will please refrain from interjecting so
much.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The Minister should
look at "Hansard" and bring himself up
to date with developments. I hope that
this motion will have some effect in bring-
ing about a return to the owners of land
which has been resumed, so that they may
carry on their livelihood.

THE MINISTER FOR THE NORTH-
WEST (Hon. H. C. Strickland-North)
[5.27]: Most of the ground has been cov-
ered very clearly by Government speakers,
who gave the reasons for this land re-
sumption. We all know that with the
progress of any city it is very necessary,
irrespective of the Government in office,
and in order to conform to development

and expansion, to resume land in some
areas. It is certain that areas closest to
services--roads, power and water supplies
-would be resumed.

Hon. L. Craig: Have the owners not the
right to the land and to the nearby ser-
vices?

The MINISTER FOR THE NORTH-
WEST: Of course they have! They always
had that right.

Hon. L. Craig: And the right to hold
the land if they want to.

The MINISTER FOR THE NORTH-
WEST: There comes a time when the
rights of the individual must be super-
seded by the needs of the community.

Hon. L. Craig: Are owners not entitled
to any increase in value?

The MINISTER FOR THE NORTH-
WEST: They will get increased values.
I have heard a lot said about the distress
caused to owners by the present resunmp-
tion. It was clearly indicated by the Min-
ister in the Press to the people concerned
that the valuations will be based as at the
1st July this Year-that is, approximately
six weeks before the land was resumed.
If the owners are assured of valuations
which are based on present values, I can-
not see why they will suffer so much
distress, as so many of the owners
must have suffered when the previous
Government placed a blanket resump-
tion over the Kwinana area. When
that was applied, in November or Decem-
ber, 1952, the valuation was based as at
the 1st January, 1952.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: It was only
for two years.

The MINISTER FOR THE NORTH-
WEST: It expired in December last year.

Hon. J. McI. Thomson: Will the Minister
tell us how many houses were resumed
at Kwinana?

The MINISTER FOR THE NORTH-
WEST: I do not know how many. I am
referring to the distress these people are
suffering and comparing it with the dis-
tress of the market gardeners who were
living in that green area, and to the retro-
spective valuations Placed on the land
which in those days we knew were being
rapidly inflated. There was a period of
what might be termed galloping inflation
in progress then, and any person under the
Previous) Government's resumption laws
until December, 1953, had to submit to
the valuations as at the 1st January, 1952.

In this instance, however, values have
levelled out, and from what has been said
in this Chamber, the honeymoon is over
and valuations are likely to drop. If that
is correct, the action of the present Gov-
ernment in valuing the land, which it of
necessity must resume but which it has
not blanketed as a resumption, is excep-
tionally fair when compared with the
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action taken on previous occasions under
Acts of Parliament. There is a vast differ-
ence between the resumptions that are
to take place and the resumptions that
were made previously. In this instance,
not one house will be taken; everybody
was notified to that effect.

Hon. A. F. Griffith: No one asserted
that it would be taken.

The MINISTER FOR THE NORTH-
WEST: I am not looking for points that
are not contained in the motion, though
there are many that should have been
included. I want to compare the attitude
in this instance with that adopted on the
occasion of the resumptions at East Perth
when residences, shops, businesses and
apartment houses were taken wholesale
at the time when the housing problem was
at its height. What did the Government
of 1951 do then? It simply resumed those
properties and demolished some of the
buildings to provide for bus stands.

In this case, irrespective of what party
had been in power, it was necessary to
resume the land to keep pace with the an-
ticipated increase in the population in the
near-city area. Probably the increase will
be more than has been anticipated. I can-
not fathom what the hon. member had in
mind when he moved his motion, unless
his object was to highlight it and have
the public believe that the present Govern-
ment was out on a socialistic rampage
and was going to resume all sorts of things,
irrespective of what they were or who
owned them. Nothing of the sort will
occur.

Hon. A. F. Griffith: No one said that.
The MINISTER FOR THE NORTH-

WEST: Socialism has been mentioned
here, and it was also mentioned by the
Leader of the Opposition in the course
of his Press statements. The resumptions
are necessary; we have to keep as close
as possible to the established services. I
suggest that the big business people of the
city would much prefer to have the popu-
lation settled as close as possible to the
city, rather than that land should be
resumed 10 or 12 miles out where stores
could be erected that would take some of
their trade. I am assuming that; it is
commonsense when expanding any city
to keep the extensions to the nearest
vacant areas. I am a little surprised that
a motion of this nature should have been
introduced, as all members must agree that
it is pure logic to develop areas as close to
the existing facilities as possible. For
these reasons I oppose the motion.

HON. A. F. GRIFFITH (Suburban-in
reply) [5.35]: 1 take the opportunity to
thank members for their contributions to
the debate. I appreciate what Mr. Barker
said. I believe that the records that will
go down in "Hansard" will show that he
was very sympathetic to the case. The
hon. member said he was sorry he could

not Support the motion cast in its pre-
sent terms, but I suggest that he could
have taken advantage of the fact that it
was open to him to move an amendment
and thus made it acceptable to him.

Prom Mr. Heenan, we had one of his
usually well-reasoned speeches, for which
I thank him. The hon. member finished
by saying that he thought a motion of
this description might do some good, and
I believe it has done good. Mr. Lavery
and Mr. Davies, who represent West Pro-
vince, offered some constructive thoughts
regarding matters in the district they re-
present. Mrs. Hutchison made a speech
of the usual type for her, and I
thank her for it. It appears that when
the motion was brought before us,
the Chief Secretary, as Leader of the
House, decided to defy the rules of de-
bate. When he got access to my speech
made in introducing the motion, he evi-
dently said to himself, "What I must do
is to forget the things that were said, al-
though they contain a margin of truth,
and attack the hon. member who moved
the motion and vilify him as much as
possible."

Hon. H. Hearn: Defence by attack.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Then he
launched a personal attack obviously with
the idea of putting members off the track.
I appeal to members to disregard politics-
what I support and what the Chief Sec-
retary supports. I am prepared to admit
that I have been critical in a political
sense of certain activities of the Govern-
ment, which is my privilege; but I tell the
Chief Secretary that he will not find in
the records of "Hansard" an attack simi-
lar to the one he made in his speech in
reply to the motion, or the disgraceful at-
tack he made on me over the air. I have
a couple of extracts from the remarks he
broadcast, which I shall read presently.
When I received the typescript from the
A.B.C. and read what the Chief Secretary
had said, my immediate response was the
obvious thought, "The Chief Secretary did
not prepare this matter."

The Chief Secretary: Yes, I did.
Hon. A. F. GRIFFTH: Then if he did,

he ought to be ashamed of it. This is
what he said in the course of his broad-
cast--

Before dealing with this and other
matters in Mr. Griffith's remarks, I
feel I should tell the people of Western
Australia that Mr. Griffith, in the
short time he has been in the Legis-
lative Counci4~ has endeavoured to
introduce into this House a sense of
bitterness and political antagonism
that I have never previously met in
the 26 years I have been a member
of this Legislative Council.

The Chief Secretary: It is quite true,
every word of it.
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Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: It appears
that when a member of this House
brings before the Chamber a matter or a
motion which he thinks should be brought
before it in the interests of the people he
represents, the Leader of this House-it
stands to his disgrace-feels that he should
go to a broadcasting station and- make a
statement, such as I have quoted, to the
people of Western Australia.

The Chief Secretary: I was dealing with
your attitude since you have been in this
Chamber.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I do not agree.
The Chief Secretary did not attempt to
say such things within the precincts of
this Chamber, Mr. President, because he
knows very well you would not allow them
to be said.

The Chief Secretary: I have twitted you
along the same lines on many occasions.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The Chief Secre-
tary knows that if he attempted to say
such things in this House, it would be a
grave breach of etiquette. He said during
this broadcast other things which, because
of shortage of time, I do not propose to
repeat to the House. I was agreeably sur-
prised to see that the Chief Secretary
would so lower himself as to make a per-
sonal attack on me over the air in a matter
such as t~his. No matter whe~ther the sub-
ject I raised in this House was a proper
or an incorrect one, is the Chief Secretary
permitted to be the judge of such a ques-
tion? Is he capable of prejudging what
members say? I suggest that it is for this
Legislative Council to pass judgment on
what members say, as to whether it Is cor-
rect or not.

The Chief Secretary: I did not object
to the motion, but to the methods the hon.
member has adopted generally in relation
to the whole matter. That is what I was
talking about.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: In the course
of this broadcast, the Chief Secretary also
said-

If his party believes that the allega-
tions last week were genuine, they
should have been ventilated in the
Legislative Assembly, which is the
House to which the Government is
elected and in which sits the Minister
whose department carried out the re-
sumptions and who is best qualified
to reply to the accusations.

Contained in the book of records compiled
by the Clerk of the House are not a few
motions but scores that have been intro-
duced by members into this House, on
matters, concerning the provinces they
represent; and I say that the Chief Secre-
tary himself has introduced into this
Chamber a number of motions-

The Chief Secretary: But never on party
lines.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: He frivolously
moved one motion on the high cost of
certain advertising which said-

This House views with alarm the
very high aggregate value of costs,
including prizes, in quizzes--

and so on. Not satisfied with that, he
said to me, when I queried the amount
of money that was being charged by the
Housing Commission to the people buying
land at public auction-

You do not expect the Housing
Commission to sell this land at cost.

A remark to which I made no reply. How-
ever, that is his attitude, just because I
brought forward a matter affecting his
Government.

The Chief Secretary: I did not mind
the matter you brought forward, but your
attitude.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: On the 12th
December, 1952, the Chief Secretary moved
a motion as follows:-

That this House request the State
Housing Commission to readjust the
prices charged to ex-servicemen clients
of the War Service Homes Commis-
sion for land purchased from the
Melville Road Board about July,.1947,
to a figure more in conformity with
the cost to the State Housing Com-
mission.

During that debate, he said-
That is the point I am concerned

about. I want the State Housing
Commission costs to be charged, not
the taxation value.

When it is good for the Chief Secretary,
sitting on the other side of the House-

The Chief Secretary: There was nothing
of a party nature about that.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I will not be side-
tracked. I did not suggest that there was
anything of a party nature about it; but
the Chief Secretary charged me over the
air, as I have told the House, and said that
this matter should be brought before the
Legislative Assembly.

The Chief Secretary: Because you made
a party matter of it.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I did not; but
I will deal with that in a few minutes.
As I have pointed out, on a previous occa-
sion the Chief Secretary rose in this
Chamber and moved a motion very similar
in its content to the one I have moved-

The Chief Secretary: It was entirely
different.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: On that occasion
he asked the Housing Commission to re-
view the cost charged to ex-servicenien;
and I have asked the Housing Commission,
or the Government, to review, in the words
of the motion, the resumptions of land as
advertised. Is it such a dreadful request
to ask the House to consider a motion,
which merely seeks to get the Housing
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Commission to review its action? I might
add that since I moved this motion, it is
obvious that the Housing Commission has
been reviewing the position.

The Chief Secretary: No; it is carrying
on as it intended to all along.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Then it should
have reviewed the position. The Chief
Secretary also gave me credit for arrang-
ing meetings, in the course of a speech
in which he said I went from door to
door-

The Chief Secretary: I said a complaint
had been made to the Housing Commission
by a person who said you had been going
from door to door.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The Chief Sec-
retary said, in this Chamber, that I went
from door to door-

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: He said that,
all right.

The Chief Secretary: On a point of ex-
planation, I said that a person had gone
in to the Housing Commission and had
complained that Mr. Griffith was going
from door to door.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I will take it
from there. The Chief Secretary said that
a person had complained at the Housing
Commission, and I asked him whether,
either in this House or privately, he would
give me the name of that person; and
his answer was, "No, because the hon.
member wants to get him in the bag."
I think that was a disgraceful thing to
say. For what reason would I want to get
the man in the bag, even if I could sub-
scribe to such a vulgarism? I do not even
know what the Chief Secretary means by
the expression; but I assure the House
that I had no intention of getting him
or anyone else in the bag, and I tell the
Chief Secretary sincerely that such is not
the -case.

I went out to Queen's Park on the morn-
ing of the day on which I moved the
motion, in order to see for myself whether
any other land was available-land which
the Housing Commission had not taken.
The Chief Secretary will remember that
during the debate on the second reading I
said that in Queen's Park there were 22
acres of land, on which there was a "For
Sale" notice, and which the Housing Com-
mission had not taken. The man who took
me to see that land said to me, "Come in
and meet this man; " and I did so. Then he
-said, "Come in and meet this other man;"
and I went there, too. I went to those two
people and then I returned to this House,
because I had a meeting here at 11 a.m.
that day. If the Chief Secretary would
like to have Witnesses, privately, to what
*I have said, I can take him to the people
that I saw out there. I suggest that that
was another base allegation that the
-Chief Secretary made to make it look as
-though I had cooked up a meeting..

I suggest that the Chief Secretary gives
me credit for much more than I am physi-
cally capable of doing. Would he say that
I cooked up the Mayor of Fremantle who
complained about the resumptions of the
State Housing Commission? Would he say
that I cooked up the irate land-owners
who will fight against the resumptions in
Queen's Park? Would he say that I cooked
up the meeting at Hamilton Hill? Would
he say that I cooked up the meeting held
in Belmont? Would he say that I cooked
up the replies made to the Housing Com-
mission on the resumptions in the Bel-
mont Road Board area? Would he give
me credit for all those things?

The Chief Secretary: I might.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: If it suited
his purpose, I think he would. But I can
assure the Chief Secretary that his alle-
gations are untrue. If anybody has been
guilty of kicking a political football in
dealing with this motion, it has been the
Chief Secretary. Not only has he played
in the ruck, but he has also played all
over the field. I do not think that it
stands to his credit that he played all over
the field in a matter such as this.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: He kicked one
or two goals.

The Chief Secretary: When people
bounce the ball, I am entitled to put on a
guernsey.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I moved this
motion, and I intend to proceed with it,
because the people in the area I represent
asked me whether anything could be done
about it. As I said when I began, the tac-
tics of the Chief Secretary were to abuse
me personally for the mistakes I made; he
got right away from -the text of the
motion I introduced. I would remind him
that one of the principal reasons for
bringing this motion forward-and no
member who has spoken against it has
mentioned the matter since-was the words
he used last year. They were-

I am assured that it is not the in-
tention of the Housing Commission to
undertake any further large-scale re-
sumptions. The powers of resumption
will be resorted to only in exceptional
circumstances and the commission
will continue its policy of endeavour-
ing to negotiate and acquire by private
treaty.

I said when I introduced the motion,
and I say it again, that if the Chief Sec-
retary can name one of these people who
has been previously approached by the
Housing Commission, on the basis of private
negotiation, I will be willing to hear him.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: Apparently Mr.
Bennetts can.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I asked Mr.
Bennetts a question, and the answer he
gave me was the one I wanted. He said
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that during the regime of the previous
Government it was the policy to approach
these people. If the Chief Secretary asks
the present Minister for Housing to have
a look through the files, I think he will
find a note on one of them-this is ac-
cording to the information I have received
-that no resumptions were to be made
without negotiations first being conducted
with the people who owned the land.

The Chief Secretary: Did that happen
at Wanneroo?

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: As I have ad-
mitted before, and in as many places as
possible, the resumptions at Wanneroo
were carried out during. the time of the
McLarty-Watts Government, and they
were not similar to these resumptions.

The Chief Secretary: No. You could
always make them dissimilar.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Furthermore,
at the time there was no undertaking, such
as we had given to us when the continu-
ance Bill was before the House last year,
that the Government did not intend to re-
sume on a large scale any further land, as
has been done in this case. The other day
I asked a question in the House in
order to get some idea of the amount of
compensation that would be paid for
land resumed in the Belmont road dis-
trict. The answer I received was that
there would be many variable factors and
a just compensation would be assessed on
the merits of each claim.

The secretary and members of the Bel-
mont Park Road Board are determined
that their land-owners shall get full
value for the land that the Housing
Commission has taken over. The secre-
tary of the road board says that it is
worth £600 an acre. The commission has
resumed 500 acres in the Belmont road
district, and simple arithmetic tells me
that 500 times £600 means £300,000 and
that leaves 1,800 acres in respect of the
other £200,000. Mr. Lavery said this after-
noon-and I do not think I heard him in-
correctly-that the land in Hamilton Hill
is worth £170 to £180 an acre.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: That is not de-
nied.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Is the basis
of calculation anywhere near £500,000 on
3,200 acres? Is it not reasonable that the
people in these districts have doubts as to
what their compensation will be? The Min-
ister for Housing subscribed to an article
headed "Minister Replies to Land Protests"
which reads-

Many people affected by the State
Housing Commission land resump-
tions, were being wilfully misinformed
on the proposals by certain organised
groups.

I suppose he includes me in that regard.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: I would say that
some people have been wilfully misin-
formed.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The only organ-
ised groups are those comprising the
people in the districts concerned. I have
been invited to attend a couple of meet-
ings.

The Chief Secretary: We happen to
know some of them who are very promin-
ent in the organisation.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Would the
Minister suggest that I was prominent in
organising any of them?

The Chief Secretary: I would not. But
I said that we know a lot of the people.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I suggest that
falsification to the ones he is already
guilty of uttering.

The Chief Secretary: I have not been
guilty of any of them.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I can assure
members that I have had nothing to do
with the organisation of these meetings.
When the meeting was held at Morley
Park on Tuesday night I sat in this House,
and the Chief Secretary knows full well
that I waited for my motion to be dis-
cussed. But what happened at Morley
Park?

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: Was Mr. Oldfield
there?

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: He went there
at my request to tell the people that I
could not go. They also invited the Chief
Secretary, the Minister for Works, and
the Minister for Housing, as well as Mr.
J. Hegney. He attended the meeting.

The Chief Secretary: What a night to
invite Ministers to attend a meeting! A
Tuesdayv night.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I have given the
reason why I could not attend the meet-
ing; but between the time I introduced
the motion and last Tuesday night, many
statements had been made by the Minis-
ter for Housing and the Chief Secretary
that the people have no need to worry.
But the people are still worrying because
they have not received satisfaction from
the State Housing Commission. The Min-
ister for Housing said that they should go
down there to find out. One man did, and
this is what happened to him. The news-
paper report reads--

Housing Minister Graham's sugges-
tion that residents should get in-
formation on resumptions from the
State Housing Commission was mis-
leading and useless. This was said
today by Riverton resident D. Shef-
field, one of the organisers of the pro-
test against the commission's land re-
sumptions. He said: "I followed Mr.
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Graham's advice, but commission of -
ficers said they could tell me nothing.
I left the commission certain that the
officers did not know any more than I
did.", All he could find out was that
there was a possibility that the com-
mission would resume all but one-fifth
of an acre of his two-acre property.
It was a waste of time seeking in-
formation from the commission, he
said.

Hon. F. R. H Lavery: From what I
know, I would suggest that he did not tell
the public the truth.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Who?

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: The particular
chap in that article.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: You say that
this man is not telling the truth?

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: I am suggesting
that he did not tell the truth, from the
infor-mation I got from the Housing Com-
mission.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I would say
there is no hope! Time passes on, and I
do not want to keep the House any longer
than necessary, because I know that the
Chief Secretary wants to adjourn at 6.15
p.m.

The Chief Secretary: I am not fussy.
Midnight will do me.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: That is all right
then; I will not worry. The letter
to which I refer is addressed to me and
it is dated the 1st November, 1954. It
reads as follows:-

Further to our conversation re re-
sumption of land in Riverton. I wish
to state my complaint. We answered
an advertisement for the sale of a
house on half an acre of land which
is situated at the corner of Bungaree-
rd. and Armstrong-st., Riverton. This
-was advertised through an agent who,
on negotiations with the owner, drew up
an agreement and was signed by all
concerned for the purchase of the
house, and £100 was paid as part de-
posit. This was paid on approxi-
mately the 20th September, 1954, and
we have since paid the full amount
for the deposit of £500. Possession
could not be given until the house was
fully completed and arrangements
made to take over a mortgage with
the war service. Arrangements were
mnade to have the house ready for an
inspection two weeks after this had
been settled, but the owner did not
have the house completed in the speci-
fied time as was promised, and the war
service could not approve it. When
the property was ready, it was in-
spected, but in the meantime the
S.H.C. resumed the house and land
and we are still waiting to have this

finalised, and we are also awaiting pos-
session. We are now staying with our
parents until we can gain possession.

The owner who sold us this house
also had land near us, and together
with Mr. Jamieson (Labour member)
went to Mr. Richardson of the S.H.C.
and now has authority to build another
house 20ft. from the house we pur-
chased and on portion of the land we
paid a deposit, and is on our original
agreement. We do not consider this a
fair deal as we definitely wanted the
half acre.

I do not propose to read the entire letter.
This is the position in which these young
people, whom I know personally, find them-
selves. They paid a land agent £500 de-
posit on half an acre of ground, with a
house on one side of it. When the man
and his wife went out on a week-end to
see what progress had been made, they
discovered the original owner of the land
on the other side of the block putting in
the stumps for a new house. The young
fellow asked, "What is going on here?"
The man said, "I am building another
house." The young fellow replied, "But
you are on our land;" and the man build-
ing the house said, "It is not your land;
the Housing Commission has resumed it."
I made some inquiries at the State Hous-
ing Commission, and I did not seem to be
able to get to the bottom of this. But the
parliamentary liaison officer informed me
that apparently the State Housing Com-
mission gave this man permission to build
a house right next door on the same half
acre of land.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: I will go with you
to the Housing Commission and try to
have the matter adjusted. It is an in-
justice.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I would like to
continue, and tell the House that the ap-
peal forms provide that an appeal may be
made within a period of 60 days. Did the
State Housing Commission wait for the 60
days to expire before it gave permission to
somebody to build a house?

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: That is why I
agree with you. It is unjust.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Then the hon.
member should vote for my motion. On
previous occasions I have complained in
the House of the high-handed attitude
*adopted by the State Housing Commission
which, of course, is controlled by the Gov-
ernment. There is no doubt at all that
the attitude adopted is high-handed. Sur-
veyors walk on to people's land and begin
surveying without any notification as to
what is going on. Mr. Lavery has just said
it is unjust, and yet he will vote against
me. He will do so because it has been
decided that this shall be a party issue.

The Chief Secretary: Oh no, it has not!
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The Minister for the North-West: Only
by you.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I accept the
Chief Secretary's assurance that this is
not to be made a party issue. That means
that any member who feels he should
support me, will do so. That eases my
mind considerably, because I believe now
that I might get some support which
formerly I would not have got because of
the whips being cracked.

The Minister for the North-West: I
would like to know where the motion
originated.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I would be glad
if the Chief Secretary could give me an
explanation as to why this happened to
these unfortunate people, who thought
they owned their house on a half acre of
land; who paid their life savings of £500
over to an agent; and then suddenly, when
they go to look at the progress being made
on their house-as young people do-find
a man building a house on the block of
land which they think they own. On being
asked what he was doing there, he said
he was building a house because the State
Housing Commission had told him he
could do so. All I can ascertain is that
somebody gave that permission, and I
would like the Chief Secretary to have a
look at this and investigate the matter.

The Chief Secretary: It seems screwy
to me.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: It' is certainly
screwy to me, too.

The Chief Secretary: Is this land in the
resumption area?

-Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Of course it is!
I am not going to talk about matters not
concerned with the resumption; I am not
going to bring all sorts of side issues into
this and attack People. I will leave that
sort of thing to the Chief Secretary; he
has shown that he is good at it. If the
Chief Secretary will look at page 1,746 of
the "Government Gazette" he will find
this resumption listed as items 42 and 43.
The man concerned imagined that he
owned the land, and then suddenly dis-
covers that he did not own it; and yet
we have the Minister for Housing saying
that the land that has been resumed will
be returned in most cases. At no stage
of the proceedings have I ever suggested
that the statement made by the 'Minister
for Housing that people's houses would
not be resumed, and that they would be re-
turned to them is incorrect. I know that;
and I have never asserted anything else.
What I have said is that to a primary pro-
ducer in a small way, who has an orchard,
or a poultry farm, his house only is of no
use. He wants to retain his land.

The Minister for the North-West: Did
that apply at Kwinana?

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: No.

Hon. H. Hearn: The cases are not
parallel.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: They are not
parallel; because I believe that if the
Housing Commission had made an attempt
not to disturb these people, but to obtain
areas of land-other than those which it has
taken, it could have done so. In "The West
Australian" of the 2nd November, appears
this advertisement-

Welshpool, 22 acres, sub-div. 4
paddocks. J.W.B. house, 4 rooms,
9,000 cement bricks, £3,000 cash or
house in Inglewood in part payment.

Did the Housing Commission attempt to
obtain that property? Did it negotiate with
the owner? Did it ring up the agent and
ask where the land was, as I did? The
agent told me it was in Uranium-st. Did
the commission say, "Here is a chance for
us ito get 22 acres?" I do not know
whether it is high and dry, or what it is.
But did the commission try to negotiate
with the man?

The Minister for the North-West: Well,
did it?

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I am asking the
Minister who represents the Government.

The Minister for the North-West: I am
not the Minister for Housing.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: It does not look
as though the commission did try to nego-
tiate, because it could have resumed this
land.

The Minister for the North-West: You
do not know, do you?

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: What about the
Minister finding out? What about the
Chief Secretary finding out, before he
makes allegations that I introduced this
motion for political reasons. As I said
previously, in debates he can say almost
what he likes. He can write a speech and
abuse me over the air, which he did; and
I am surpised that he should have lowered
himself to do it. But he has proved him-
self to be good at that.

I want to point out, if I can find my
reference to the matter, that the present
Minister for Housing was satisfied with
the activities of the commission right up
to the time he took over. I cannot find
the reference, because I have not time;
but he said it could be generally stated
that the exercise of the commission's
power in regard to resumptions had been
very satisfactory, and had not been re-
sorted to in any wilful manner. He said
that in 1953, when introducing a continu-
ance Bill; and he was obviously speaking
about the activities of the commission
under previous Governments, whose policy
had been one of negotiation with the
owners.

2637



2638 [ASSEMBLY.]

However, there have been no negotia-
tions in this instance; but resumption
notices have simply been served on these
people, and an advertisement has been
inserted in the "Government Gazette" tell-
ing them that their land has been resum-
ed. All the things that have happened
since have been the result of the intro-
duction of my motion. Mr. Heenan does
not think that the motion can do any
harm. I ask members to support it. All
it does is to ask the Government whether
it will review the situation and hear the
claims of these people, who hope they may
be able to retain their land. They do not
want money; they want their land.

The Chief Secretary: The Government
does not need motions like this to induce
it to do things.

Hon. A. F. GRIF7ITH: Then the Gov-ernment should have taken action before
the motion was introduced. Meeting after
meeting has been held; and at the one
which took place on Tuesday night, the
people said they did not want to be paid
money, but wanted to retain possession of
their land.

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

Ayes ... .. .... .... 12
Noes .... .... .... ... 9

Majority for .... 3

Ayes.
Hon. N. E. bsaxter Hon. Sir Chas. Latham
Hon. L. Craig Hon. L. A. Logan
Hon. Sir Frank Gibson Hon. i. Murray
Hon. H. Hearn Hon. J. McI. Thomson
Hon. C. H. Henning Hon. H. K. Watson
Hon. A. R. Jones Hon. A. F. Griffith

(Teller.)
Noes.

Hon. G. Bennetts Hon. R. F. Hutchison
Hon. E. M. Davies Hon. H. C. Strickland
Hon. G. Fraser Hon. W. F. Willesee
Hon. W. R. Hall Hon. F. R. H. Lavery
Hon. E. M. Heenan (Teller.)

Pairs.
Ayes. Noes.

Hon. H. L. Roche Hon. J. J. Garrigan
Hon. C. H. Simpson Hon. R. J. Boylen
Hon. L. C. Diver Hon. J. D. Teahan
Hon. J. G. Hislop Hon. C. W. D. Barker

Question thus passed.

House adjourned at 6.17 p.m.

Thursday, 4th November, 1954.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 2.15
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTIONS.

SUBIACO FILATS.
As to Tabling of File.

The MINISTER ]FOR HOUSING: On
Tuesday last, the member for Dale asked
for some papers relating to the Subiaco
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