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work has been carried out by the depart-
ment :—

1. Agreements have been negotiated and en-
tered inte with the following unions:—

Australian Workers’ Unlon—General,

Australian Workers’ Union, Wostralian Gold-
fields Mining Branch Industrial Union
of Workers, to cover State battery em-
ployces.

Federated Clerks? Union of Workers, to cover
timekeepers and cost elerks.

Amalgamated Transport Union of Workers,
to eover Governsuent sotor car drivers.

o

2, Negotiations have almost heen finalised
for agreements with—

Australinn Workers’ TUwnion, Pastoral and
Agricultural Tndustrial Union of Work-
ers, to cover emplovees on the State
farms.

Shop Assistants’ Union of Workers, to cover

storemen employed by the Government
Stores Department,

3. Negotiations have been started for agree-
ments with the Carpenters” Union of Workers
and the Plumbers’ Union of Workers.

4. Answers to clnims have Leen prepared
and filed in the Court of Arbitration and is-
sues settled in the enses of—

Hospital Employees’ TUnion, to cover em-
ployees &t the Wooroloo Sunatorium.
Hospital Employees’ Union, to cover do-
mestics employed at mental hospitals.
Hospital Employecs’ Union, to deal with em-
plovees at the Old Men’s Home,
Amalgamated Engincering Union, to cover
employees at the Public Works, Water

Supply, and other departments.

Anulgamated Engincering Union, to eover
men working at pumping stations in
connection with the Goldfields Water
Supply.

The Australasian Scciety of Engineers, to
cover employees of the Public Works,
Water Supply, and other departments.

9. Negotiations have been carried on to
settle the following refcrenees of disputes filed
in the Court of Arbitration:—

Doek, Rivers and Harhonr Works. All mat-
ters agreed to and award made by con-
sent,

Hatel, Club, Caterers’ Union, to cover State
Hotel ~mployees. Final offer has been
made to the union, and the department
is now awaiting acceptanee.

Hospital Employees’ Union. to deal with
domesties employed at mental hospitals.
An award has been made, one point hav-
ing heen left for the court to determine.

Yospital Employees’ Union. This covers
the employees at the Wooroloo Sanator-
ium. The final stages have been reached,
and an agreement will prohably be
arrived at,

6. Claims hy Water Supply Union served on
departments now wunder consideration.
An unswer is being prepared for the
metropolitan and geldfields water sup-
ply systems.
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These particulars should furnish members
with an idea of the vast amount of detailed
and intricate work that has to be attended
to by two officers of the department. Their
services are very valuable, They are men
who are fair and just in every way. They
desire and endeavour to do the fair and
proper thing on all oceasions. Their rela-
tionship with the different industrial ox-
ganisations is of a very happy character and
the greatest confidence exists between the
officers of the Labour Department and the
representatives of the industrial organisations
throughout the State. I feel that the officers
of this department and the work carried out
by the department from time to time are
deserving of the highest praise, and I am
very pleased to have this opportunity to
make a public utterance in connection with
the work those officers are doing, and the
activities carried on within the department.
I commend to the Commitiee the Estimates
under their various headings.

Progress reported.

House adjourned at 1040 p.m.

Legislative Council,
Thursday, 1%th Noyember, 1937,

PaGD

Question : Workers' compensation, Select Committee
evidenece 1884

Bills: Financial Eme.rgency Tox Assessment Act
Amendment, report 1885
Btate Govemment. Insurance Ofice, 28, .. ... 1888
Bush Fires, 1n. ... 1887
Income Tax Aesessment, 2K, ... .. 1888
Factoriea and Shops, Com. - 1808

The PRESIDENT took the Chair at 4.30
pan., and read prayers.

QUESTION—WOREKERS’
COMPENSATION.
Select Commitiee Evidence.
Hou. C. F. BAXTER asked the Chief See-
retary: 1, In view of the public statements
made by members of the Select Committee
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on the State Government Insurance Office
Bill, and the answer to Question 13, given
by the Crown Solicitor to that Select Com-
mittce in connection with the effect of Sec-
tion 10 of the Workers' Compensation Act,
does the Government intend, in this session,
to infroduce legislation to provide that all
bonafide insurance companies carrying on
workers’ compensation business, which have
complied with the Insurance Companies Aet,
will be eompanics with which it will be law-
ful to insure against workers' compensation
risks? 2, If not, will the Minister, as re-
presenting the Government, give a definite
assurance that all such companies will on
applieation be approved under the existing
provisions of Section 10 of the Workers’
Compensation Act?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied: 1
and 2, These matters are under econsidera-
tion.

BILL—FINANCIAL EMERGENCY TAX
ASSESSMENT ACT AMENDMENT.

Report of Committee.

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. W.
H. Kitson—West) [4.34]: I move—

That the report of the Committee be adop-
ted.

HON. J. CORNELL (South) [4.35]: It
is rather unusual to raise a question on the
adoption of a report from the Committee.
I do so in this instance for the reason that
if the Minister will give an explanation on
the point I am raising, some hon. member
may be able to place on the Notice Paper a
motion to recommit the Bill ai the third
reading stage. The Bill now reported con-
tains a elanse enabling the Government to
zo after an evading taxpayer for a period
of three wears. At present the period is
six months, at the expiration of which the
liability ceases. Is it intended that the
elanse in question shall have retrospective
effeet for three vears from the date of assent
to the Bill! Personally I do not care
whether it has or not, bot certainly an an-
nouancement should be made for the henefit
of the public. It is unusual for legislation
to have retrospective effect unless that is
specifically provided. I do not know that
that feature has anything to do with the
Commissioner of Taxation, who is pretiy
well a law unto himself. If he decided to
go back three years, or fwo years, or one
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year, the only recourse of fhe taxpayer,
even if he had the best of cases, would be
to go to law. Then the couris would decide
whether or not the measure gave the Com-
missioner that retrospective power. A pro-
nouncement shonld be made on the point.

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. W.
H. Kitson—West—in reply)} [4.36]: I re-
gret very much my inability to say offhand
what the position will he from a legal
aspect. At the same time, if the report of
Committee is adopted, I shall be prepared
to procure the neccssary advice from the
Crown Law Department and supply it to
the hon. member for his information.

Hon. J. Comell: I do not want it.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That might
be the better plan.

Hon. J. Cornell: As long as the third
reading is delayed, it is all right.

Question put and passed, report of Com-
mittec adopted.

BILL—STATE GOVERNMENT
INSURANCE OFFICE.

Second Reading,
Debate resumed from the previouws day.

HON. H. V. PIESSE (South-East)
[4.37] : The evidenee whick the seleet com-
mittee on the Bill has placed before this
House and another Chamber has afforded
han, members every opportunity to study
the measure now before us. In this House
we have had the pleasure of listening to
many valuable speeches for and against
the Bill. To Mr. Drew one always listens
with great pleasure, because one realises
his honesty of statement and of purpose.
Whilst on this oceasion I cannot see eye-
to-eye with the hon. gentleman in his many
arguments, I always respect his opinion,
Unlike My, Craig, I must say that the older
members of the Chamber have my respeet.
I feel that in Mr. Hoimes we have a man
whoze broad outlook on life and whose
great experience are highly valnable to our
deliberations.  Qutside the Chamber Mr.
Holmes is looked upon not as a joke bmt
as & mast valuable member of the Honse.
Many points of the Bill I do not intend fo
touch on, but I do say at the outset that
the State Government Insurance Office 1s
definitely a State trading eonecern. Mr,
Williams's remarks on the Third Schedule
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were highly informative. The hon. member
stated that no insurance company, in his
opinion, would take the risks under the
Third Schedule. If the Bill does become
law and if there are no replies to the ques-
tions Mr. Baxter asked to-day, one
cannof expect the insurance companies,
until the full position has heen placed be-
fora them, to give either an opinion or a
decision. It is the duty of the State, we
acknowledge, to proteet ihe miners, and
certain moneys will have {o be found by
the State. No member of Parliament
knows better what he is talking about than
Mr. Williams when he discusses miners’
diseases, His praetical Lknowledge is
always valuable to us in arviving at a de-
cision. However, until such time as the
full position is placed before the insurance
companies, a decision e¢annot be cxpected
of them, They have not turned down the
risks, nor have they suggested in  their
evidence before the select committee that
they will not be prepared to proceed on
lines similar to those adopted by the Gov-
ernipent. Mr. Hall in his speech referrcd
to the fact of directors of insurance com-
panies being members of this House, and
said he considered that they shanld not
vote on the measure. But that is absurd.
This Chamber includes 17 direet represen-
tatives of the pastoral and farming indus-
tries. Just imagine what would be the
position if those hon. members conld not
vote on any Bill affecting the electors they
represent! I am a director of an insnrance
company, and know the duties T have io
perform. T believe I can say fairly defi-
nitely that not one member of this House
who is a director of an insuranee company
holds even a share in the company which
he directs. The duties are purelr advisory.
In many instances when boards meet they
do not even discuss the policy of insurance.
They have nothing to do with the fixing of
rates. Many directors of insurance com-
panies could not tell one rate from an-
other. Their job is almost parely advis-
ory. They may, of course, influence a large
amount of business to a company, because
the stability of a company is often gauged
by the names of the men associated with it.
That i= one of the main factors of director-
ship. Men in public positions have fre-
quently been appointed directors of mining
companies. Why are such men asked to
accept such directorships? In many instan-
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ces luerely so thut the shares can be sold
to peaple who will say, “‘This must be a
gooid show if Mr. So-and-so is a director
of it.””

Haou. L. B. Bolton:
often wrong, though.

Hon. H. V. PIESSE: That is so. I do
not think all directors of insurance companies
are on one <ide of the House. I have great
reepect for Mr. Thomss Moore, to whom
I listen with much interest whenever he
rises in this Chamber. I often vote against
him, and. vice versa, he often votes agatnst
me.  Therefore when Mr. Hall says in
effect that memhers of this Chamber who
are directors of insurance companies should
neither speak nor vote on such an import-
ant measure as this, I in my turn claim
that they have every right to do as other
members do, The hon. member also
mentinned that members who sat onm
road bhoards did not vote on mat-
tevs affecting outside concerns for which
thexr were agents. But that is a
aiffeeent matter altngether., A man who sits
on a road heard and is an agent for an
insuranre company receives a monetary con-
sideration for his services as agent. Con-
sequently, when it is a question whether the
compnny he represents is to be engaged as
the insurer for the board, it is only right that
he should be debarred from veoting. I have
listened attentively to the various speakers,
and T feel that as the State Insurance Office
is a trading coneern, I must oppose the Bill.

Those people are

HON. G. TRABER (West)} [447]: Un-
like the speaker who has just resumed his
seat, I intend to support the Bill. I have
been surprised at the number of times it has
been pointed out by speakers during the
debate how much competition there is in in-
surance. Yet if we ask for a quote from a
number of companies in respect to a par-
ticular item, we will find that there iz little
difference in the figures. There are one or
two who are not in the eombine and who
have a different rate, but there is not any
competition between most of the larze com-
panies. It has beer protested that the comn-
panies have never Lecu given an opportunity
to undertake the insurance of miners, but
right throngh the vears they have never
attempted to go after the business of insar-
ing against wminers’ phthisiz. We have to
admit that that is a responsibility the State
must earry, and thevefore [ fail to see why
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the House should not legaiize the State In-
suranee Office. We were tsld last night by
Mr. Williams the position with which the
Btate was faced L1 or 12 vears ago. Can we
afford to allow sueh a position to arise
again? It would be an absolute calimity, A
number of hon. members, not only in the
course of this debate buat JJuring other
debates, have reiterated their vppowition to
State trading econcerns. They are mosi
emphatic abont it, but I do not know that
their attitude has heen so emphatie when it
has been a question of the establislmen: of
State trading concerns in their own districts.
I took the trouble to Jook up some old history
in connection with State trading concerns,
and considered as rather remarkahle the atri-
tude of some hon. members in rconnection
with one trading coneern. I ask han, mem-
bers to listen while I read a question that
was asked in this Chamber by on~ from
whom the cunestion would not have heen ex-
pected. One wonld not have expected
such a question to come from somcone
obnosed to State trading. Aecording fo
“Hansard” of 1924, at page 410, the Colo-
nial Secretary is reported to have stated :—
This question was nsked me, according to
‘‘Hansard’’ of 1914, page 773— ‘In view of
the contract entered into between the Federal
wovernment and an English company for eree-
tion of meat worky at Port Darwin, and the
probability of all ecattle from East Kimberley
going in that direction, is it the intention of
the Government to crect works at Wyndham,
and thus conserve the Staie’s frade and the
State’s supplies for the State’s consumers? If
go, will provision be made in this vear’s Esti-
mates to commence the works?!’
One would hardly expect a question of that
description wounld come from a member de-
finitely opposed to State trading. Yet Mr.
Holmes askeqd that question in this Chamber.
It appears that the locality of the State trad.-
ing concern has something to do with the
attitude of hon, members regarding these
institutions. I stand four-square to State
insurance. My only regret is that the Bill
does not go as far as I would like it fo go.
Some vears back this Chamber endorsed a
motion I moved in connection with eompul-
sory third-party insurance. That was five
or six vears ago, and it was a motion ealling
upon the Government of the day to intro-
duce compulsory third-party insnrance. We
have been looking for something along those
lines to appear ever sinee, hut nothing has
been done. It appears to me, however, that
it eannot be delaved mnch longer. Action
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will have to be taken in that direction. Hav-
ing that in mind, the company or institution
best fitted to earry on insurance of that de-
seription would be the State Insurance Office,
acting in conjunction with the Traifie De-
partment. We have to determine that any
insuranee of & compulsory nature must be
made as cheap as possible to the people,
s0 that no unnecessary load will be placed
on industry, and no better company could be
found than the State Insurance Office to
deal with iusurance of that description, both
from the point of view of cheapness and of
co-operation with the Traffic Department.
Should the Bill reach the statute-book, it
would be something that would be of great
benefit to the State. When considering how
we shall vote, we are faced with the ques-
tion as to whether we shall consider hig busi-
ness or serviee to the State, and in view of
what the State is cailed upon to bear in con-
nection with one industry alone, I have no
hesitation in deciding which way my vete
will go. Certain members have expressed
their intention to vote for the second read-
ing with a view, in the Committee stage, to
deleting all references except those concern-
ing workers’ compensation and employers
liability. Their reason is that those classes
of insurance are in the nature of a social
service, I cannot make any line of demarca-
tion between the different classes of insur-
ance from the point of view of social ser-
viece. I regard the whole of insurance as
being in the nature of social service, and
eannot understand how any distinetion can
be made between national insurance and en-
dowment insurance, although some hon.
members seem to be able fo see a difference.
Whether we are making provision fo ensure
that a man’s wages shall be paid, or that
he shall he looked after in case of aceident,
or that his goods and chattels shall be pro-
teeted, it all appears to me as being in the
nature of social service. I therefore regret
that the Bill does not go further. I dare
say we shall have lively debates in the Com-
mittee stage, and any further remarks I may
have to make I shal]l defer until then, I
snpport the =econd reading.

On motion hy Hon, H. Seddon, debate ad-
journed.

BILL—BTUSH FIRES.

Received from the Assembly, and read a
first time.
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BILL—INCOME TAX ASSESSMENT.
Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the previous day.

HON. C. F. BAXTER (East) [4.57]:
This Bill is most important, and is of vital
concern: to the State and to taxpavers gene-
rally, and partieularly to the producers,
whose efforts are directed to providing the
exports on whieh the future of the State de-
pends. When the Bill was presented to the
House, I was under the impression that it
was designed to obtain uniformity with the
Assgessment Acts of the Commonwealth and
other States, but since its introduction, I
have had opportuaity to analyse the mea-
sure, at least in part. T use those words ad-
visedly bceause it would not be possible
thoroughly to investigate such an intriente
and extensive measure without spending
very considerable time in research and study
of its numerous provisions. Furthermore,
T do not pretend to possess the necessary
qualifieations to arrive at conclusions on the
whole of the different operations of the mea-
sure. It is unquestionably a matter for ex-
perts. Nevertheless, T have given the sub-
ject a good deal of thought, and I find that
the Bill does not attain that depree of uni-
formity with the Commonwealth Aect which
T first thought was its intention, and that
there is quite & number of provisions in the
Commonwealth legislation and that of the
other States that we might reasonably have
expected to find in this Bill but which
are not there. It is perhaps questionable
whether there is any member of cither
House who is even reasonably aequainted
with such a diffieult and far-reaching mea-
sure having such an impeortant bearing on
the every-day life and the progress of our
people. The Bill is certainly one that
should not be rushed through this House
with undue baste. The ideal of uniform as-
sessment taxing legislation throughout the
Commonwealth is no new one, The matter
has been under consideration over a long
period of vears, and it should he realised
that the Bill before us is the outcome of the
taxation officials’ labour and expresses the
official mind. This is clearly exemplifled in
the fact that a number of the recommenda-
tions of the Roval Commission favouring the
taxpayer have not been given effeef to in
this measure, although this has been done in
the Commonwealth Act, and, in certain of
the Acis of other States. We as legislators
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must consider both asj:eets—anot only that
of the State but also the viewpoint of the
taxpayer, and for this reason, I consider the
greatest eaution is necessary in dealing with
the Bill. On general prineiples the Bill ap-
pears to he a good one, but in many in-
stances I cannot but feel that there has been
a tendeney on the part of the Governmient
to accept the official view on very important
matters. Even on the seore of uniformity
care is needed, and it will no doubt be neces-
sary to move amendments more in line with
the requirements of the conditions ruling in
our State which are not applieable to those
of the other States or the Commonwealth.
In this connection there are certain c¢lauses
in onr Bill that are not uniform with the
other States’ and the Commonwealth Aets,
and are not reasonable in their applieation
to the primary producing indostries. T in-
tend, therefore, to submit amendments that
will preserve and even promote greater uni-
formity while not being unreasonable from
the State’s standpoint. 1 believe that taxa-
tion in its application to primary producing
interests in this State has been unjust. In-
vestigations conducted by a Commonwealth
Roval Commission have shown clearly that
becanse of conditions over which primary
producers have no control, income taxation
ean be made to press with an undue degree
of severity on them. Ordinary taxpayers
are nob sabject to seasonal or worlds
markets vagaries, and the assessment of the
annual profits of sueh taxpayers works rea-
sonably well. Farmers and pastoralists,
however, suffer badly in these respecis, and
when a good season with good priees s ex-
perienced, their ineome is swollen to an ab-
normal extent and the rate of tax increased
aecordingly. Division 16 of the Common-
wealth Income Tax Assessment Aet, 1930,
provides for the averaging of the income of
a taxpayer over a number of vears in ordor
to arrive at an average income for the pure- -
prose of defermining the rate of tax applicable
to the income for thr vear which is subject
to assvssment. The averaging system was
introduced  into  the Commonwealth Aet in
1921 and applied to all taxpavers. but com-
panies were excluded in 1923, and in accord-
anee with the recommendations of the Royal
Commission on Taxation, appointed by the
Federal Government, the provisions ot the
Commonwealth Aet will, as  from the 1st
July, 1837, be rvestricted  to  primary pro-
ducers. Undey the State income tax lesisla-
tion the averaring syvstem has never been
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provided for, but it is submitted that the
arguments in favour of its introduction in
the present Bill ere substantial, quite apart
from the desirability of establishing uni-
formity with the Comimnonwealth legislation
on the subjeet. Previous to the iatrodue.
tion of the averaging system into the Com-
monwealth Act in 1921, an analysis was
made by the Federal Commissioner of Taxa-
tion, for the information of the 1920-21
Royal Comission on Taxation, of the annual
income figures over several years of 50 pri-
mary producers, This analysis showed that
the 50 primary prodocers mentioned paid
53 per cent. more Federal ineome tax than
if the same aggregate amount of ineome on
which they were assessed had acerued in
comparatively egual amounts from vear to
vear as in the case of most taxpayers. That
i3 a most important point to which the
House should give consideration. Apart
from drought losses regard must be had to
the neeessity for combating animal and weed
pests, losses through flood and fire, and the
tact that primarv products are disposed of
in world's markets and are subject to very
great  price  flactuations, resulting in a
marked inelination in the income of the pri-
mary producer to rise and fall to a greater
extent than that of other elasses of taxpavers,
The extent of this fluetuation is elearly indi-
cated in the figures given in the annual ve-
ports of the State Commissioner of Taxa-
tion, showing the pereentage of income tax
paid by the two main primary producing
sections of the aggregate income tax col-
lected by the State Department.

PERCENTAGE TO AGGREGATE INCOME
TAX COLLECTED BY STATE.

Year. Farmers. Pastoralists.
% %
1024-25 13 10
1925-26 20 6
1826-27 15 3
1927-28 11 2
1928-29 15 4
102930 8 3
1930-31 5 7
1931-32 2 5
1932-33 -8 -8
1933-34 3 9
1034-35 (incomplete) ... 4 5
1935-36 {incomplets) ... 2 1-4

I desire to ¢quote some fignres to show the
effect of the applieation of the averaging
system for the purposes of determining the
rate of tax pavable as against the assess-
ment of tax at the rate applicable to the in-
come for any one year,
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Tax if Avernge Tax on Actual

Income. Syatem Applied.  Income.
£ £ s d, £ 8 d.
100 013 4 013 4
200 1 6 8 116 0
500 4 10 O 8§ 00
1,000 12 14 8 2713 4
1,000 17 8 0 2713 4
500 912 8 8 00
200 317 1 116 ©
100 114 B ¢13 4
Total tax payable
over period £51 17 1 £76 5 4

It wiil be seen from those figures that, on
a fluctuating income over the period, whick
is typical of the position of most primary
preducers, the total tax payable, if the aver-
aging system were adopted, would be £51
17s. 1d. as against £76 5s. 4d. under the
existing method of the State in treating each
year on its own and faxing such income at
the rate applicable to that income. The
Rioyal Commission on Taxation, 1932, in
submitting its recommendations on the sub-
ject, arrived at the conclusion that the pri-
mary producer was in a different position
from that of taxpayers generally in regard
to the question of averaging. The recom-
mendations are set ont in paragraph 641 of
the report as follows:—

(1) That the averaging of incomes for the
purposes of determining the rate of tax to be
applied te the income of the year preceding
the year of asscssment be abolished in respect
of all taxpayers other tham primary producers
who ordinarily ecarry on primary preduction
as their sole or wmuin business.

(2) That the snme bnsis of assessment of
primary producers be adopted by the States.

That is a very good argument for the
amendments I intend to move. It is sug-
gested, therefore, that for similar reasons
to those which actuated the recommendations
of the Reoyal Commission on Taxation, pro-
vision should be made in the Bill for the
averaging system to apply o those taxpayers
engaged in primary production. As many
of our grazing properties are owned by
limifed companies the majority of shares in
which are owned by ¢ne or two sharebolders,
in most cases actively engaged in the working
of such properties, it will be necessary to see
that the definition of “primary producer”
for the purposes of averaging includes share-
holders whose income is mainly derived from
dividends from companies engaged in pri-
mary production. Clause 79 of the Bill pro-
vides, amongst other things, for a deduction
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of £62 in respect of each child who is resi-
dent ir Australia and is under 16 years of
age at the beginning of the year of income
and is wholly maintained by the taxpayer.
This deduction is the same as under our
existing Aet, and, in my opinion, is quite
equitable as far as it goes. I consider,
however, that something more is justified
and should be allowed in the case of those
taxpayers who are located in the outhack
areas of the State where the Government have
either been unable to provide educational
facilities or else their provision would be un-
justified having regard to the few pupils to
be served. In most cases such taxpayers
are compelled, whether they are really in
a position to afford it or not, to send their
children to a place where edueational faei-
lities are available and, of course, shoulder
the additional expense involved. In such
cases, I think, that they might reasonably
be allowed at least a deduction of £100 for
each of the children whom they are required
of necessity to send away from home to be
educated, and I propose accordingly to seek
an amendment of the clanse. It has always
been a canse for serious complaint that the
State Income Tax Assessment Act failed to
make adequate provision for the carrying
forward of losses. Particularly has this been
so in the case of those engaged in primary
production, whose returns are subject to vio-
lent fluetuations through causes over which
they have no control, such as cerop failures,
droughts and price movements on the world’s
markets in which, of necessily, most of our
primary products are disposed of. In 1922
the Income Tax Assessment Act was amended
to permit a deduoetion for certain past losses
as follows:—

Seetion 31. (2.) (a) Net trading, prospeect-
ing, or business losses imcurred in any one or
more years during the three years preceding
the year of assessment.

{(b) Net losses arising over i like peried
from the losz of stock in trade, erops, and
livestock due to droughts or other circumstan-
ces or conditions over which the taxpayer had

ne control or was unable to proteet or insure
ugainst.

This allowance is, of course, restricted to
individual taxpayvers, eompanies being
assessed under the Dividend Duties Aet in
whieh there ix no corresponding provision.
The position of eompanies will he dealt with
separately. When the A-sessment Aect was
amended in 1922, there is no doubt that the
Government of the day and Parliament gen-
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erally thought that they were permitting a
deduction of losses ineurred during the pre-
ceding three years from profits earned in the
fourth year, but sabsequently under the
Taxation Department’s ruling only two
years’ losses were allowed. The legality of
the department’s ruling is not questioned and
arises out of the definition of the words
“year of assessment,” which the Aect states
is the—

‘‘financial year euding the 30th June for
which the tax is imposed,’’
and consequently means the year following
the year in which income was earned, As
evidence of Parliament’s intention, it is only
necessary to consider the action of the Minis-
ter for Mines who was in charge of the Bill
in the Assembly when the 1922 amendment
was being dealt with. The Legislative Coun-
cil, following on a report submitted by a
select committee, decided to amend the Bill
anpd among other deductions to allow—

‘“net trading, prospecting, or business losses
incurred in one or more years during the five
years preceding the year of assessment.’’

When this amendment ecame before the
Assembly, the Minister for Mines stated,
according to “Hansard,” page 2979, that he
was afraid the Council had gone too far with
the suggestion, as an individual eonld make
profits for four years and yet go back to
the fifth year when he made a Joss and de-
duct that from his income this year and per-
baps pay mo ineome tax. He, therefore,
moved a modifieation to the Council’s amend-
ment :—

‘*That the words ‘in any year during the 5
years’ be struck out, and the words 'in the
rear immediately’ inserted im lievn.’’?

The Minister's modification was not aec-
ceptable to the House which, however, ulti-
wately altered the term of five years to the
present provision of three years. Had Par-
liament agreed to the Minister's madification,
the relative clause would have read—

‘*Net trading, prospeeting, or husiness lgsses
ineurred in the year immediately preceding the
year of assessment.

This wounld have meant that a taxpayer
was entitled to deduet net trading, ptos-
pecting or business losses from profits
earned only in the same year. As the whole
idea of Parliament’s deliberation at that
partieular time war to provide for the
carrying forward of losses, it eannot =eri-
mnsly be contended that the Minister delib-
erately sought te modify the Council’s
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amendment by introducing & meaningless
provision. He undoubtedly desired to re-
strict the carrving forward of losses from
one year to the next. Parliament in its
wisdom decided to make the term three
vears, and definitely intended that losses
incurred during the preceding threc vears
should be deductzble from the profits
earned in the fourth year. It failed, how-
ever, to express its intention and confused
the ‘‘year of assessment’’ with the ‘‘year
next preceding the year of assessment.’’
The result of Parliament’s failure to ex-
press itself correctly has been that taxpay-
ers have been deprived of a deduction to
which morally they were justly entitled.
The extent of the additionsl tax to which
taxpavers have heen called upon to pay in
the aggregate iz a matter of conjeeture,
One actual case, however, that of a wool
producer, may be cited to show clearly the
hardship that has been inflicted, and this
case is no doubt typical of many others
even though they may not have involved
such large amounts. The taxpayer referred
to spent a large amount of money on his
property which, owing to drought and low
wool prices, recorded the following resmlts
between the vears 1929-1933:—

£

Year ended 30th June, 1920—J.0ss 302
” . . 1930 » 1,308

. » ”» 1931 ,, 6,265

» " " 1932, 1,513

” ” ” 1933 ” 545
Total Losses . £10,108

In 1934 the property councerned experi-
enced a bountifnl season which, eombined
with the high price of wool, enabled a hook
profit of £12,714 to be shown, a great part
of which unfortunately represented a
paper profit on the natural inerease
brought to account. Much of this natural
inerease was subsequently lost in  the
following dry seasons, The net result over
the six years was a profit of £2606. When
he veceived his taxation assessment for the
vear in which the profit was recorded, ho
was called upon to pay Federal taxzation
of £8/6/7, having been permiited to de-
duct under the Federal legislation the
{osses incurred for the four years from
1930 to 1933 inclusive apgregating £10,546.
The State Department, however, demanded
a tax of no less A sum than £2,476 15s. 8d.
State income tax thus absorbed practically
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the whole of the net result of six year’s
work, a result largely brought abont by
the fact that he was deprived of the bene-
fit of deducting the loss ineurred in 1931
becanse of the Dapartment’s ruling that
only two vear’s losses were deduetable.
Had Parliament’s intention been given
effeet to when the Aei was amended in
1922  he would have been enabled to de-
duct the loss of £6,000, incurred in the
third year preceding the year of income
for which the assessment referred to was
made, and the State tax payable would
have been reduced from £2,476 to a figure
comparahle to that payable for Common-
wealth tax, The present Bill provides that
a taxpayer may dedunet losses incurred in
any of the three years next preceding the
vear of income, thus giving effeet to what
undoubtedly was the intention in 1922. Ti,
however, seelis to restriet in the first year
of assessment under the Aet the deduction
of losses to two vears. This is definitely
unfair, and there is no good reason why the
full benefit of the section should not be
made available to taxpayers from the com-
mencement of the new Aet. They have
already been deprived of the full benefit of
that to which they were entitled over a
number of years, and that position shomld
be rectified without farther delay.

The 1932 Royal Commission on Tax-
ation devoted considerable attention to

this subject in ‘'the course of its
inquiry, and recommended that a tax-
payer should be permitted to deduect

losses sustained in any of the four
vears next preceding the year in which the
income was derived, and that each State
should make a similar concession. Sinee the
attainment of n greater degree of uniformity
in regard to the assessment of income for the
purpose of taxation by the Commonwealth
and State is the basis of the present Bill, it
might reasonably have been expected that the
measure wonld have adopted the prineiple of
allowing taxpayers a similar deduction in
regard to past losses, as is permitied under
the Federal Act, and in addition such a
conrse would have implemented the recom-
mendations of the Royal Commission on
Taxation. Companies are at present assessed
for income tax by the State under the Divi-
dend Duties Act. The title of this Aet is
reglly & misnomer as assessments are made
on companies’ profits, irrespective of whether
dividends are distributed or not. The posi-
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tion will be rectified by the Bill, and the
profits of individuals and companies will be
assessed for taxation in future nunder the one
Act. The Dividend Duties Ac¢t does not
permit companies to deduet past losses, but
by an amendment passed in 1931 companies
engaged in pasteral or grazing business are
permitied to dednet from any year's profits
such portion of the net losses made during
the two preceding years as was due to the
loss of livestock caused by drought. The
Premier bas stated that this section has been
very difficult to administer, and it is open to
question whether the eompanies, which the
section was framed to benefit, have to date
received any waterin]l advantage. Despite
the difliculties which it is stated have heen
expericnced in the administration of the pro-
vision, the Bill proposes to continue it for
two vears without any attempt to elarify the
position.

All compantes as regards the earry-
ing forward of losses should bhe treated
on the same basis as individual taxpayers,
but failing this, companies engaged in
pastoral or grazing husiness should be per-
mitted to deduact the whole of the past losses
within the period stipulated, instead of the
present provision which restriets the dedue-
tion to that portion of such losses due to the
loss of hvestock by drought. If this course
were adopted the difficulties of administra-
tion would be obviated without serious effeet
on the revenuce of the department.

Seetion 54 of the Commonwealth Income
Tax Assessment Act, 1936, allows deprecia-
tion as a deduction in the following terms:—

(1) “*Depreciation during the year of im-
eome of any property being plant, or articles
owned by a taxpayer and wsed by him during
that year for the purpose of producing asscss-
able income und of any property being plant
or artivles owned Dby the taxpaver which has
been installed ready for use for that purpose
snd is during that year held in reserve by him
shall, subject to this Aet, be an allowabls de-
duction.

(2 Tn this section ‘piant’ includes—

{a) animals nsed as heasts of hurden or
working beasts in o business other
than a business of primary produc-
tion, and machinery, implements, nten-
sils und rolling stock: and

(h) fenees, dams and other struefural im-
provements on land which is used for
the purposes of agricultural or pas-
toral parsuits, but does not include im-
provements used for domestic or resi-
dentinl purposes.??

Section 56 of the Bill follows the provi-

stens of Secetion 54 of the Commonwealth
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Aet word for word with the exception that
it omits Subseetion 2, paragraph (b}.

While the primary producer is, therefore,
permitied, under the Federal Aet, to deduct
depreciation on fences, dams and other strue-
toral improvements on Jand which is used
for the purposes of agricultural or pastoral
pursnits other than improvements used for
domestic or vesidential purposes, the Bill
does not provide for a similar deduction.
It is eontended that the depreciation allow-
ance permitted by the Commonwealth Act
is equitable, and that a similar provision
should be incorporvated in the present Bill.
It is considered also that depreciation
allowed on such structural improvements
should be definite ant fised and not subject
to adjustinent on the sale of a property,
either as vegards the writing back of any
“vrofit” or the allowance of any “loss,” as
is the case with plant.

It may be a sound principle theoretically
in the matter of a depreciation allowance to
require an adjustment when the asset which
has been depreciated is sold, but in practice
many difficulties are met with in applying
this prineiple to fenees and other structural
improvements which do not arise in the case
of movable plant. Fixed improvements be-
come part of the land and cannot be re-
moved, Plant and machinery on the other
hand may he sold without the property and
furthermore at some stage or other has had
to be purchased which permits the cost price
to be ascertained with some degree of cer-
tainty. Many structural improvements are
carried out by farmers and others with their
own labour and the labour of their families,
and not ununsually the addition of suech im-
provements is spread over a long term of
vears, The cost is not recorded in the
aceonnts of the produeer, end, as a eonse-
quence, is not subject to depreeciation. If
on a sale, however, he is required to aecount
for the difference between the sale price and
the depreciated value of the improvement,
a fictitious surplus would be shown by rea-
son, of the total cast not having heen in-
cluded on which he would be unjustly taxed.
Snch improvements have a long life, and it
would be a matter of extreme difficulty to
maintain records indicating the cost over a
lengthy period, There is on record the case
of a primary producer in one of the other
States who, having sold his property, was
asked by the Deputy Commissioner to sup-
pixr fizures relating to the cost of im-
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provements erected 43 years previously,
because of the Commonwealth  Aet
requiring an adjustment of the depreciation
written off such improvements when sold.
To cnsure that depreciation allowed in re-
speet of the assets mentioned in the pro-
posed subsection shall be fixed and definite
and not subject to reviszion and adjustment
on the sale of a property, Clanse &1 of the
Bill will require amendment, Section 75 of
tha Commonwealth Income Tax Assessment
Act, for which there is no counterpart in the
present Bill, provides for a deduction for the
purposce of arriving at assessable income in
the following terms:—

Expenditure incurred in the year of in-
eome by u taxpayer engaged in primary pro-
duction on anv land in Awvstralin in—

(a) the eradication or extermination of
aninmal v vegetable pests from the
land;

(h) the destrnetion and removal of tim-
ber, gerub or wundergrowth indigenous
to the land;

(¢} the destenetion of weed or plant growth
tetrimental to the land:

(1) the preparation of the lnnd for agricul-
ture ;

(r) ploughing and grassing
grazing purjoses; and

(f) the draining of swamp or low-lying
lands where that operation improves
the
the Tumd,

ghall be an altowable deduction.

the lamd for

It may be eontended that the State Comnmis-
sioner has in the past allowed, and will
continue to nllow, at bis diseretion part at
least of the expenditure itemised in the sec-
tion of the Commonwealth Aet [ have guoted.
It is desirable, however, that the legislation
shall specifienlly deal with the matter and
thus obvinte differcnees of opinion between
the Commissioner and the taxpayers on the
matter, as well ax poszibly aveiding litiga-
tion. The whole of the expenditure contem-
plated in the provision referred to is direeted
towards the production and ‘or the protecr-
tion of the income of the primary producer,
and as such there should be no doubt as to
his right to dedoet the amount from in-
come for the purpose of pe=e<sment of his
taxation. New Routh Wales, Victoria and
Queensiamd each have sections in their re-
spective assessment Acts in <ome measure
comparable with the Commonwealth provi-
sions, and, apart from the equity of the de-
duetion, the principle of uniformity will he
promoted by the inclusion in the State Bill
of a provision on the line< of Section 75

agricolturul or grazing value of |

1893

of the Commonwealth Aet. I cannot see
why there should be any differentiation at
all. The Commonwealth Act makes provi-
sion for reasonable deductions, and it must
he recognised that encouragement extended
to producers in the direction of assisting
them to develop their properties must mean
that with inereased produection more reve-
nue must be available for both the Com-
monwealth and the State. 1 shall submit
amendments during the Committee stage in
the directions I have indieated, The Bill
is a lengthy one, and T have not been com-
petent to deal with the whole of it beeause
it is more or less a matter for experts. T
have gone as far as I ean, particularly in
the direction of protecting the interests o
the primary producers. If we can so amend
the Bill that they will have the advantage
of an augmented income, i will be to the
advantage of everyone concermed, It is
rather unfortunate that the primary produe-
ers have not had the advantage of the secr
tion relating to averaging over a period n'r:
vears, However, the Commissioner has
acted upon the constrmetion he has placed
upon the seetion, with the result that the
averaging system, which was incorporated in
the Act in 1922, has been of no practical use
to an industry that it was desired to assist,
Perhaps it was due to faulty draftsmanship.
The Bill goes some way towards rectifying
the position, but I think we should extend
the three-year period to one of four years.
Tf it hecame necessary for the sake of umi-
formity, should other Aects be amended in
the meantime, we eonld vevert to-the three-
vear period. I support the Bill with the
reservations I have indicated.

On motion by Hon. G. W. Miles, debate
adjourned,

BILL—FAQTORIES AND SHOPS ACT
AMENDMENT.

In Committee,
Resnmed from the 1Gth November; Hon.

J. Cornell in the Chair, the Chief. QDcretarv
tn charge of the Bill

Clange 6—Amendment of Section 18 of
the principal Aet:

The CHAIRMAN : Progress was repurted
on this clause,

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: The seleet com-
mittee  recommended the deletion of the
elause on the ground that it was consequen-
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tial upon the decision arrived at regarding
the definition of a factory. It was thought
it might be desirable to retain Subscetion 2
of Scetion 18 hecause it dealt with a number
of factories that were registered under the
old Act. However, it is not an important
matter.

The CHIEF SECRETARY : I ean hardly
understand Mr. Nicholson’s eontention. The
clause deals with Subsection 2 of Section 18,

Hon. J. Nicholson: It is really a earry-
over provision.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: But it has
been a dead letter since 1921. It was inserted
to deal with factories that were registered
under the old Act and it provided that those
factories would be deeined to be registered
under the new Act for a period of one month
during which the changed registration could
be effected. That particeular section operated
for one month only, at the expiration of
which it was of no use whatever in the Act.
It cannot possibly apply to any factory at
the present time.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 7—Amendment of Seetion 20:

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: This eclause pro-
vides a new method of registration. The
matter was considered by the select ecom-
mittee, and evidence was given showing that
the proposal in the Bill might be productive
of some trouble to persons who might wish
to start a factory. It will be noticed that
under Section 20 of the Aet an application
has to be made first, and on reeeipt of the
application the inspeetor is required without
delay to examine the premises it is proposed
to register as & factory. If he is not satisfied
that the premises are suitable for the pur-
pose, he may require alterations to be made
before repistering the factory. That has
sometimes been found ineonvenient by some
applicants for registration of factories.
The proposal eontained in the Bill is that an
application ean be made and the registration
cffected without any inspection at all, Then
subsequently the inspector can make his ex-
amination of the premises, and if be finds
they are not sunitable for the purpose he can
annul the registration and require certain
alterations to he made in the premises. Of
course, if his requirements are not complied
with, the application can be annulled and he
can forbid the premises being used as =a
factory. That was commented upon by cer-
tain witnesses, who said the trouble with that
proposal is that when the registration is

[COUNCIL.]

effected the applicant might be induced to
spend a substantial sum of wmovey, and might
later be called upon to do something that to
him is impracticable in order to satisfy the
requirements of the Chief Inspector. There-
fore it was thought that it would be betier
to retain the old position and have the in-
speetion made hefare registration is granted.
For that reason the select committee decided
to leave the relative sections as they are in
the Aet at present. I will move for the
deletion of Clause 7.

The CHAIRMAXN: The hon. member will
vofe against the clause.

The CHIEF SKCRETARY: The amend-
ment in the Bill is desired by the depart-
ment at the instigation of the Chief Ian-
spector. It is desired not only to assist the
department, but also to assist people desir-
ous of occupying premises as a factory. At
present premises cannot be used as a fae-
tory until they have been inspected and
the necessary alterations, if any, desired
by the Chief Inspector have been com-
pleted. Aeccording to the Chief Inspeetor,
this has worked hardship in many ecases,
because the delay invelved by waiting un-
til the premises have been inspected and
the alterations, if any, desired by the

. Chief Inspector have been completed, has

been in some instances very eonsiderable.
So it was desired to reverse the proeess,
resulting in an automatic registralionr
wkich ean be effected as soon as the appli-
cation is received. Then subsequently one
ol the inspectors would have a look at the
premises and, if they were suitable to the
purpose, that would he the end of it. Alter-
natively, if alterations were required, the
factory owner would set about making
those alterations, the business of the fae-
torv woing on in the meantime, The Chi-f
Inspector is particalarly keen on this
amendment, and from what T know of the
operations of the Aet, I should say the
clause would be of great benefit to those
desiring to register a factory. Clauses 8
and 9 are consequentinl on Claunse 7, so if
we decide that the suggestion of the Chief
Tnspector is worthy of inclusion in the Aet,
then Clauses 8 and 9 also must be agreed
to. On the other band, if we do not agree
to Clause 7, then Clauses 8 and 9 will go
out automatically.

Hon. J. M. MACFARLANE: Tf it was in
respeet of a propesed new building that
application was being made for registra-
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tion, [ understand that plans and specifi-
eations would have to be submitted to the
Chief Inspector. But I take it that the
clause refers more particularly to existing
premises, in which ease I think it would
be better for the Chief Inspector to inspect
the building with the applicant when the
application for registration is first made.

Hon. L. B. BOLTON: It seems to me
likely that the premises for which registra-
tion is desired were previously registered
for some specific work, but after a while
were used for something entirely different.
The clanse would give the inspector power

- to cancel the registration. Anybody erect-
ing a new building for the purpose of a
factory wounld be very foolish if he did not
submit to the Chief Inspector the plans of
that building.

Hon. J. Nicholson: This would apply to
any building, whether old or new.

Hon. .. B, BOLTON: That is so, but an
old building may not he suitable for the
purpose, and so the Chief Inspeetor would
renjuire alterations to be made.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: At present no one
can start a factory without the approval of
the Chief Inspector, Whilst in that officer
we have one we know and admire, neverthe-
less we have to legislate for the future. A
person may start a factory, and «fter it is
in operation the Chief Inspector may declare
the building to be unsuitable, and order
sueh alterations as the owner is unable to
earry out. That is where the hardship may
oceur under this proposal. The better plan
would be to adhere to the existing system.
Some delay may oecur in obtaining the Chief
Inspector’s consent as to the suitability of
premises, but I would prefer that to allow-
ing people first to spend their monev and
ihen be told that the premises are wnsuit-
able.

The CHIEF SECRETARY : The Act has
given rise to a good deal of dissatisfaction.
A factory may not be registered until it has
received the approval of the Chief Inspector.
At & later date, becanse of some change in
the methods employed by the oecupier, the
Chief Inspector may have to request that
certain alterations be made to the building.
The oceupier may contend that during the
currency of the certificate of the Chief In-
spector he should not be obliged to eomply
with that demand. When an oceupier
alters his faectory methods so as to require
an alteration to the premires, he should not
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complain, Before making such alterations
he should consult the Chief Inspector to
ascertain what objection, if any, there would
be to the proposal. Under the present sys-
tem unavoidable delays frequently oecur.
The proposed amendment will make for an
improvement in the working of the depart-
ment.

Hon. I, CRAIG: The clause does not seem
to be a vital one. The Chief Inspector re-
commends its adoption as a means of bene-
fiting the manufacturers, and I think we
should pass it es printed.

Hon. G. FRASER: Under the Act people
must wait for an official inspection and ap-
proval, but under the proposed new method
the oceupier of a factory will not be placed
at a disadvantage in that he can continue his
operations until the inspeetion is made.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: The difficulty of
having inspections made seems to be a myth.
A clause in the Bill provides for the ap-
pointment of an assistant chief inspector.
This addition to the staff would remove any
danger of delay.

Hon. J. M. MACFARLANE: T favour a
retention of the old conditions. I should
prefer to deal with the Chief Inspector be-
fore I conducted any work in a building of
mine, or installed any mew plant, If 1
started out without ‘official approval 1
should feel that I was working in the dark

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Under the
present Act not only have the premises to
be inspected, but all inguiries by the Chief
Inspector must be completed before the fae-
tory can be worked. The proposed method
will prevent delay in many instances, From
the point of view of the Chief Inspector and
many oceupicrs of factories the elanse will
be more beneficial than the kindred provi-
sions of the Act.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 8 to 10—agveed to.

Clause 11—Repea! of Section 31 of the
prineipal Aet:

Hon, J. NICHOLSON : This is one of the
important elauses. It proposes to delete

Section 31, dealing with the hours of labour
for adult males,

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m. -
Hon. J. NICHOLSON: The clanse seeks,

in effect, to enaet that the hours of labour
shall be limited to 44 per week, for both
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mgle and female workers. Certain avoca-
tions, however, arc not of sach an arduous
nature that the eight hours per day would
represent something of an extreme charac-
tet.  The select committee by a major-
ity recommends the deletion of Clause 11,
it" being econsidered that the alteration
proposed by the Bil is a funetion
of the Industrial Arbitration Court. If
how. members weigh  the matter seriously,
they ‘cannot but recognise the importance of
leaving all questions of hours of labour and
eonditions as mentioned by the select eom-
mittee in its veport proper. What chance
have we as a bodv of legistators to decide
Whrether 1 hoars or 40 hours or 48 hours
répresents a proper working week? Tn re-
téining ‘the relevant section of the Act we
shall 'be merelyv aflirming the established
prineiple that 48 hours shall econstitute a
whek's work.

Hon. H. V. PIESSE: 1 support Mr.
Nitholson. I'represent an industry which has
heen before the Avbitration Court and has
been awarded a d44-hour week, We have a
right to appeal, and have appealed, and if
our appeal is rejected we shall have to ac-
eept the reduced hours. The select com-
mitice has recommended the right eourse.

! The CHIEF SECRETARY: Mr. XNichol-
sgon has certainly explained the position
from the point of view of members of the
select committee, but T do not think he has
put the c¢ase to the Chamber as it actually
stands. The reason submitted by the seleet
committee for the deletion of Clause 11 is
one with which I eannot agree, herause the
Act operates only where the Arbitration
C'ourt does not operate.  How is it that the
Act provides a 48-lour week for males and
a 4+-hour week for females if what the lon.
memhoer says is vight, that the Arhitration
Court should he the only tribunal to fix
hours of labour? This Chamber did not
take the same ohjection in 1920 as it takes
to-day, and in 1920 many industries worked
more than 48 hours. 1 repeat, legislative
provistons dealing with hours of labour and
wages apply only where the Avbitration
Court has no jarisdiction. If we leave the
Act unaltered until such time as the Arbitra-
tion Court gives decisions on this and allied
matters, there will never he any alteration,
because those matters are not likely ever to
eome lhefore the court. [ do not know what
evidenee was given heforve the select com-
mittee on this particular rueation, but T feel
sure that a perusal of the evidenee will dis-
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close that what I have said is correct. It is
17 years since the parent Act was passed,
and in that period there have been many ma-
terial alterations in hours of labhour, and in
& downward direction, in a large nnmber of
European and Ameriean countries. Hours
of labour have been reduced there by two,
four, and even eight hours per week, There-
fore the Bill doex not ask for anything out
of the wav. Where the Arbitration Court
has jurisdiction. factories work 44 hours,

llon. . Tuckey: Why caunot the matter
be hrought hefore the Arbitration Court?

The (HIEF SECRETARY: Beeause in
many instanees the numbers employed are
not sufliciently laige, or the factories are
situated in isolated distriets. I object to
the reason given by the select committee,
that the matter should be determined by the
Arbitration Court. [t is not possible at
present for the court to give decisions in all
these cases. 1 realise that the recommen-
dation ol the seleet eomngittee is likely to
be the decision of the Committee of the
House. At the same time it is pnecessary
for me to submit that this is the considered
poliex of the (iovernment. Wherever it has
been possible the Government has put into
operafion the H-hour weck, whieh is en-
joved almost without exeeptiom by all Gov-
ernment vmployees, The number of people
who will e uffected by the Aet may not
he very lavrge beeanse in the metropolitan
area most of the factories ave covered by
Arbitration Court award=, but there are
some people who are not so covered. and
they wonld be calered for hy this measure
and are entitled to 44 hours a week.

Hon. J. J. HOLMERS: 1 take exception
to what the Minister said about our being
oppased to a H-hour week. That is wrong.
We say that the Arbitration Court should
decide the number of hours on the evidence
brought before it. I do not ecave whether
it is - or 40 or 36 hours, but the correet
deeision ean only be arrived at in the light
of evidence supplied to the court. All sorts
of complications will arise if Parliament
begins to enter the field of fixing houvs.
T understand that the shop assistants of
Perth have an agreement with the employ-
ers which has been in existence for 20
vears. Assuming that the agreement pro-
vides for 48 hours a week, if the elanse is
passed, we will have shop assistants in
small esuntry places working 44 hours a
weaek and those under agreement in the
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metropolitan avea working 48 hours. There
is nothing to prevent those cmployees in
the small towns from coming under an
award of the ecourt. At one time there
were unions at Bunbury, Northam, York,
Geraldton, and elscwhere, but an attempt
was made to dominate them from Perth
under the One Big Union principle. All
those small unions now prefer to make
their own agreement with employers, but
that does not coincide with the policy of
the Government, which wants this dragnet
clanse to bring everybody under a 44-hour
week.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The hon.
member has repeated the statement time
after time about the Arbitration Court
awards being overridden, but once there is
an award or industrial agreement regis-
tered with the court this Aet will not be
operative in regard to hours. T want the
hon. member to aceept my word for that.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: I do.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Well, that
is the first time; the hon. member has re-
peated that statement dozens of times.
The Act deals with only those employees
not covered by Arbitration Court awards.
The Arbitration Court overrides this Aet.
Tn some factories governed by an award, a
44-hour week operates; in other factories
not so governed, and carrying on the same
class of work, the employees are doing 48
hours, which is not fair. I therefore ask
the Committee to do the fair thing by those
people who, in most eases, cannot help
themselves.

Hon. G. B. WOOD: We have to face up
to a shorter working week in most indus-
tries. T did not think it was the funetion
of this House to decide such questions until
I heard the Minister. Wonld it not be pos-
sible to bring all these industries under
the court and let the eourt decide this
matter?

Hon. H. 5. W. PARKER: I take it that
what the discussion is really about is con-
tained in Clause 12. It all depends upon
the fate of Clanse ¥2 as to whether Clause
11 should remain in the Bill.

The Chief Secretary: Or vice versa.

Hon. H. 8. W. PARKER: My idea is to
vote to support the Minister to keep Claunse
11 in, but T may vote against the next clause.
I agree that where there is an award or
agreement under the Arbitration Aet, these
clauses have no effect whatever. That is
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set out in Section 155 of the Factories and
Shops Act. If we strike out Section 31 of
the Act, as is- provided for in Clause 11, then
there is no mention in the Act as to the
time during which males may be employed
in a factory.

The Chief Secretary: Read Section 32.

Hon. H. 5. W. PARKER: Section 32
provides for the emgployment of women and
hoys but it is proposed under Claunse 12
to alter that to read “persons” instead of
“women and boys,”’ and that covers anybody,
I um prepared to agree with the Minister
on this ¢lause but may not on the next.

Hon. J. M. MACFARLANE: The Minis-
ter has indicated that it is the policy of the
Government progressively to reduce hours.
If this Bill is passed and Arbitration Court
awards provide for 48 hours, it will not he
long befora the unions will point to the
amendment of this Aet in support of a
claim for a universal 44-hour week.

Hon. J. Nicholson: Several witnesses tes-
tified that it would he bound to have an
influence on the court.

Hon. J. M. MACFARLANE: I represent
an industry that deals in perishable commer-
eial products. With a 48-hour working week
something satisfactory ean be accompllshed
hut less than that is going to hinder the
development of an industry that can beebme
a valuable asset to the State.

Hon. G. FRASER: Objection has been
taken to hours being fixed by this House,
but that is nothing new. Unless hours are
laid down here, quite a number of people
working in shops and factories will he de-
barred from having decent working ¢ondi-
tons. It is not possible for the common
rule to cover the position. Apart from coun-
try towns, there are factories in the metro-
politan area not covered by awards or agree-
ments, and the employees in those factories
would continue to work 48 honrs. There is
& factory within half a mile of Parliament
House employing a large number of work-
ers, and they are not permitted to organise.

Hon. G. B. Weod: It is hard to believe
that.

Hon. G. FRASER: TUnless the Aet is
amended, those employees will have to Con-
tinue to work hours stipulated by Parliament
18 years ago. Surely there has been a
safficient improvement in machinery, ete., to
permit of a shorter working week being in-
troduced. From 80 to 85 per cent. of the
awards made during those years provide for
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a 44.hour week. Parliament must fix some
hours,

Hon. J. Nicholson: We reecommend that
the provision in the Aect be retained.

Hon. L. B. Bolton: It might be an induce-
ment for such employees to go to the court.

Hon. G. PRASER : That is impossible in
someg instances because of the attitude of the
employers.

Hon. J. Nicholson: How c¢ould the em-
ployers prevent it?

Hon, G. FRASER: They have the thick
end of the stick. Some of them refuse to
allow their employees to organise.

Hon. L. B. Bolton: That is nonsense.

Hon. G. FRASER: I am prepared to give
the hon. member the names of such employ-
ers,
Hon. L. B. Bolton: I cannot helieve it.

Hon. G. FRASER: Then let me instance
the match factory.

Hon. C. H, Wittenoom: How long do
those employees work?

Hon. G. FRASER: We cannot aseertain
the conditions, becaunse we canncet get the
employess organised.

Hon. L. B, Bolton: I suppose they are so
satisfied.

Hon. G. FRABER: They are not satisfied.

Hon., H. S. W. Parker: The inspector of
factories would know how long they work.

Hon. G. FRASER: There are other em-
ployees not covered by awards,

Hon. H., Tuckey: They must be well
treated.

Hon. C. H. WITTENOOM : If the clause
were passed, the working week for employees
would be restricted to 44 hours. That would
be detrimental to some businesses, and
probably would result in the destruction of
others.

Hon. J. J. HOLMES: The only deduetion
to be drawn from Mr, Fraser's remarks is
that the employees at the match factory have
ordered the union representatives off the
premises becanse they are satisfied with their
employers and do not want outside interfer-
cnee. At one time 1 controlled 39 shops
from South Fremantle to Leonora, and I had
to insist upon my best men joining the union
because of the trouble caused at union meet-
ings by an element that no one would employ.
If we fixed the hours at 44, all employces
under agreements providing for 48 hours
would want their awards amended by the
eowrt, saying that Parliament had set 44
hours as the sfandard. Could members

(COUNCIL.]

imagine anything more confusing happen-
ing? At present buys under 16 and women
may not work more than 44 hours a week,
while men may be worked 48 hours a weck.
The Bill proposes to establish a 44-hour
week throughout, regardless of what the
vourt may have determined after hearing all
the facts.

Hon. G. Fraser: Did the fact of Parlia-
ment stipulating 48 hours in the Act make
48 hows the standard throughout the State?

IIon. J. J. HOIAIES: The hon, merber
makes a point of the fact that Parliament
once decided certain hours. A start had to
be made.

Hon. H. Tuckey: There was ne conrt in
those days.

Hon, J. J. HOLMES: Parliament now has
no knowledge of the facts, and should say,
“There is the court; put up your ease and the
country will have to abide by the court’s
decision.”

Hon. L. B. BOLTON: I oppose the dele-
tion of the section because it is not the
provinee of Parliament to fix' a standard of
working hours less than the average of the
arbitration awards. The present average is
45.3 hours per week,

The Chief Secretary: For factories?

Hon. L, B, BOLTON: Yes. To fix hours
is the work of the court. To amend the Act
as suggested would seriously interfere with
a large number of agreements operating in
the metropolitan area.

Hou, W. J, MANN: The Chief Secretary
was not quite right in asserting that the
select committee favoured a 44-hour week.
The select committee did not even discuss the
number of hours that should constifute the
working week. The stand the seleet com-
mittee took was that bours, wages and
working conditions were purely matters
for the court. The State has provided an
Arbitration Court with machinery to enable
practically everybody to approach it and
if they do not approach it, that is
not the fault of Parliament. Evidence was
given to the seleet commitiee fo show how
many establishments were grouped under
different headings and a return was sub-
mitted by the Chief Inspector showing that
47 establishments were not subject to regis-
tration nor eovered by an award.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I am sorry
the hon. member should attempt to justify
his arguments by quoting evidence which
was supplied to the select committee for
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an entirely different purpose. The list of
47 establishments to which he referred is
not o complete list of the factories in the
metropolitan area not covered by awards of
the eourt or industrial agreements.

Hon. W. J. Mann: I quoted from the
list as it was presented to us.

The CHIEF SECRETARY : The list was
provided for another purpose altogether;
it was provided by the courtesy of the
Chief Inspector who oblained the informa-
tion from his inspectors who, in turn, sup-
plied it from memory. That information
was furnished te the Committee for an-
other purpose altogether. Besides, the list
which purports to be a list of unregistered
factories not snbject to awards is by no
means complete, and to use it in the way
the hon. member endeavoured to do to sup-
port his argument is unfair; there was no
need for him to do so. The diseussion has
gone far beyond what the clause or the
section contains. Seetion 31 of the Aet
simply deals with the hours of labour for
male employees not covered by awards or
agreements and if we delete that seetion
then it will be neecessary for us to amend
the following seetion, Seetion 32, which at
present deals with the hours of women and
boys. Tf we accept what has been put for-
ward, it will amount to this, that the
Chamber declares that there are many em-
ployees who will for many years to come
he without hope of improvement in the
honrs of labour simply becaunse this House
insists that they shall go to the Arbitra-
tion Court. In many cases it is impossible
under the Act for them to dn so and in
other instances there is not 2 safficient
number of employees to form a union, and
unless those employees are members of a
union they eannot approach the ecourt,
Also for several other reasons, it is not
possible for some of the employees to ap-
proach the court to bave the hours adjadi-
eated.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: There is no need
to offer excuses for the recommendations
that have been submiited by the select
cammittee., They have been put forward on
sound grounds and after serious considera-
tion on the part of the select committee.
According to the Chief Secretary there are
only a few people, eomparatively speaking.
not covered by awards. The select commit-
tee took inte consideration an important
matter in connection with the economic and
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industrial life of the State and that was
the State’s position in competition with the
other States. In the Eastern States it is
well known that they are not by Act of
Parliament compelled to work 41 hours,
while here it iz proposed by our legisla-
tion to limit the hours to 44, and thus in-
fluence the Arbitration Court and so com-
mit what I believe would be a very serious
injury to industrial employment in this
State, There may be private agreements
that are not a common rule, private agree-
ments between individuals and their cm-
ployers, agreements providing for 48 hours
a week to be worked in five days. Why
should not that be permitted so long as
during the weck the 48 hours as the maxi-
mum set down by Seetion 31 of the Aect
are not exceeded? Wa would nullify the
effects of those private agreements if we
were to agree to the clause.

The CHATRMAN: I hope members will
pardon me if I draw their attention to one
nmatter. Although the Bill has been the sub-
ject of consideration by & select committee,
the Committee of this Chamber has spent
over one hour on this particular clause. I
draw hon, members' attention to portion of
Standing Order 397 which reads—

The Presideat or the Chairman of Commit-

tees may call the attention of the Couneil or
Committee, ng the case may be, to continued
irrelevance or tedius repetition cn the part of
any member, and may direct such member to
discontinue his speech,
That Standing Order was inserted for some
particular purpose, and I think it will be
ggreed that it has heen frankly infringed
1his evening.

Hon. W. J. MANN: By way of explana-
tion, I wish to draw attention to the fact
that the Chief Secretary appeared to take
great exception to the fact thai I quoted
from a list supplied by the Chief Inspector
of Factories, T have great admiration for
that particular officer, and I would not do
anything to place him in an invidious posi-
tion, The Chief Seecretary has been misin-
formed, or he has not read the evidence.
The Minister said very definitely that the
Chief Inspector had no list of unregistered
factories. I propose to read a portion of
the evidence in that particular point—

12. By Hon. J. J. Holmes: Hzve you a list
of the registered factories?—Yes. 1 have
handed one to the Committee. (Exhibit 1.)

That list was prepared twe months ago, and
there have beem some additions and charges



1900

in the meantime, I also have u list of un-
registered factories (Lx]ulnt. 2), and that
shows factories or premises that we know of
that are not subject to registration as fac-
tories bucause there ara either mot more than
four or more persons, including the oecupier,
employed there, or there i8 no mechanical
power exceeding one horse power used in con-
nection with the undertaking. I shall furnish
you with another list showing some of the in-
dustries that are subject to registration under
the Pactories und Shops Act, but not subject
fooany award or agreement.

There bas never been any semblance of a
claim that those were complete lists. The
suggestion that they were complete origin-
ated from the Minister, In fairness to me
and the select commlttee, the Minister will
admit that he was not in possession of the
full facts when he made his statement.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I repeat
what I have already stated, namely, the
Chief Inspector has no list of factories that
hre not registered.

Hon. W. J. Mann: What about his state-
ment in evidence?

. The CHIEF SECRETARY: That state.
ent is correct so far as it goes; he has a
ist of some factories. As a matter of fact,
the list veferred to was supplied by the
officers of the department from memory in
order to eomply with the suggestion from the
select committee that a list of such factories
should be furhished. The department has
between 25,000 and 30,000 filez and it would
be very difficult for the Chief Inspector or
any of his inspectors to compile from those
files, at short notice, a complete list of un-
registered factories. Dealing with the clause,
I am glad Mr. Nicholson referred particu-
larly to the evidence, because it seemed fo
supply the reason why the select committee
had agreed that the clanse should be de-
leted,

. Hon. J. Nicholson: We considered it from
an economic standpoint and also from that
of the competition emanating from the East-
ern States.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The select
committee took the point of view of the sec-
retary of the Employers’ Federation.

Hon. J. Nicholson: I ask that that state.
ment be withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! We are in
Committee and the hon. member ¢an reply.

Hon, J. Nicholson: But I ask for a with-
drawal.

The CHAIRMAN: What does the hon.
member suggest should be withdrawn?

[COUNCIL.)

Hon, J. Nicholson: The Chief Seecretary
stated that the select committee took the
view of the secretary of ihe Employers’ Fed-
eration as the reason for their recommenda-
tion. We were not actuated by that cir-
cumstance at all,

The CHAIRMAN: That is merely a mat-
ter of opinion.

Hon, J. Nicholsen: The stutemeni was
made against the expression of opinion [
have placed hefore members cmphatieally on
hehalf of the stlect committce.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: T¢ :atisfy
My, Nicholson, I will withdraw the state-
ment, The decision gn this clanse will affect
uthers, and it is therefore important. 1 take
exception to the reasons advaneed by the
Committee against the clause. It appears
to me that they merely represent an excuse,
because members of the seleet committee
must have known that the Avbitration Counrt
cannot act in these matters.

Clause put and a division taken wtth the
following result:—

Ayes .. .. . .. 4
Noes .. .. .. .. 14
Majority against .. .. 10
ATES
Hon, J. M. Drew Hon. W. H. Kltson
Hon, E. H. Gray Hop. G. Fraser
{Telier.)
Nogs,
Hon. H. Apgelo Hon, J. Nle.holsun
Hon, C F. Baxter Hon. H. 8. Parker
Hon. L, B. Bolton Hon, H. V. P:esse
Hon. J, T. Fraoklia Hon. H, Tuckey
Hon. J. J. Holmes Hon, 0. H. Wittenoom

Hon. J. M. Macfurlane Hon, G, B. Wood
Hon. W. J. Maon Hon. V. Hameraley
(Teller.)
= PAIRS.
AYES, Nozs.
Hon. A. M. Clydeadale Hon. L. Craig
Hon. T. Moore Hou. G, W.. Miles
Hon. E, H. H. Hall Hon. A, Thomson

Clause thus negatived,

Clause 12—Amendment of Section 32 of
the prineipal Act:

The CHIEF SECRETARY. There is just
one point to which I would draw the atten-
tion of members. The first three subclauses
are econsequential npon the deletion of Claunse
11, but Subclause 4 is in a different cate-
gory. This is the provision rendered neces
sary in order to deal with cases such as I
mentioned in the second reading, where an
employee might be employed in a qhop and
in & factory as well for the maximum
number of hours, and still oniy be paid one
week's wage,
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Hon. J. Nicholson: Mr. Bradshaw quoted
such a case.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Yes, I have
it here.

Hon. J. M. Maefarlane: Nobody wants
such a condition of affairs.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: I move an amend-
ment—

That paragraph (a) be struck out.

Ameundment paf and passed.

Hon. J. NICHOLSOX: I move an amend-
ment—

That in paragraph (b) the words ‘‘by de-
leting Subscction (2} and’? be struck out.

Amendment put and passed.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: T move an amend-
ment—

That proposed Subsections (2) and (3) be
struck out.

Amendment put and passed,

The CHIEF SECRETARY : I wish to re-
fcain Subelause (4), but it is no longer in
its proper place in the Bill, so on recommit-
tal I will probably ask the Committee to

transfer it to the miscellaneous section of the
Bill,

Clanse, as amended, agreed to.

Clause 13 pui and negatived.

Clanse 14—Amendment of Section 34 of
the principal Act:

The CHIEF SECRETARY: In para-
graph (b) seemingly the word “child” has
slipped in. X child can be employéd in a
factory. [ am inelined to move that para-
graph {b) be struck out.

Hon. J. Nicholson: The select committee
desires the deletion of the whole elanse.

Clause put and negatived.

Clause 15—Amendment of Section 37:

Hon. J. NICHOLSOXN: The select com-
mittee recommends the adoption of para-
graph (a) and the deletion of paragraph
(b) and of the amended proviso. I move
an amendment—

That paragraph {b) be struck out,

Amendment put and passed; the clause,
as amended, agreed to.

Clauses 16, 17—agreed to.

Clause 18—New section:

{Hon. Sir John Kirwan took the Chair.)
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The CHIEF SECRETARY: What this
clause is asking for applies to women and
boys, but not to men. Unfortunately, the
overlime provisions of awards are easily
evaded. In somc industries there are
awards that Jimit the overtime that may be
worked. It has frequently been found that
a partienlar employer is endeavouring to
eompete most nnfairlv with other employers
in the same industry by working his em-
ployvees for longer periods than he is entitled
to do. When an inspeetor is able to  get
into one of these factories, he has found
that, although muny emplovees are on the
} vemises al unmsual  howrs, and shoewing
signs that they bave been working, at the
moment they have heen doing pothing in the
shape of work. [t has, therefore, hecome
necessary to lake steps te prevent evasions
of this kind. Incidents of this sort have
heen of frequent oceurrence, partienlarly in
the furnilure trade. It is essential that the
law should be amended to give the Arbitra-
tion Court power to put a stop to sech prae-
tiaes.

Hon. J. J. AOLMES: Under the clause
any employee found on the premises after
the worling hours fixed by the court can be
claimed to he illegally there, and the em-
ployer held respousible. In some industries
the employees must have a bath and change
their clothes after finishing work. If such
employees are found on the premises en-
gaged in those occopations they can be
deemed to be illegally there. Omne can ima-
gine a stay-in sirike. In the event of such
a strike the employers would be responsible
for the employees heing on the premises
after hours, and would be liable for their
wages as well. The select commitice was
quite right in suggesting that the claunse
would have a more far-reaching effect than
might be contemplated and in recommending
its deletion.

Hor. L. B. BOLTON: The company
manufacturing matches heve treats its em-
plovees extraordinarily well. It provides
them with haths, changing rooms, ete., and
tennis courts upon which many of the em-
ployees play up to as late as 7 o'clock at
night. That company, too, would be held
responsible for employees being on the
premises after hours,

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Some mem.
bers are drawing upon their imaginations to
an extent that used to he quite common. I
bad hoped this had dropped out of fashion.
Mr. Holmes seems to think he has found a
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nigger in the woodpile. This matter must be
looked at from the point of view of common-
sense. The select committee did not actually
disagree with the principle contained in the
clause. Indeed, I suggest its members
thought there was a good dea) in it. It would
have heen better if that committee had put
up an amendment which in its opinion wounld
have improved the clanse.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: There might be some-
thing in that.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It did not,
however, suggest any amendment, but merely
recommended the deletion of the clause.

Hon, J. J. Holmes: We are not Parlia-
mentary draftsmen.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I am aware
of that. I do not think that is quite as it
should be. If the Chamber is prepared to
agree to the principle enunciated by the
Government, members shounld help me to
draft a clause that will meet their wish and
mine. In any ecase, the Aect will be
administered with diseretion. An alternative
to meet the position I have deseribed could
be discovered. Inspectors should not he
defeated in their efforts to ensure the observ-
ance of the relevant Aets.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: The select com-
mittee was desirous of giving every possible
help towards making the measure as effective
as possible. However, the clause is so far-
reaching that we were bound to make the
recommendation we did make. Under the
elause as it stands, there is grave liability in
respect to accidents oceurring when em-
ployees are even in the vieinity of the
factory. So long as an employee i& on
factory premises after ceasing work, there is
a liabilify as te workers’ compensation and
in other ways. We shall render every
possible help to the Chief Seeretary, but in
the meantime the e¢lanse had better he
deleted.

Clause put and negatived,

Clause 19—Repeal of Section 42 of the
principal Act and insertion of new section;
General holiday provisions:

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: This elause is on
the same principle as Clanses 13 and 14.
Such matters should be left to the Arbitra-
tion Court.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I point out
again that the Arbitration Court has no
jurisdiction where this measure applies, and
therefore the select committee’s suggestion is
valueless. Women and boys employed in

[COUNCIL.]

factories are now entitled to the paid holi-
days enumerated. Men employed in the
same factories, and therefore not covered by
the Arbitration Court, are not entitled to
those paid holidays. There may be difference
of opinion as to how many paid holidays
there should be, but I do not think any
member of the Chamber would object to an
employee being paid for Christmas Day,
Good Friday, and other such days.

Hon, L. B, Bolton: But you are asking
for too many holidays.

Hon. J. Nicholson: The matter is one for
the eourt fo decide.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The court
does not decide, and cannot decide, in cases
covered by this legislation. Only one holi-
day proposed here can be classed as addi-
tional to those already enjoyed by women
and boys. Annually, for many years past,
proclamations have been issned with regard
te all those holidays except Easter Satur-
day. The clause merely asks that male em-
ployees shall be entitled to paid holidays in
the same way as women and boys, That is
a matter over which the Arbitration Court
has no jurisdietion. If the objection of hon.
members is that the number of holidays is
being increased, let them say so.

Hon, J. J. HOLMES: There is more in
this elause than the Minister suggests. Para-
graph (b} provides that when any holiday
falls on a Saturday, employees engaged in
a factory in which 44 hours per week are
worked on five days of the week, from Mon-
day to Friday inclusive, shall be allowed a
paid holiday on the following Monday or
shall he paid an additional day’s wages in
lien thereof. It has been made elear, how-
ever, by many Arbitration Courts that holi-
days are for the purpose of rest and recrea-
tion, and not for the purpose of inereasing
pay. That is & point to which the Minister
did not refer,

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The reason
given by the select eommittee for nrging the
deletion of the clause is that the matter
should be left to the Arbitration Court.

Hon. J. J. Holmes: We followed your
pelicy of “hands off the Arbitration Court.”

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I under-
stood the hon. member accepted my words
but now he seems to have forgotten. The
clause containzg a number of subeclauses, some
of which are aeceptable to members. The
Committee shouid not reject the whole clause
merely because one or two subelauses eannot
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be accepted. I suggest we adopt the same
procedure as previously and although we
delete the clause at this stage, on recommittal
& clanse may be drafted that will meet with
approval,

Hon. L. B. BOLTON: I sympathise with
the Minister beeause the clause does embody
some good features. I would like to correct
bhim regarding the number of holidays.
There are eight holidays specified in the
parent Act, but the Bill provides for eleven,
s0 that the Minister was not aceurate in his
statement.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I do not
want it thought that I tried to mislead the
Committee.

Hon. J. Nicholson:
not do that,

The CHIEF SECRETARY: 1 pointed
out that, as far as I could see, the clause
provided for one additional paid holiday.
In the scetion there are certain specified
holidays that are paid for and in addition,
speaking from memory, there are four addi-
tional holidays that for years past have been
proclaimed and paid for in the same way.

Hon. L. B. Bolton: I did not suggest you
tried to mistead the Committee,

The CHIEF SECRETARY: No, but I
point cut that last week we passed a Bill
dealing with the King's Birthday in order
to make the position clear. I am now
in receipt of advice showing that my state-
ment was not correct with regard to the
holidays. The proclaimed holidays that 1
referred to do not affect factories. I thought
they applied all round.

Clanse put and negatived.

Clanse 20—Amendment of Section 43 of
the principal Act:

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The select
commitiee recommends that the clause be
deleted. FHere, again, there is no logical rea-
son why males should not enjoy the same
benefits as those preseribed for women and
boys. The Act sets out that oceupiers of
factories are {o allow a half-holiday on every
Saturday when shops are required to close
on that day, or an any other day when, by
agreement, the haif-holiday is observed.
Why shounld not that provision apply to all
employees? I snggest that here, again, we
adopt the procedure of deleting the clause
and deal with the matter further on recom-
mittal.

We know you would
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Hon, J. NICHOLSOXN: The select com-
mittee had to taske into consideration
an important industry in which the
Honorary Minister is interested, namely,
the baking indastry. In view of the
evidence given in conpection with this par-
tieular clause, the Committee found it best
to make the recommendation that has been
made, I am prepared to say, and I think the
other members of the select committee will
agree with me, that if there is a way out
of the diffieulty we shall be pleased to confer
with the Chief Secretary.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Bakers are
covered by an award and this particalar
clanse would not operate in regard to them,
but ounly in regard to employees not covered
by awards.

Clause put and negatived.

Progress reported.

House adjourned at 933 pm.

Tegislative Hssembly,
Thursday, 18th November, 1937,

Return: Rallways, coal supplies
Bills : Bush Fires, report, 3k. 1604
'lee Purchase Agreemenbs Act Amendment. on.
Money Lenders Act Amendment, 2. ... 1005
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p-m. and read prayers.
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RETURN—RAILWAYS, COAL
SUPPLIES.

MR, WILSON (Collie) [4.32]: I move—

That a return be laid upon the Table of the
House showing—

(4) the total tonmage of Collie coal ugsed by

the Ruilways for the past ten years,

each year ended on the 30th June,



