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(2) Is it a fact that under certain
conditions, pertaining solely to long
service leave, there is a lack of uni-
formity with regard to dates of retire-
ment which has given rise to some
dissatisfaction in the service?

The answers are—

(1) The rule in the Public Service
regarding the taking of accrued long
service leave at or about the retiring
age of 65 is that an officer shall re-
tire on a date prior to his 65th birth-
day in order that the period of all
accrued leave shall expire on the day
he attains the age of 65 years.

Exceptions to this rule are made
only where special circumstances ob-
tain in respect of senior officers and
th%n only with the approval of Cabi-
net.

(2) See answer to No. (1).

I am quite satisfied with those answers,
but the next questions and answers put a
djilzeaent. complexion on the position. I
asked—

(1) Under what conditions can Exe-
cutive Council approval be obtained for
an officer of the Public Service to con-
tinue his duties up to date of his 65th
birthday?

(2) Can any officer gain this ap-
proval?
iI'he replies from the Premier are as fol-
OWS:—

(1) Executive Council approval is
not necessary for an officer of the
Public Service to continue his duties
up to the date of his 65th birthday as
the authority is contained in Section
59 of the Public Service Ack, 1904-54.

(2) Answered by No. (1).

I think the Premier will realise that, to
anyone who listened to them, the answers
given were of a somewhat contradictory
nature, In fact, answers given to mem-
bers on both sides of the House are fre-
quently not at all satisfactory. I am not
the only member in this House to speak
along those lines, and I have heard criti-
cisms from members who are now Cahinet
Ministers, in regard to questions asked by
them as private members. There is a
degree of legitimacy about some evasive
quality in an answer given by a Minister,
but not about an answer which contains
definitely contradictory statements. I
think the answers given to my questions,
to which I have referred, would leave any-
one in as hemused a state as I now find
myself in. I hope that at some {ime in the
future the Premier will satisfy me in re-
gard to the interpretation of those answers.

Progress reported.
BILL—UNIVERSITY MEDICAL
SCHOOL.

Returned from the Council
amendment.

without

House adjourned at 6.10 p.m,
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTIONS.

ALEXANDRA HOME,
Finance and Method of Construction,

Hon. J. McI. THOMSON asked the Chief
Secretary:

(1} What is the amoun{ of money the
Government has undertaken to provide
for the building of the Alexandra Home for
unmarried mothers?

(2) When did the Government under-
take to provide this money?

(3) From what source is this money
being obtained?

(4) Is it intended to have the work
done by contract or by P.W.D. day labour?

(5) If the work is to be done by private
contract, is it to be undertaken on the
deferred payment system?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied:

(1) and (2) The purpose of the home
is as stated by the hon. member; but it
is proposed, in addition, that its services
shall be used by the Health Department
for the training of infant health nurses in
the care of the health of the pre-school
child. The intention is to set aside £50,000
during 1956-57 and a further £50,000
during 1857-58.

(3) Loan funds.

(4) This is a maitter for consideration
by the home when in a position to proceed.

(5) Answered by No. (4).
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ALBANY REGIONAL HOSPITAL.
Commencement and Finance.

Hon. J. McI. THOMSON asked the Chief
Secretary:

(1) Does the Government intend to
honour its promise given in February, 1953,
to Albany electors, that work would com-
mence on the Alhany regional hospital in
the intervening years before 1856, if Labour
were returned to the Government of the
State?

(2) Would not the same amount provi-
ded for the Alexandra Home have been
sufficient to enable a start to be made on
this regional hospital, and carried on the
construction for at least one financial year?

(3) How far has the Public Works De-
partment progressed with regard to the
actual commencement of work on the
Albany regional hospital?

The CHIEF SECRETARY replied:

(1) Because of unforeseen restrictions in
loan funds, it has not been possible to
proceed with this large hospital, but the
design of the hospital is under active
preparation by the Principal Architect and
construction will be proceeded with as soon
as loan funds are available.

(2) No. As indicated in the reply to
another question, the intention is to set
aside that money in 1956-57 and 1957-58.

(3) See answer to No. (1).

LEAVE OF ABSENCE,

On motion by Hon. J. D. Teahan, leave
of absence for six consecutive sittings
granted to Hon. E. M. Heenan {(North-
East) on the ground of private business.

BILLS (2)—THIRD READING.

1, Superannuation and Family Bene-
fits Act Amendment.
Returned to the Assembly with an
amendment.

2. Soil Conservation Act Amendment.
Passed.

BILL—CHILD WELFARE ACT
AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the 3rd November.

HON. J. M¢l. THOMSON (South) [4.41]:
I listened with interest to the remarks
made by the Chief Secretary when intro-
ducing this Bill last week. I do nat doubt
that it contains a few amendments that
are necessary; but there are one or two
that may not be quite as necessary in the
opinion of some members as they are in
the minds of the Chief Secretary, and
perhaps other members of the House, In
particular, I refer to Clauses 2 and 3 of
the Bill, which seek to change the title
of the departmental head from secretary
to director, and to appoint an assistant
director.

[COUNCIL.)

That may sound all right, but I cannot
see the necessity for such & change. Ap-
parently this office has been filled satis-
factorily under the title of secretary; and
it seems to have been filled to the satis-
faction of all concerned. It may seem a
very small objection to raise, but I would
need to be convinced of the necessity for
such a change before I voted for the
clause, We are told that in other States
the title of the head of the department
is director. As we all know, the heads of
various departments in this State carry
such titles as Under Secretary, Under
Treasurer and so forth. I fear that at
this juncture I cannot see the necessity
to change the title of the head of this
department from secretary to director.

I trust that when replying to the de-
hate the Chief Secretary will clarify the
position; because if he does so, I will re-
consider what I have said in that regard.
Accordingly I will leave that clause for
the present and proceed to the next
amendment with which I wish to deal, and
which seeks to extend the jurisdiction of
the Children's Court to enable it to try
adults who are charged with offences
against children.

Up to the present the court has tried
offences commiited By children only.
There may be an advantage in having an
adult tried in the Children's Court for an
offence committed against a child; but
I feel that there is an objection to such
a proposal. In my opinion, the accused
should continue to stand trial hefore a
jury in the Criminal Court as is the case
at present.

I admit it is a very trying experience
for a child; but the proceedings in the
Children's Court, though not the same,
are very similar, because a person is often
committed from that court. If an adult
were to be tried in the Children’s Court,
the seriousness of the crime might not
appear as great to him as it would if he
were compelled to face a jury and the
publicity that attends Criminal Court
proceedings for crimes committed against
children. I doubt the wisdom of the
change although I do admit that it is a
matter of opinion and is open to debate.

The amendment does make a serious
departure from present procedure, and we
ought to consider it very closely. Again,
however, the Chief Secretary may be able
to enlighten the House as to the necessity
for this amendment. When he introduced
the measure, the Minister pointed out that
the people who were closely associated
with the Children’s Court were of the
opinion that this change was necessary.
However, before I vote one way or the
other, I would like to hear the Chief Sec-
retary’s explanation as to why it is con-
sidered necessary to depart from present
procedure.

Hon. F. R. H, Lavery:
procedure before.

That was the
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Hon. J. Mcl. THOMSON: I admit it
was, prior to 1947, But apparently, in 1947,
when the Act was amended, it was then
considered advisable for an adult charged
with a crime against a child to stand his
trial before a jury at the Criminal Court.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: I am given to
understand that that was because the
Rev. Mr. Schroeder was not a legal man.

Hon. J. Mc¢I. THOMSON: That may be
s0; but those are the points I would like
to have cleared up. There may be some
justification for it, and I would be glad
to hear the explanation of the Chief Sec-
retalt'_‘y as to the necessity for the amend-
ment.

I am in favour of the provision that
seeks to strike out the section on our
statute book whereby a child of 14 years
can be liable to imprisonment. I do not
know of any case in Western Australia of
& child of 14 years or under being im-
prisoned.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: You have not
read this morning's paper.

Hon. J. Mcl. THOMSON: I have been
too busy, but I will do so later on. I do
think, however, that we should take steps
to remove such a provision from our
statute book. A child of 14 years of age
should, in no circumstances, be liable to
imprisonment. Accordingly, the clause
which deals with that provision has my
whole-hearted support. That is some-
thing from which we should have de-
parted many years ago.

The alteration to the Second Schedule,
as proposed in the Bill, is something that
should commend itself to the House, and
the proposal needs no further explanation
beyond that which we have had from the
Chief Secretary. We know the excellent
work that these various institutions have
done and will, I am sure, continue o do.
They play a very important part in cor-
recting the faults of young delinquents
who come before the court from time to
time.

I think that Sir Charles Latham said
that often it is the parents who should
stand condemned rather than the children.
With that I whole-heartedly agree. Sad
to say, there is a greater lack of responsi-
hility on the part of parents towards their
children than prevailed in years gone by.
No doubt that has been occasioned by the
growth of facilities for enjoyment, But
I shudder to think at times of the re-
sults of the total disregard of parental
discipline which is evident in our midst,
and I consider it is still very necessary to
have well-disciplined children.

How a child behaves in later years largely
depends upon the degree of control to which
he is subjected in his early days. He is
likely to follow the example set by his
parents. When we see the pumber of
children who face the Children's Court
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for misdemeanours, we cannot help feei-
ing it is high time the parents concerned
asked themselves where their responsibility
began and ended. They have a greater
responsibility than some of them are apt
to display.

It would be better if we were able to
deal more effectively with parents, but that
is a difficult matter. You, Sir, could
rightly ask me whether there is any refer-
ence in the Bill to the discipling of par-
ents, and I would have to admit that there
is not. But that has an important bearing
on such legislation as this; and the sconer
responsibility is accepted by parents who
display indifference to the actions of their
children, the better it will be for the State
and the children. I await the Chief Sec-
retary’s replies to my comments, and, if
necessary, will place amendments on the
notice paper at a later stage.

HON. R, F. HUTCHISON (Suburban)
[4.53]: T support the Bill, and I feel that
the change of office from that of secre-
tary of the Child Welfare Department to
that of director is very necessary. In the
Eastern States there are directors of child
welfare. The change would allow the de-
partment to deal with a wider category of
activities pertaining to child welfare.

For instance, there are those who are
near adults, and some over adult age, who
have juvenile minds. They are able to do
some physical work but are not mentally
equipped to do the work performed by
ordinary people. They have missed the
education which those more fortunately
placed have been able to enjoy, and they
have no proper place in society. I would
like to see the position of director created
hecause the ambit of activity of the work
of the department could be widened to
cover attention to such cases as those I have
bheen mentioning.

I understand that is the main reason
behind the proposed change of name. It
would enable work to be done in conjunc-
tion with outside bodies in a way that is
not possible to the secretary of the depart-
ment at present. I know spastic people
whose ages range from 18 to 28, and who
have not been fortunate enough to be able
to take advantage of the -educational
facilities that have been available, Yet
their lives could be made happier if there
were some way of employing them satis-
factorily. I support that part of the meas-
ure very strongly.

With regard to the next phase of the Bill,
I am prepared to leave that to people who
have sufficient knowledge of what is neces-
sary, and who are able to give a considered
judgment on the matter. I do not know
sufficient of the subject to be able to object
strongly to the proposal, and I trust that
those who are in a position to Judge will
be able to do the right thing. It is silly
for us to say that we believe in this or in
that if we have not gone into the matter
very deepiy.
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Times are changing, and I feel that we
could support the Bill and try out the new
method. Then, if anything were found to
he wrong with it, we could do something
about the matter. We know the faults
that exist under the present system; and I
would be prepared to have that system
amended; and, if the proposal in the Bill
proved unworkable, a further change could
be made.

I hape that the House will support the
Bill in order that the scope of the depart-
ment may be widened. It is doihg a good
and necessary work, and its activities could
be extended. A home is being established
for mentally incurable children, and we
see different categories of children requir-
ing assistance from time to time. There
is no way in which anything can be done
far them unless we have a director of child
welfare. I support the Bill,

HON. G. BENNETTS (South-Fast)
[4.58]: I support the Bill. In the country,
over a period of years, the Child Weliare
Department has done an outstanding job.
From what I can understand of the Bill,
there appears to be a reason for the desire
to change the name of the head of the
department from secretary to director.
Apparently the department finds there are
obstacles in the way of its doing work
that it desires.

In the last 12 months we have been try-
ing to establish a home for children on
the Goldfields. I brought the matter up
some time ago when there was an appeal
on behalf of the Swan Boys’ Home, and
led a deputation on the subject. A num-
ber of children have been sent away from
different parts of the Goldfields. Only a
fortnight ago, four little ones were sent
away from a part of my district, and it
was a shame to see them. We must give
the child welfare officers full support so
that they can put ftheir organisation into
complete action.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: The Bill
does not deal with any of that.

Hon. G. BENNETTS: They are asking
for a director, and the appeointment of a
director will give them all the power.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: The director
would not have any additional power.

Hon. G. BENNETTS: There may be a
reason for wanting to try an adulf in the
Children's Court. It may be that in the
opinion of the department the other court
is not a fit and proper place for a child,
The age, I would say—and I am father of
seven; I have had a lot to do with my
different families—

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: How many
families have you got?

Hon. G. BENNETTS: I have seven in
mine; and children up to the age of 16
are very peculiar little things, and any-
thing can go wrong with them. They can
get themselves into a lot of trouble. To

[COUNCIL.]

put a child under the age of 16 in gaol
is not right. Up to that age, they are
only kids, and their minds have not been
expanded.

The position might be improved if care-
ful control were exercised in the home:
but even that does not always work. I
have seen children who have been well
looked after get into trouble. It is not
always the neglected child who is in
bother. I have heen told of people who
attend public houses, with the result that
the children have to get their own meals.

In one particular family I know of, the
children practically reared themselves,
while dad and mum attended the pubs
regularly; and those children have proved
to be outstanding. Members know that
many children of good families get into
trouble by having foo much given to them.
They go out, and their parents think they
are going to a particular place, and it
is found later that they have gone some-
where else; so that, in spite of the care
that has been exercised, they have gone
astray. I will wait to see whether we can
extend the age to 16. I support the Bill.

'HON. N. E, BAXTER (Central) [54]:
Like Mr. Thomson, I am in doubt about
some portions of the Bill. I cannot see
any reason for the alteration in title. To
call the secretary the director may per-
haps give him a little more standing in
the department, but it does not in any way
give him the right to do anything addi-
tional beyond what the secretary has been
doing,

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: He is governed
by the powers in the Act itself.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: That is so. Whether
he is a director or a secretary, he is stil?
under the control of the Minister.

Hon. R. F, Hutchison: He is a different
person.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER' This will nhot make
any difference to what he can do under the
Act. On the face of the little bhit of in-
formation that the Chief Secretary gave
us when he introduced the Bill, T wonder
whether it is just a step to place some
person in a higher salary scale under the
Public Service Commissioner’s findings on
salaries.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: That is all it
does.

Hon. N, E. BAXTER: That is all it ap-
parently will do. It does not give the
director any greater authority. The Min-
ister, when replying to the debate, should
give us much sounder reasons than he
gave when he introduced the Bill, because
then he gave us absolutely nothing.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Except the
Eastern States position.
Hon. N, E. BAXTER: Yes, except that

the officer is called a director in the Eastern
States. Under the legislation there, the
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director might have much wider powers
than he will have in this State; and that
may be the reason for calling him a direc-
tor over there. Whether he is a director
or a secretary does not matier one iota
unless he is going to get a much larger
salary by that title, which I suspect is
quite likely. I feel that in the remainder
of the Bill there are many good points.

It is suggested that no child under the
age of 14 shall be imprisoned. 1 agree
that a child up to that age is not wholly
responsible for some of the actions he
takes; and, as Mr. Thomson has said, the
responsibility for not taking proper care of
a child can be laid at the feet of the
parents.

In regard to these cases being handled
entirely by the Children's Court, I point
out that we recognise that certain criminal
offences should be tried by juries. To my
knowledge, there is no suggestion to intro-
duce juries into the Children's Court by
any of these clauses. It may be neces-
sary to take these cases into the Criminal
Court in order to deal with the persons
who are responsible for committing crimi-
nal actions against children. 1 reserve my
decision on the Bill until we get a much
better explanation from the Chief Secre-
tary on some of these matters.

On motion by Hon. F. R, H. Lavery, de-
bate adjourned.

BILL—STATE GOVERNMENT INSUR-
ANCE OFFICE ACT AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the 2nd November.

HON. L. A, LOGAN (Midland) [5.9]:
Whereas the Chief Secretary took some-
thing like 50 minutes to introduce the Bill,
a few minutes will suffice for what I have
to say. It is the policy of the Country
Party, when it considers that private en-
terprise fails to do a job, that the Govern-
ment should step in and do it. But I can-
not agree with the Chief Secretary in his
endeavours to persuade the House that
private enterprise has fallen down in the
insurance flield, and that it is necessary for
t;hed State Insurance Office to cover that
field.

No one has asked me to urge that ex-
tensions be made to the field at present
covered by the State Insurance Office.
Therefore, I would say that the public is
satisfied with the service it is getting; and
while that is so, I think we should not
interfere with the status quo. I am of
the opinion that we should carry on with
the State Insurance Office as it is. It is
there as a safeguard if at any time private
enterprise falls down. Should I ever be of
the opinion that the insurance companies
are not caovering the position as they
should, I will be only too happy to help the
Stati{e Insurance Office to undertake the
work.
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I ¥now there are one or two flelds which
could possibly be covered. I have endeav-
oured to ascertain just why they are not
covered, and I have wondered whether the
State Insurance Office would cover them.
The Chief Secretary stated in his opening
speech that it would be prepared to cover
the vineyards, but I am led to believe that
that statement is not correct.

The Chief Secretary: I do not make in-
correct statements in the House.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I am inclined to
believe that the State Insurance Office
would not take it on.

The Chief Secretary: TUnless you can
prove that, I would not, if I were you, sug-
gest that I make incorrect statements.

Hon. L. A, LOGAN: Neither the State
Government Insurance Office in New South
Wales nor the one in Queensland will take
it on, and from their experience I imagine
that this State will not be game to tackle

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: It tackled miner’s
phthisis.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I agree; and for a
reason. The full story has never heen
told about that. The insurance companies
were asked to nominate a premium for
something in respect of which they did not
know what the liability was likely to be.

The Chief Secretary: Did the State In-
surance Office?

Hon. L. A, LOGAN: Yes, because the in-
formation was available then, and it had
the State behind it to take care of any
shortcomings that might have been as-
sociated with the risk. The private com-
panies were dealing with shareholders’
money, and they just could not take on
anything that might have incurred a loss,
I think there is a lot of difference there.

Much has been said abouf the school-
children’s fund. The Chief Secretary said
that no one else could quote for it. That
is not quite correct, because the insurance
companies did guote. There is a big dif-
ference here, too. The insurance com-
panies employ from 10 to 20 agents in
a district; and some are only working men.
The companies have to base their
premiums on that position. When the
State Insurance Office quoted a premium,
it did so on the basis that there was no
outside expense at =all. The money was
collected by the teachers or the P. and C.,
and there was no charge whatsoever
against the collections.

The Chief Secretary: Would not the
same thing have operated with the private
companies?

Hon, L. A. LOGAN: No. The agents
would all get their cut. If the Minister
wants to cut out empleyment, well and
good; but I do not.

Hon, W, F. Willesee: They are of no
benefit to the pecple.
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Hon, L. A. LOGAN: Of course they are!

The Chief Secretary: How was employ-
ment cut out because of the P. and C.
doing what had to be done?

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: Because the agents
of the private companies would get their
cut.

The Chief Secretary:
doing it.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: A lot of these
agents are on part-time, and they only
do this insurance work to make sure that
they get a livelihood. If members want
to cut them out of a livelihood, I do not.

The Chief Secretary: You are pretty
hard pushed to—

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: When private en-
terprise fails to live up to what it is sup-
posed to do, then I helieve the Govern-
ment should come in and do the job.

©On motion by the Chief Secretary, de-
bate adjourned.

They were not

BILL—UNIVERSITY MEDICAL SCHOOL,
TEACHING HOSPITALS.

In Committee.

Hon. W. R. Hall in the Chair, the Chief
Secretary in charge of the Bill.

Clauses 1 {0 3—agreed fo.

Clause 4—Power of controlling auth-
ority of teaching hospital to enter into
agreement with Senate to make by-laws:

The CHIEF SECRETARY: During the
debate, Dr. Hislop raised certain points
in regard to this clause; and to ensure
that I will not miss any of them, I have
had a statement prepared. One of the
queries related to the words “ipso facto”;
and by way of interjection, I said that
I could not see that it made any dif-
ference whether the words were struck
out or remained.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: It gives a
little Latin touch, you know.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I am onhe
of those who prefer the English touch.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: You are not
a lawyer,

The CHIEF SECRETARY:
an enthusiastic supporter of inserting
Latin phrases in any legislation. I would
rather have pure English, and my remarks
apply also to menus. The information
which has been supplied to me reads as
follows:;—

I am not

As the matter of appointing mem-
bers of the medical staff of the
Faculty of Medicine to be honorary
staff members of the teaching hos-
pitals is subject to agreement, it

[COUNCIL.]

makes no difference if the words
“ipso facto” are deleted. However,
they are not essential. It was not in-
tended in any case that all members
of the medical staff should auto-
matically become members of the
honorary staff.

I will agree with Dr. Hislop that a wrong
impression could be gained from the words
in question, but it was not the intention
that all members of the medical staff
should be appointed. Continuing—

Dr. Hislop’s argument in relation to
the inclusion of a hospital adminis-
trator on the committee constituted
under Clause 5 is logical. If this
member is necessary on one commit-
tee then he would be necessary on the
other. However, as these committees
are solely concerned with the teach-
ing facilities provided, it is very
doubtful whether the inclusion of a
hospital administrator serves any pur-
pose. The amendment was agreed to
by the Minister for Health in the
Lower House.

What happened in this case was that an
amendment was made to one clause, but
a similar amendment was not made in
another. As far as I am concerned the
members of this Committee can move to
have the amendment struck out or let it
remain, as they wish,

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: We will take
it out. It will make the Bill shorter.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That might
be the better course; and if the hon. mem-
ber moves in that direction he will make
the Bill the same as it was when it was
first introduced. I am not fussy whether
the words remain in or not. Unfortun-
ately, Dr, Hislop is not present today.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Strike them
out. Dr. Hislop is absent in the Eastern
States.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 5—Functions of Advisory Com-
mittee:

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The informa-
tion which has heen supplied to me on
this clause reads—

The suggestion that there is a lack
of honorary medical staff representa-
tion on the committees proposed to be
established under Clause § is hardly
justified, It is considered that one
member of an honorary staff of such
a hospital—ie., a hospital without a
board of management—would be in a
position to speak for his colleagues,
with whom no doubt he would con-
sult in such matters dealt with by the
committee.

In the case of paragraph (2) at least
three of the four members would be
medical practitioners.
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In the case of paragraph (3) at least
three, and possibly four of the five
members would be medieal practi-
tioners.

So I fail to see that there is need for any
further representation of the medical staff.
In one case three out of four members
would be medical practitioners; and in the
other, possibly four out of flve would be
medicos. In view of that, I can see no
reason for making any alteration to the
Bill,

Clause put and passed.
Clause 6—agreed to.

Clause 7—Regulation making power:

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Some ob-
jection was raised sgainst this clause and
the information I have here reads as fol-
lows:—

The regulation-making power is of
general rather than particular signi-
ficance. At the moment it is not pro-
posed to pay any committee member re-
muneration, but provision is in the
Bill for future use if required. Allow-
ances may have to be paid to members
for travelling and other costs. It is
not known as yet whether this will be
necessary; power to make such pay-
ment is needed in case it is required.

So there is no suggestion at the moment
that it will be necessary to make reguia-
tions. However, we do not want to be
in the position, after the Act is proclaimed,
of not having the power to do so. In any
case, if regulations are made, any member
of this Chamber can move for their dis-
allowance.

Hon. H. Hearn: They do not like us
when we do, however.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Whether that
be so or not, members still do it. The
power t0 make regulations may be reguired,
and therefore I think the Commitiee should
agree that the clause remain as it is.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: The
trouble with regulations is that they are
- in operation for nearly six months, which
is nearly as long as Parliament is in ses-
sion. Departmental heads are very astute,
in that they do not seem to make regula-
tions while Parliament is sitting; but the
moment Parliament goes into recess they
draft regulations and inflict whatever
penalty they think fit. I would like to
see some review of the powers that are
granted to civil servants to make regula-
tions outside of the Act.

If members would read the decisions
given by eminent judges, I think they would
agree that it is unwise to grant this power
to civil servants. We are inclined to be
slovenly and say, “Let the civil servants
make the regulations if necessary.” 1
would like to see this power to make regula-
tions struck out. Freguently the reguia-
tions that are laid on the Table would take
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one a week to study thoroughly. More-
over, in view of the legal phraseology used
in them, I am sure many members are not
certain what they mean or what powers
are contained in them. I am going to
voie against the clause.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: 8Sir Charles
is riding his usual hobby-horse, but in this
instance I want te correct him, These
regulations will not be made by civil serv-
ants, but they may be drafted by them.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Who will
make them?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The Minister
has the responsibility for all regulations
issued by his department, so the blame
is not on the civil servants; the blame lies
with the Minister. If the hon. member is
going to do something about the regula-
tions, I will take the blame.

Hon. H. Hearn: Sir Charles has been a
Minister, though.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: He may be
one again, and we will see how he gets
on then! Regulations must he approved
by the Minister, and therefore he must
take the responsibility for them.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I am
surprised at the simplicity of the Chief
Secretary. I am not complaining about
the civil servants. What I am complain-
ing about is that this Chamber has the
power to take whatever action it thinks
fit. But what we are doing is transfer-
ring it to the c¢ivil servant. The Chief
Secretary said the Minister would be re-
sponsible; but he would have a great deal
of time on his hands if he could read all
the regulations that were placed hefore
himtby the heads of his various depart-
ments.

The regulations are drafted by a Crown
Law officer. Certainly they are signed
by the Minister; but frequently he does
not compare them with the Act. On one
occasion, when I asked for the Act, I was
told by the departmental head, “We do
not usually do that”; and this remark
practically stunned me.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: You do not know
our Chief Secretary.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Yes I
do. He is a normal individual, and it
would be impossible for any Minister to
understand some regulations on occasions.
I would like to study the regulations made
under the Betting Control Act. I am sure
the chairman of the board did not peruse
all of them.

Hon. H. Hearn: But he is responsible
for them.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: Yes; of
course he is! I am sympathetic to the
Chief Secretary in some respects. He puts
up a good case for his fellow Ministers,
but in some instances his arguments are
not very sound.
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The CHIEF SECRETARY: All 1 have
to woirry about is the regulations of the
department I administer, although I come
into contact with many other depart-
ments. I say this for myself and for the
present Ministers: that when regulations
are placed before us, a full explanation
of them is sought. Consideration is given
to them before they are agreed to.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: Did you examine
the traffic regulations and consider their
effects?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Yes. I know
the full import of all regulations before
I sign them, and I take full responsibility
for them.

Clause put and passed.
Title—agreed to.

Bill reported without amendment and
the report adopted.

BILL—METROPOLITAN WATER
SUPPLY, SEWERAGE AND
DRAINAGE ACT
AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the 1st November.

HON. L. A. LOGAN (Midland) [5.38)]:
If I read this Bill correctly. its purpose
is to set up an overall authority to deal
with the major drainage work of the
metropolitan area. If that be the case,
I can agree with the Government on this
occasion. The local authorities would then
be responsible for the subsidiary drains.

As one travels around the metropolitan
areq one comes acrgss many suburbs
which are badly in need of drainage, par-
ticularly after a heavy winter such as
the last. Four areas come {o my mind—
Bassendean, Morley Park, Welshpool-
Queen's Park, and Carlisle. I know the
Welshpool and Carlisle districts particu-
larly well, because I travel through them
fairly frequently.

Within two streets of where I live,
about 12 houses have been under water
for two months, and the house immedi-
ately opposite mine has also been under
water for a similar period. At present,
one Government department has taken
steps to pump the water from those two
distriets into a hole on top of a hill in
an endeavour to relieve the situation.

That is all right while the pumping is
going on. We know that the water per-
colates through the soil and drains back
to the lower level again. The pumping
has done some good, and has given the
residents some relief. If the pumps are
kept going long enough, the water will he
circulated. Evaporation will dispose of
a portion, and another portion will be
absorbed into the surrounding soil. Thus
residents are able to live in more com-
fortable surroundings. This is by the
way.

(COUNCIL.1

The responsibility for drainage of the
metropolitan area should come under
some central authority, so that a co-ordin-
ated scheme covering all the suburbs can
be developed. This is not an easy task.
I realise that the overall authority pro-
posed in the Bill will have quite a few
headaches before it can decide where the
water will be diverted to. I understand
that the main drains will flow into the
river. If that is correct, particular care
must be taken to see that no further pol-
lution of the rivers takes place. I notice
in the Bill a safeguard- to that effect.

I commend to members the report of
the Swan River Reference Committee
which has been submitied to us. Mem-
hers will find it very interesting. When
I read it recentiy, I found it was well writ-
ten, and the first portion was particu-
larly interesting. I commend it to mem-
bers because it deals with drainage and
pollution. Time would be well spent in
reading it,

There is only one provision of the Bill
with which I am not happy, although I
am of opinion that we cannot do much
about it. That provision gives a right
for prosecutions to be launched within the
period of 12 months after any plumbing
work has been done by an unauthorised
person. I consider that the Government
is ggetting too dogmatic on affairs of this
nature.

That provision might well be applied
to electrical wiring and instaliation, where
one bad piece of work could cause the
loss of human life. I agree also that in
the medical and dental professions we
must be hard and fast against unauth-
orised practice. But when it comes to
plumbing, we should not apply the same
restriction.

Under the existing regulations, no un-
authorised person is permitted to echange
the washer in a tap; but the majority
of us do it, and break the law, It seems
a silly state of affairs to have regulations
which are hroken every day of the week.
Under the provisions of this Bill if an un-
authorised person replaced a washer in
a tap, or changed a damaged tap, he
could be prosecuted within 12 months after
completing the job.

Only the other day I had occasion to
engage a plumber to carry out plumbing
work in my house. I might point out that
with 19 years’ experience on the farm I
have as much knowledge of putting down
water pipes as most men. The work I
wanted done was not performed by a
licensed plumber but by his apprentice,
a lad of 16. With my 19 years of experi-
ence on the farm, I know as much about
putting down pipes as he does.

Hon. J. Mcl. Thomson: Usually the
licensed plumber does not go near the
job, but one of his employees does.



Hon. L. A. LOGAN: That is so. The
apprentice did a very good job, and I was
pleased with his work; but I have had
Just as much experience in the laying down
of pipes, and I could have done just as
good a job. However, I was not permitted.
We are making it more and more difficult
for people to carry out their own work,
and are forcing them to hire licensed or
authorised workmen—in most cases at a
pretty high charge—to do work, when, In
many cases, it is not necessary.

If people were encouraged and permitted
to do more of their own work, the com-
munity would be better off. We are get-
ting to the stage where the people are
being hamstrung in their movements. The
time has come when more freedom of
action should be given to the individual.
That is the reason why I cbject to this
provision in the Bill.

I do not agree with the period of 12
months in which prosecutions could he
lodged. It could be in respect of a minor
matter; and if the person who did the
job were notifled 12 months afterwards
that he had broken the law, it would not
be easy for him to remember all the de-
tails. I understand that the existing
period for prosecutions is six months. I
am sure that is long enough for complaints
to be lodged, and for action to he taken
in respect of unauthorised plumbing work.

With those reservations, I commend the
Government for taking steps to deal with
the drainage problems of the metropolitan
area. I hope that it will not be long be-
fore an overall authority will be created to
tackle the problem, particularly in those
areas which have been waiting for such
a long time for drainage work to be carried
out. I know that the Morley Park and
Bassendean districts have been waiting for
many years for some drainage scheme,
and the residents would be very happy in-
deed if the Government could undertake
this job. I support the second reading.

HON. L. C. DIVER (Central) {5401: I
support the Bill. The drainage of the
metropolitan area has been under the focus
of the responsible authorities for a con-
siderable time. I understand that in an-
ather place acknowledgment was paid to
Hon. D. Brand for initiating the contour
survey of the metropolitan area, when
he was Minister Works, so as to put any
proposed scheme on a sound basis and to
find out the exact location of flood waters.

The implementing of this amending Bill
will be objected fo by some people because
it provides that owners of land which
creates difficulties in the running off of
storm water shall be rated. Near the
Darling Range there are huge tracts of
land that create drainage problems for
the residents at the foothills, where several
creeks discharge their waters into the
sandy soil and help to form the lake system
in the suburban area.
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The water from the hills is discharged
on to the lower land because of the natural
fall. The water percolates through the
sandy soil to river courses. Adjacent to
the rivers there are clay banks which act
as walls to hold back the water. In many
instances, both on the Swan and the Can-
ning Rivers, the difference between the
high-water mark and the lowest point of
the water table is many feet. DBecause
there are banks of clay and other im-
pervious material, the water cannot find
sea level. As a consequence, there is need
for a drainage system.

In the past, the responsibility for such
a system was placed on the local governing
bodies; and while they recognised the
necessity for drainage, they did not have
the finance to undertake any effective
scheme. In the Bill, it is propesed to vest
in the Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewer-
age and Drainage Department responsi-
bility for the major drainage work of the
metropolitan area.

I understand from conversation with an
officer of that department that steps will
be taken iInitially to develop the major
drains to try to get the greatest relief at
the earliest possible moment. Later on,
it is proposed systematically to concrete
the main channel and keep clear the
vegetation which grows prolifically along
the drainage system not only in winter,
but also in summer. There will be one
authority responsible for the main drains
and it will have an overall income from
the area raised by a rate to be struck.
I think that the people living on the higher
land from which the water drains on to
the lower land should not object, but should
consider themselves fortunate in not having
a drainage problem to trouble them,

There is another reason why this
authority should be taken; namely, the
numher of instances where the existing
drains put in by the local authorities
are partially blocked by the bhig pipes
bringing water from the hills. Now
it will be the responsibility of the Metro-
politan Water Supply Department to attend
to this matter. Not only will it be re-
sponsible for the drainage, but it will also
have to take measures to see that the water
pipes are lifted in order to give the drains
free flow. Local authorities desired to have
those water pipes lifted and have made
representations to get the work done. There
was not the finance, nor were there the
men or materials, to undertake the work;
but it will be this department’s responsi-
bility to see that such pipes are lifted clear
of the drains.

There is another point about which we
should be very careful, and I trust that
those who are in charge of the drainage
scheme will bear it in mind. There is a
huge tract of country on the outer fringes
of the suburban areas which is substanti-
ally grazing land; and while we want to
get rid of the huge volume of food water,
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we do not want the spectacle of that land
losing its identity as grazing land, at any
rate until such time as it is required for
building purposes. Consequently the water
toble should be dealt with with the greatest
amount of caution in order to ensure that
such land will not lose its value for sumamer
grazing.

A lot of this land has quite a wvalue
for summer grazing. It has not much
other value, except it be held tor specula-
tion. In time it will be drained and will
be required as sites for houses, shops and
factories, and higher values will then come
about. But the matter needs to be dealt
with in a considered way. We do not want
to find the water table being lowered two
or three feet more than is necessary.

As Mr. Logan pointed out, the local
authorities will be required to continue with
subsidiary drainage, so they will still
have certain responsibilities. During the
comprehensive tour on Sunday with the
Minister for Works and other members,
together with the representatives of the
local authorities concerned, we abtained
quite a good insight into the whole drain-
age problem in the districts south and east
of Perth, and there is no doubt in my mind
that the major drains proposed to be in-
stalled will have & tremendous effect on the
nearer alreas.

The point I wished to emphasise— and it
is one that I have not heard mentioned—is
the risk to the districts further out of ex-
cessively lowering the water table. I sup-
port the second reading.

HON. J. Mcl. THOMSON (South)
[551]: I do not wish to delay the House
on this Bill, because I support the main
proposals. But I do not agree with the
provision in the latter portion of the Bill
to provide for a period of 12 months in
which a prosecution may be launched
against an unlicensed plumber. This is a
matter which in the Committee stage
should not be overlooked, Mr. Logan ably
explained about the laying of some water
pipes, not by a licensed plumber, but by
his apprentice, a lad of 16. In that case,
I take it that the responsibility would rest
on the shoulders of the master plumber.

In my opinion, the report of the Master
Plumbers’ Association showed that they
were more concerned about the licensed
plumbing trade than the protection of the
public. Members will recall the difficulties
clients of plumbers experienced when the
rise-and-fall clause was in vogue in con-
tracts. I have yet to be convinced that the
intention is to ensure further protection to
the public as indicated in the report of
the president of the Master Plumbers’ As-
sociation. *

Before we accept an amendment of this
nature, we ought to consider carefully what
its effect may be. For instance, a person
may need to put a washer on his tap, and

[COUNCIL.}

he puts it on; or he may have to do some-
thing to the standpipe. During the period
of 12 months, somebody else could come
along and do the wrong thing, and the first
person would be held responsible for the
work. The period of six months set out
in the Act is guite sufficient to afford pro-
tection f{o the public; and for the life of
me, I cannot see any need for extending
that period,

In supporting the other amendments, I
wish to commend the Government on hav-
ing introduced them. But I sincerely trust
that members will not pass lightly over the
proposed new Section 146A, which proposes
to extend the time to one year. Members
can cast their minds back over the period
when the term has been six months to pro-
vide protection to the public, and I think
we should place little reliance on the
advocacy of those who consider this ex-
tension to be necessary.

THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. G.
Fraser—West—in reply) (5.55]: I thank
members for their contributions to the de-
bate. The drainage of the metropolitan
area is one of the big problems confront-
ing us today. Quite a lot of trouble has
been caused by the subdivisions permitted
many years ago of land which could not
now be subdivided because of the pro-
tection we have under the Town Plan-
ning and Development Act.

Apart from a lot of land that was sub-
divided, sold and occupied in the earlier
years, even land which up to recent years
was quite safe from flooding has now be-
come liable to inundation owing to other
subdivisions that have had the effect of
causing the water table to rise. Conse-
quently, Mr. Diver's fears about the pos-
sible lowering of the water table are
groundless, because in most instances the
water table has been rising.

There are many places where the water
table needs to be lowered, but the money
ts not available to do the job. The hon.
member need not worry about the possi-
bility of pasture land going overboard. The
Town Planning Act requires the permission
of the bhoard before any subdvision of such
areas is permitted, and quite a lot of the
land that the hon. member has in mind
could not be subdivided today as the board
would not grant permission. Thus there
is protection in that way.

Hon. L. C, Diver: I do not think you
realise the magnitude of the problem.

The CHIEF SECRETARY : Unfortunately
I do; I am meeting with this problem
every day of the week. However, I em-
phasise that there is protection, because
permission for all subdivisions must be
obtained from the Town Planning Board.
The board, with its knowledge of the con-
ditions in the metropolitan area, is con-
tinually refusing to permit subdivisions
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because they would be premature, or they
are proposed in areas which should be rural
in character, or for other reasons.

Hon. L. C. Diver: The water table miles
away could be lowered and that would
have an effect.

The CHIEF SECRETARY : Unfortunately
that is occurring in settled parts such as
Morley Park, Bedford Park and South
Belmont.

Hon. L. A. Logan: What ahout Midvale?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The hon.
member need have no fear there, because
it is not sandy, and only deep drainage
will solve the problem. We have the
problem all along the Armadale line,
South Belmont, Gosnells and Canning,
where there is a large area of land which
has been subdivided and needs very heavy
drainage work. Again we have it right
down as far as Rockingham.

The problem is of such great proportions
that it will be many years before any
Government will have sufficient money to
do the work necessary to bring about the
effect envisaged by Mr. Diver. So mem-
bers need have no fear from that point of
view. Mr. Logan, Mr. Thomson and others
seem to be worried about the period of
12 months.

Members always seem to take an extrav-
agant view of some propositions; and in
this connection, mention was made of the
liahility of a person changing a washer on
a tap. Who would know that the offence
had been committed? The necessity for
the 12 months' period was decided on in
view of the experience of the department,
mainly in connection with the sewerage
side—

Hon. J. M¢I. Thomson: Then why not
differentiate?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The water
supply angle enters into it also, though not
to the same extent as the sewerage side.
Unauthorised people do plumbing work,
and it may be quite a time before the
faults manifest themselves. It is only when
the department is called in that the facts
are discovered; and the experience of the
department is that in many cases the
existing time limit is exceeded before {he
faulty work comes to light and so it is
not possible to prosecute. Members can
dismiss from ftheir minds any query in
relation to these minor jobs that are done
by every householder in the metropelitan
area.

Hon. J. McI. Thomson: Would the Chief
Secretary agree to relate this provision
specifically to the sewerage section of
plumbing?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I do not think
it should be sc conflned. Individuals will
continue to put washers om their taps—

Hon. L. A, Logan: And break the law!
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The CHIEF SECRETARY: Yes, if the
hon. member wishes to put it in that way.
But in that case no damage is done. The
on)y time when the provision would apply
would be when the department was called
in to rectify the resulis of unauthorised
plumbing.

Hon. J. Mc¢l. Thomson: Why not in-
crease the penalty?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: What is the
use of an increased penalty if the time
has expired and the individual reponsible
cannot be charged?

Hon. J. McI. Thomson: Would 12 months
be long enough?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The depart-
ment thinks it would. Certain other points
were raised by members and, following my
usual practice, I will give all the informa-
tion possible in reply. The statement that
I have prepared for that purpose is as
follows:—The declaration of any parti-
cular main drainage area, as provided for
under the Bill, could affect more than one
local authority area, but this would be
provided for by the department striking a
drainage rate on all property-owners within
the area whose land could be drained into
the main drain.

Hon. L. C. Diver: But that could go
right up to the Darling Ranges.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It could cover
any country that would drain into the
main drain. This would not mean that
land within the deflned area, which in
itself was free from drainage problems,
would be free from rating, as the water
from that land would be confributing to
the necessity for drainage. On the other
hand, the boundary of the area is so
defined that land being drained in an-
other direction, and for which no main
drainage has been provided, would not be
rated.

Powers in connection with the levying
of storm-water rates have not been al-
tered by any proposed amendment in the
Bill. Such powers are given under Section
92 of the Act. Local authorities would be
required, as always has been the case, to
construct subsidiary drains into the de-
partment’s drain, and any powers the local
authorities now have for rating are not
interfered with. All drainage areas are
now within the one district, and any drain-
age rate imposed would be uniform over
such district.

- When considering a drainage scheme,
the prospective revenue therefrom would
be taken into consideration. For example,
a. drainage rate of 1d, in the £ would give
approximately £17,000 in revenue, which
would provide for a capital expenditure of
close on £300,000. If Dr. Hislop was re-
ferring to the amendment to Section 75
as moved in the Legislative Assembly, he
can be assured that such amendment has
no bearing on the drainage rating.
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The great majority of the areas in which
drainage is required are already rated on
the unimproved capital value basis by the
local authority, and therefore not affected
by the amendment. The points raised by
Mr. Griffith are covered by the foregoing.
I feel that 1 have now dealt with all the
queries raised by members.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Commitiee.

Hon. A. F. Griffith in the Chair; the
Chief Secretary in charge of the Bill.

Clauses 1 to 15—agreed to.

Clause 16—Section T5A added:

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: In reply to Dr. His-
lop the other night, the Chief Secretary
said there would be no increase in the
rate, But I would peint out that, under
this clause, valuers could be appointed and
inerease the valuation of a property, so
that the rates could be increased in that
way.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I have not
overlooked that point, which has been a
bone of contenfion in the metropolitan
area for some Yyears,

Hon. L. C. Diver: The provision has the
merit of making the rise uniform.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That is so.
A great proportion of the increase in rates
in the last few years has been due to
increased values during the years since
the previous revaluation of many areas took
place. The effect was that for many years
many people had very cheap rates, and
recent revaluations bringing their valua-
tions up to date involved a tremendous
increase. The only way to counteract
that would he a reduction of the rate in
the £.

Hon. H. K, Watson: That is the logical
answer.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Now that a
great deal of land has been revalued, any
increase over the nex{ few years would not
be so steep; and it may be possible to coun-
teract the increase in values by decreasing
the rate in the £.

Clause put and passed.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.
Clauses 17 to 24—agreed to.

Clause 25—Section 146A added:

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: To a certain ex-
tent, the Minister answered some of the
gueries I raised, particularly in regard to
the time lag of 12 months, during which
a person could have interfered with the
sewerage fittings. I can see the reason
for the insertion of the I2-months’ period
in regard te sewerage fittings, but I cannot
understand it in regard to water pipe

[COUNCIL.]

fittings. I think this new section goes a
little too far. We have heard members
growling about plumbers’ charges. If the
man in the street were permitted to do
some of his own ordinary plumbing work,
plumbers would soon reduce their charges
in order to get work. At present, plumb-
ing is a close preserve, and it is difficult
for a man to get a licence.

I know of two good plumbers in the
country who, because they have not been
doing lead work in the city, have not been
able to get licences. One man, an excel-
lent tradesman, is working on the wharf,
and his services are lost to the public. It
is a little difficult to move an amendment,
but 1 wished to voice my objection to all
these little pettifogging restrictions on the
rights of the individual.

Hon. J. Mcl. THOMSON: I thank the
Minister for the reply he gave to the
second reading debate. I can see the
necessity for the insertion of the 12-
months' period in regard to sewerage fit-
tings; but even after listening to the
Minister, I cannot see the necessity for
applying the same time limit to all types
of plumbing. Any defects in ordinary
plumbing work would show up almost im-
mediately, but there would have to be a
blockege in the sewerage before ahy de-
fects would be discovered in that work.
So I am prepared to concede that it is
necessary to make a time limit of 12
months to cover sewerage work, but I ob-
ject to the ordinary water flttings being
placed in the same category. Therefore,
I move an amendment—

That the word “ptpes’ in line 8, page
18, be struck out.

Hon. C. H. SIMPSON: T hope the Com-
mittee will accept this amendment. FPre-
quently, the fixing of pipes is a simple
matter and one which the untrained per-
son can do quite easily; and, as a matter
of faect, that sort of work is done on
all stations and farming properiies as a
matter of course. It is impossible for
people in those places to call on the ser-
vices of a tradesman. However, I agree
that some regulation is necessary in regard
to sewerage work. I think the amend-
ment is a sensible one, and I hope it will
be agreed to.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I hope the
Committee will not agree to this amend-
ment. I know what the hon. member has
in mind. But has he studied the defini-
tion of “pipes” in the Act?

Hon. J. Mel. Thomson: What is it?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It reads—

“Pipe”—a main, reticulation, or

service pipe used for or in connection
with the supply of water.

If this amendment is agreed to, it will
allow a person fo inferfere with a main,
reticulation or service pipe, and thus will
enable him to get away with an offence.
T do not think members should allow that,.
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The hon. member is worried about a per-
son being charged for some small in-
fringment of the Act. Since the depart-
ment has been in operation, has any per-
son been prosecuted for a minor offence,
such as putting in a new washer, or screw-
ing on a tap, or something like that? Do
not members think the departmental
officers are sensible enough not to prose-
cute in such cases? Prosecution would be
launched only where something serious
had been done.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: It could be done,
under the Act.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: But it has
not heen done. The hon. member cannot
tell me of one minor offence in respect of
which a prosecution has been launched.

Hon. J. Mcl. Thomson: 1 would not be
prepared to agree that it has never been
done.

Hon. L. A. Logan: No; it has been.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The hon.
member cannot quote a case where it has
been donhe.

Hon. H. Hearn: And the Minister can-
not prove that it has not been done.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: No; but I am
making a statement, and it is for members
to knock it over. Surely we have enough
confidence in the department and the
Minister in charge of it! They would not
countenance prosecution for a minor
breach.

Hon. H. K. Watson: Have we a definite
assurance to that effect?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Of course!

Hon. H. Hearn: But the Chief Secretary
is not the Minister for Water Supplies.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: No; but I
am acting for him in this case. As a
Cabinet, we discussed all the aspects that
members have mentioned this evening.
We are ordinary chaps, and we know
whai{ happens in everyday life. Heavens
above! We know of the things that go on,
and probably we have done it ourselves on
oceasion!

Hon. J. Mel. Thomson:
been caught.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: There is no
worry about & person getting caught for
a minor breach. It is only where some
serious damage had been caused to the
water system that a prosecution would he
launched. If the hon. member’s amend-
ment is agreed to, he will be helping those
who want to break the law in a serious
manner.

Hon. G. Bennetts:
dangerous.

Hon. J. McI. THOMSON: I anticipated
that the definition of “pipes” would be as
stated by the Chief Secretary. As it refers
to general reticulation, I desire that the

And have not

It would be very
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time should not be 12 months. Apparently
it will still] remain in the Act as it is now.
I am sure members who spoke to the
second reading of the Bill did not wish
to see the time extended from what it is
today {0 12 months. As it relates to sewer-
age fittings, we are quite prepared to con-
cede the period of 12 months. But what
guarantee have we that even that period
is sufficient? If we are geing to amend
the time now, what is there to preven{
another Bill being introduced to amend
it again?

The Chief Secretary: If you do not think
12 months is long enough, I will accept
an amendment making it two years.

Hon. J. McIl. THOMSON: We feel that
the time for fittings should not be extended
to 12 months.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: I am not happy
about the amendment. Some months ago
we had a case in Fremantle where sewer-
age fittings and appliances were installed
in a building which had a large verandah.
Portion of this verandah was turned into
a number of flats, and the person thought
she was in order in doing this. It was
some time before it was discovered to be
against the by-laws of the Fremantle City
Council, and the council had to prosecute
the person concerned. The fittings cost
about £350. The lady fought the case all
the way, but she was found to have dane
wrong. That case could ke covered under
this provision. 8ir Frank Gibson and Mr.
Davies know of the case to which I refer.

Hon. H. Hearn: We are not disputing
the period of 12 months for sewerage.

Hon. F. R. H. LAVERY: To have sewers
working efficiently, pipes must be con-
nected to them.

Hon. J. McI. Thomson: I would like to
point out to Mr. Lavery—

The CHAIRMAN': Order!

Hon. . R. H. LAVERY: I know what
Mr. Thomson is trying to do; but if the
word “pipes” is struck ouf, it will not
make sense; and, as the Chlef Secretary
has pointed out, the amendment is ngt
justified.

Hon. A. R. JONES: Since the Minister
has explained that a person is allowed
to replace a tap or a washer without action
being taken against him, why should we
worry if the time is extended from six
months to six years? It is evident the
department wants more time, because some
of these plumbing faults are due to bad
workmanship and would not show up for
about 12 months. Mr. Thomson's amend-
ment wounld not protect us against any-
thing, and I do not see any reason for it.

Hon. J. McI. THOMSON: The amend-
ment leaves the time as specified in the
Act today in relation to water piping for
reticulation, et¢. The amendment seeks to
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cover sewerage drains and fittings. These
are earthenware pipes from the pedestal
pan to the septic tank or sewer main, and
I am prepared to accept a period of 12
months in this case. But for anything else,
the time should be allowed to stand as it is
today.

Hon. J. M. A. CUNNINGHAM: I do not
know whether the amendment could be
agreed to. The new clause refers to Section
146 of the principal Act, and deals with
what is contained in that Act. Any altera-
tion of this section would not alter what is
in the previous one. It carries forward.
The amendment cannot apply unless Sec-
tion 146 of the actual Act is amended.

Amendment put and mnegatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 26 and 27, Title—agreed to.

Bill reported without amendment and the
report adopted.

BILL—ADMINISTRATION ACT
AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the 2nd November,

HON, H. K. WATSON (Metropolitan}
[7.56]1: I have studied this Bill so far
as one can study the law where the prin-
cipal Act has to be read in conjunction
with about five amending Aets in addition
to the Bill. As far as I can see, the meas-
ure contains a few worthy suggestions. It
endeavours to clarify one or two anomalies
with respect to intestate estates, and small
estates in the country.

At the moment the position is that where
an estate is valued at £1,000 or under, the
administrator, or the executor, or the bene-
ficiaries, may deal with the matter through
the local resident. They have no need to
apply to the Supreme Court. But that
applies only to an estate of under £1,000.
This Bill proposes to increase that conces-
sion to estates of up to £3,000 in value.

The measure also proposes to state in
express terms, for the first time, what the
position in the future is to be regarding
income tax. So far as income tax is con-
cerned, I think the proposition only has
to be stated to be appreciated: that Any
income tax to which a deceased person
may have been liable at the time of his
death in respect of income earned up till
his death ought fo be allowed in calculating
the final net balance of the estate upon
which duty is to be levied.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Does that
mean to exclude ahy income the property
earns after his death?

Hon, H. K. WATSON: That is always
excluded from estate duty.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: But not in-
come tax.

[COUNCIL.]

Hon. H. K, WATSON: The proposition
I submit is that income tax on everything
which a testator has earned up to the date
of his death, and on which he is liable to
pay estate duty, should be an allowable
deduction when arriving at estate duty.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: Otherwise he would
bhe taxed twice.

Hon, H, K. WATSON: Over the years
there have been peculiarities in connection
with that. For instance, at one time the
question of whether the income tax was
or was not to be allowed as a deduction
depended on the relationship of the date
of death to the cdate of the passing of
the annual taxing Act. If a man died
before the annual taxing Act was passed,
he would not be entitled to it; but if he
died after it was passed, he would.

Hon. H. Hearn: You had to be' care-
ful when you died!

Hon, H. K, WATSON: My word you
had! That went overboard with the intro-
duction of uniform taxation; but there was
still this peculiarity with respect to in-
come that was earned in one sense before
the date of death—but which was not
taxed until some years after that—and
the amount of income was included in the
estate, but the amount of income tax was
not allowed as a deduction.

The J.O. wool receipts afford a good
illustration of that. A man may have
died three or four years ago when pay-
ments were due to him in respect of such
receipts. The wool receipts could form
part of his dutiable estate when he died
in 1950, but the income tax payable in
1955, or the year the money was actually
received, would not be allowed as s de-
duction from the gross amount--which,
I think members will agree, was unjust.

Similarly, if a doctor or other profes-
sional man whose income was on a cash
basis died, and at the date of his death
his outstanding accounts were £5,000, that
£5,000 owing to him at the date of his
death would form part of his dutiable
estate, but the income tax on it would
only be payable by his executor in the
year in which it was received. In the
past, it has been the practice not to allow
as a deduction the income tax so paid,
with the result that, although a man had
a gross debt of £5,000 and was liable for
death duty on it he, in fact, only received
probably £2,000 after income tax.

The Bill proposes to rectify those an-
omalies and to ensure that any income tax
which a man has to pay in respect of any
income which is included in his death
duty assessment shall be taken into ac-
count as an allowable deduction. The
drafting of the clause could be improved
upon. It relates to income assessed in
respect of income derived. When the Bill
is in Commitiee, I am going to suggest
that after the word “assessed” the words
“or assessable,” be added, because very
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few men when they die have, in fact, re-
ceived an assessment on income to the
day of death. In the nature of things,
the assessment has to be made later on.

When an amending Bill was before us
last year, I drew attention to the unfor-
tunate position thai arises in almost any
ordinary family when the husband dies
and leaves the house to the widow. Even
when the estate consists of nothing except
the house, a very substantial amount of
death duty can become payable. The
submission I made to the House last year,
and reference to which I would certainly
have liked to see in this Bill, is that a
{amily house should be completely exempt
from the dutiable estate in the same way
as a person's house is not taken into ac-
count in arriving at a decision as to
whether he is eligible for a pension. I
submit that the value of the family home
should be excluded from the death duty
assessment and from probate duties in
the case of a person dying.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Provided they
are living in it.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: No; I would ex-
empt it upon death.
Hon. Sir Charles Latham: One house?

Hon. H. K. WATSON: Yes,
Hon. H. Hearn: The family home?

Hon. H. K. WATSON: Yes. We have
heard a lot about encouraging home-
ownership. This would be a material
method of doing so. In New Zealand it
has been the practice for many years to
exclude a house from the probate state-
ment, provided it was in the joint names
of husband and wife and the wvalue did
not exceed £6,000.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: It would only
be 50 per cent. accountied for.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: Yes—if the value
was not more than £6,000. Within the
last few weeks, that measure has been
amended to provide that the house, regard-
less of its wvalue, shall be completely ex-
cluded.

Hon. L. A. Logan: Could we not amend
our Act along those lines?

Hon. H. K. WATSON: I would like to
try.

Hon. L. A. Logan: You would get a lot
of support.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: I have not put
an amendment on the notice paper only
because I had doubts whether it would he
within the amhit of the Bill. But I feel
there should be some such provision.

Hon. C. H. Simpson: Could you add a
new clause?

Hon. H. K. WATSON: This is how seri-
ous the position is: Take the case of a
person who dies and leaves no life assur-
ance, no money in the bank, nothing at
all except the house and furniture worth
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£6,500—and £6,500 is nat very much today.
It is not very much on today’s values,
according to the water-rate valuations
which the Chief Secretary mention.ed only
a few moments ago. If a man died and
left to his wife nothing except a house
and furniture warth £6,500, the death duty
on that would be £390. His widow would
have to scrape around and borrow on
morigage, or in some other way, the sum
of £390. To me that is unconscionable,
and my proposition is well worth consider-
ing.

When I moved o similar amendment
two vears ago, it was rejected by the
Premier and Treasurer in another place,
largely on the ground that the Grants
Commission, in fixing the grant which is
to be made by the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment to Western Australia, takes into
account the total duties collected during
the year in this State by comparison with
the average duties of a like nature col-
lected in the standard States of Victoria,
New South Wales and Queensland.

I could not see the force of that argu-
ment. I feel that, regardless of the con-
sequences, the proposition 1 submitied
was one worthy of acceptance. When 1
was in Victoria, only a fortnight ago, I
was interested to note that the Victorian
Parliament was passing amending legis-
lation easing to a very great degree the
death duties and the provisions of the
Administration Act in that State.

The Chief Secretary: That is not a
claimant State.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: But the taxes it
exacts are the basis upon which the Grants
Commission has a look at our case. My
point is that Victoria is gradually easing
the rates. The Grants Commission argu-
ment two years ago was that our rates
were not as high as those in the Eastern
States. In the main, they were. The real
bone of contention is that we have not
as many wealthy people here as there are
in the other States. That is where the
disparity arises, and not in the actual
rates imposed.

But there, they were exempting estates
—not merely the house, but, if my memory
serves me correctly, whole estates up to
£5,000 or something like that; whereas
here estates are taxable at £200. I very
earnestly submit to the Government, and
to the sponsor of this Bill, that some pro-
position along the lines I have mentioned
should be inecluded in the measure.

The Chief Secretary: I think it would
be ruled out.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: It might be.
That is the reason I did not put an amend-
ment on the notice paper. The Bill is also
designed to provide some relief with re-
spect to comparatively small estates which
pass to relatives of the deceased. It may
he remembered that, up to 1939, the duty
on such part of an estate as passed to



1608

& parent, brother, sister, husband, wife or
child of the deceased was only half of the
specified rate. In other words, there was
a 50 per cent. rebate if the estate passed
to a relative, regardless of the amount
of the estate. In 1939 that concession was
cut down, and it was provided that the
rebate should be granted only if the estate
did not exceed £6,000. If it was more than
that amount the estate was liable ta the
full rate. If it were under £6,000, the
half rate could be claimed.

The Bill proposes to modify that prin-
¢iple by providing that if the total estate
does not exceed £6,000, the existing 50
per cent. rebate shall apply. If the final
balance exceeds £6,000 but does not ex-
ceed £8,000, there shall be a rebate of one-
third; and if such balance exceeds £8,000,
but not £10,000, the rebate shall be one-
quarter of the existing rate.

That proposal would do much to remedy
the anomaly that exists at the moment.
If the estate at present is £6,000, the rate
is 2% per cent., which is 50 per cent. of
5 per cent.; but if it is £6,001, then 5 per
cent. must be paid on the full amount. The
Bill proposes to ease the position on a
graduated scale for estates up to £10,000. I
should say that that was the proposal and
would be the proposal if the Second
Schedule to the principal Act remains as
it is today.

To explain the matter, I might mention
that the provisions of the measure that
grant this rebate provide that it shall
apply to persons oceupying the relation-
ship set forth in the Second Schedule.
If we turn to the Second Schedule we find
the relationship is specified as follows:—
“Parent, issue, husband, wife and issue of
husband or wife.” 'That has been the
position since 1939; so that since that
time, where an estate has gone to this
relationship, there has always been a 50
per cent. rebaie up to £6,000. The Bill,
however, proposes t0 amend the Second
Schedule.

Hon. A. F. Griffith: I am not going to
persist with that. I said in my second
reading speech that I would repudiate it.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: I wish to point
out why it should be repudiated. So far
8s one can follow the history of the Bill, it
was not in the author’s mind when he
introduced it.

Hon. A. F. Griffith: The Treasurer put
this in.

Hon. HA K. WATSON: It was in the
author’s mind that these provisions would
be a concession; and they would be a con-
cession so0 long as the Second Schedule
remains as it is today. But the Bill pro-
poses to take everything out of the Second
Schedule except the word “wife.”” If you
have the Act before you, Mr. President, and
you read the Second Schedule together
with the Bill, you will notice that even

[COUNCIL.]

the manner in which it is proposed to
make the amendment is most extraord-
inary.

The Second Schedule states: “Parent,
issue, husband, wife and issue of husband
or wife.” The Bill reads: “The Second
Schedule of the principal Act is amended
by deleting the words ‘parent, issue, hus-
hand and issue of husband or wife’'"”
Those words are all within the one set of
quotation marks. After looking at the
clause and trying to sort it out, I find the
effect of it is to drop all the words in the
Second Schedule except the word “wife.”

I hope that even if the Bill is given a
second reading, the proposed alteration to
the Second Schedule will not be agreed to,
because the effect of it will be not to grant
a concession to relatives, but to deny them
a concession which they enjoy at present,
and which they have enjoyed almost since
praobate duty was probate duty. Subject
to these reservations, I support the second
reading,

HON. A. F. GRIFFITH (Suburban-in
reply) [8.18]1: I thank Mr, Watson for
his considered opinion on the Bill. When
introducing the measure, I said that I per-
sonally did not agree with Clause 17. 1
explained that I was handling the Bill
here for a private member in another
place; and that the Treasurer, for some
extraordinary reason, had Clause 17 in-
serted after allowing the series of rebates,
as Mr. Watson mentioned, up to £10,000.
I fail to understand the Treasurer’s reas-
oning in allowing relief only to the wife
and cutting out the others.

It appears obvious to me that this is a
mistake; it would even preclude the
children. I do not think a great deal of
reason was put into the introduction of
the clause. I thought I had made it plain
at the time—I repeat it now—that I did
not intend to proceed with this eclause.
When the Bill is in Committee, I will
have no objection if Mr. Watson moves—
or I will move—to exclude the clause.
Regarding the other provision which he
mentioned and the inclusion of the words
“or assessable”, I think that will improve
the Bill, and I will be happy to have those
words added.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee.

Hon. W. R. Hall in the Chair; Hon. A
F. Grifith in charge of the Bill.

Clauses 1 to 9—agreed to.

Clause 10—Section 69B added:
Hon. H. K. WATSON: I move an amend-
ment—

That after the word ‘‘assessed” in
line 19, page 4, the words “or assess-
able” be inserted.

The Chief Secretary: Why?
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Hon. H. K. WATSON: The clause,
literally, refers only to the income tax
assessed; but all income which has been
earned up to the date of death, whether
it has been assessed or has still to be
assessed, ought fo be an allowable dedue-
tion.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I asked why,
because I do not like members just moving
for a bare deletion without giving an
explanation. Although something may
have been said at the second reading stage,
the point is bhetter emphasised if it is ex-
plained at the time of moving the amend-
ment.

Hon. A. F, GRIFFITH: I am delighted
et the Chief Secretary’s interest in my Bill.
In actual fact, nothing is being deleted,
but something is being added. 1 agree to
the amendment.

Amendment put and passed.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: I move an amend-
ment—

‘That after the word “assessed” in
line 22, page 4, the words “or assess-
able” be inserted.

The same reasons as applied to my previous
amendment apply here.

Amendment put and passed.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Just after
that place in the proposed new section,
it seems as though the assessable income is
included.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: No. The portion
of the proposed new section that we have
been dealing with relates to the income
which has been derived up to the date of
death, but in respect of which an assess-
ment has not gone ocut. The remaining
portion deals with an entirely different
class of income—trustee income. Section
101A of the Income Tax Act says that any
income received by the trustee, after the
date of death, shall be assessed upon the
trustee, but as & separate assessment.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clauses 11 to 16—agreed to.
Clause 17:

Hon. H. K, WATSON: Mr, Griffith has
mentioned that he is not going to press
for the inelusion of this clause, and I in-
vite the Committee to vote against it for
the reasons menticned in my second read-
ing speech, As it was delivered only five
minutes ago, I am disinclined to burden
the Committee with a repetition of it.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: 1 hope Mr.
Jriffith will stick to his Bill and not allow
this to go out. I think he fell into a nice
little trap when Mr. Watson suggested that
it should be deleted. The hon. member
ought to know that if the Premier in-
serted that clause in the Bill he had good
reason for doing so0.

Hon. A. F. Griffith:
reason.

You tell us the

1608

The CHIEF SECRETARY: On reading
it, I would say that it would increase the
exemptions provided in certain sections of
the Act.

Hon. H. K. Watson:
Bill is designed to do.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Quite s0;
but the Bill can go too far. I listened to
Mr, Watson’s explanation; and if his sug-
gestion were adopted, only the wife would
be mentioned in the relevant section. I
would say that the Premier requires all
of these people to be included.

That is what the

Hon. A. P. Griffith: Oh yes; he re-
quires it!
The CHIEF SECRETARY: If the Pre-

mier considers that that is necessary in
the legislation, the hon. member might
endanger his Bill by voting against the
clause. To he on the safe side, I would
suggest that the clause should remain.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I was not falling
into any trap by listening to Mr. Watson,
but rather I would be falling intc one if
I listened to the Chief Secretary. The
original intention of the Bill was to glve
certain relief; and the hon. member who
introduced it endeavoured to have that
relief extended to estates valued up to
£5,000. They were correspondingly re-
duced by the Premier in another place in
all estates up to a maximum value of
£12,000. Already there has been some
agitation in regard to the intended relief.
As this clause which was inserted by the
Premier would debar relief to those referred
to in it, I do not feel inclined {0 proceed
with it. I have only to think of a man
who dies and leaves a young family.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Or aged
parents.

Hon. A. F, GRIFFITH: Young children
would be the greatest of his responsibilities.
If we agree to Clause 17, those young child-
ren would not be entitled to the relief
as was intended by the mover of this
Bill in another place, because it deletes all
reference to anyone except a wife. If the
clause remains, the wife would be the only
person to whom taxation relief could be
granted. It may well be that a young
family could be more deserving or in
greater need of taxation relief than a wife.
No man would thank me for sponsoring a
Bill that would deprive his infant ehildren
of some protection.

Hon. H. X, Watson: And of some pro-
tection which they actually enjoy today.

Hon. A, F. GRIFFITH: That is the
peint. They already enjoy this protection
in regard to an estate that is valued to a
maximum of £6,000. However, because it
is now proposed that certain other pro-
tection—namely, one-half and one-quar-
ter—will be permissible in regard to an
estate with a maximum value of £10,000,
all these other people will be deprived of
any protection. The Treasurer will be
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very harsh and unjust if he insists on
Clause 17 remaining in the Bill, bearing
in mind that before it could be introduced
it required a Message. The clause en-
visaged by Mr. Watson would be accept-
able to me, but I doubt if it could he in-
serted in the Bill. Therefore, I trust that
it will not be agreed to.

Clause put and negatived.
Title—agreed to.
Bill reported with amendments.

BILL—CONSTITUTION ACTS
AMENDMENT (No. 2).

Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the 2nd November.

HON. R. F. HUTCHISON (Suburban)
[8.381: I support the Bill, and I hope the
House will consider very seriously the
amendment that is proposed; namely, to
allow the wives of householders to have a
vote at Legislative Council elections. His-
tory has to be studied down through the
years to gain a proper appreciation of how
slowly the franchise for this House has
developed. I think that we can now go at
least one step further {o enable the wife
of a householder to be enrolled on the
Legislative Council roll.

When we consider that the Legislative
Council first comprised the Governor; Cap-
tain Irwin, the commandant, and P. Broun,
the Colonial Secretary—with the Secretary
of State having the power of veto—and
when we reflect on how slowly the fran-
chise has grown in the intervening years,
it is no wonder that the people have been
dissatisfied, and that we have now reached
the stage where we are asking that a step
further be taken in its development.

Hon. G. Bennetts called attention to the
state of the House.

Bells rung and a quorum formed.

Hon. R, F. HUTCHISON: We are now
asking that the wives of householders be
given a vote at the elections for this
House. There is agitation for this move.
However, the agitation is not apparent, be-
cause the people are not fully informed as
to what the franchise for the Legislative
Council really means. That has been due
to the lack of publicity. The Press never
publicises the Legislative Council elections
in the same way as it plays up the Legis-
lative Assembly elections. Therefore the
people often lose sight of the fact tha:t this
House has the important role of passing or
negativing the legislation that is introduced
in another place. We know, of course,
that within the narrow franchise that now
exists, it refains the power in the hands of
a few.

On page 140 of the current “Pocket Year
Book,” it is shown that the number en-
rolled on the Legislative Assembly roll
is 319,941, whilst the number on the Legis-
lative Council roll is $0,150.

[COUNCIL.]

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: One is com-
pulsory enrolment and the other is not.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: The number
of electors that voted during the 1353 elec-
tions for the Legislative Assembly was
192,225 and for the Legislative Council
elections the tofal number of voters was
24,171, which tells a tale of an undemo-
cratic approach to the franchise in this
State. I have tried to get the post
offices to display the Legislative Council
enrolment card on the counters so that
people will be aware that they have to fill
in the card in order to get on the roll
Permission for even that slight privilege has
bheen refused. No act is too small for the
Opposition to resort to in trying to pre-
vent us from informing the people of the
Legislative Council franchise. It falls to
Labour Party organisers and Labour can-
didates to inform people by the slow and
hard way of word of mouth.

When we consider that this is a young
State, and this Chambher represents less
than one-third of its people, and the cost
to the public of Western Australia is
reaching £100,000 a year, we wonder whete
the democratic approach to this guestion
comes in. No effort has heen spared to
keep the people in ignorance of the Legis-
lative Counecil franchise. 'The franchise
is never explained., It is Kept in the dark.
Of course, the Press is traditionally anti-
Labour, and it explains nothing about this
franchise. I have found from experience
that when the franchise is explained to
people, they become eager to get on to the
roll, and be ready to vote. My campaign
proved that.

We should be governed in a democratic
manner, and the voting should be compul-
sory, the same as for the Legislative As-
sembly. It is made as difficult as possible
for a person to fill in an enrolment card.
I have had much trouble in convincing
women who had a right to vote. They did
not seem to he sure, and some were afraid
to get on the roll. The card is framed in
stilted legal phraseology which is beyond
the understanding of many people.

Hon. A. R. Jones: You told us when
speaking to another Bill that women were
well informed.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: The woman
qualified to vote for the Legislative Coun-
¢il must own property or be a householdér
which means she has to be a widow, a
legally separated woman, or a single woman
earning an income living on her own.
Those women are very much in a minority.
They do not enrgl unless someone explains
to them that they are entitled to do so.
Men have told me that they could not be
enrolled hecause they were not property-
owners. I say they are kept in the dark
purposely. When one goes around and ex-
plains to them the position, they are eager
to be enrolled.
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The anti-Labour interests are aware that
vast numbers of workers are entitled to be
enrolled, and do their best to keep those
workers in the dark. This Bill has been
introduced on more than one occasion, but
I hope it will be passed this time.

There is one term on the enrclment
card which is difficul¢ for the ordinary
person to understand; and that is, “free-
holder.” The difficulty is to explain the
difference beiween an owner and a free-
holder. Another difficulty to be overcome

is to convince people that the term “house- .

holder” really means the occupier. Those
matters should be seen to and altered. It
should be made easier for people to get
on to the Legislative Council roll, At pre-
sent, no candidate for the Legislative
Council can be under 30 years of age.

I have heard members referring to the
abolition of this House, and what the Lab-
our Party did in New South Wales. I
have waited for this opportunity io tell
members what was done in that State,
When the Labour Party had a majority in
the Upper House there, a move was made
to abolish it; but two Labour members
did not turn up to vote, and the motion
was lost. They were bought over.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Were they
members of the Labouwr Party?

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: They were
bought over by the Liberal Party. I shall
be happy to see the day when we can
abolish this House, Through the years, it
was by the pressure of the people them-
selves that the franchise was widened.
That time will come again, unless the
Opposition is prepared to widen the fran-
chise progressively and bring it more into
line with the franchise for the Legislative
Assembly.

It is a negation of democracy to allow
a man who is a householder to be en-
rolled, but to deny that privilege to his
wife. We have often stood up and declared
our faith in democracy; yet here is a
situation where the wife of a householder
is denied the right to vote. She can be
fined £2 for not voting for the Legislative
Assembly, but she is not permitted to vote
for the Legislative Council where all leg-
islation is firally passed. I wonder why
this position is tolerated at all. As the
facts become known, it wil! not be toler-
ated.

Hon. A. R. Jones: A person is entitled
to vote if he is on the roll.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: That is so;
but the wife of a householder cannot be
enfranchised. She is denied the right, al-
though she may be fined £2 for not vot-
ing for the Legislative Assembly. She is
denied the right to vote for this House,
where every piece of legislation must be
passed before it becomes law. I am hop-
ing that this Bill will be passed on this
occasion, and that members will support
it as a democratic measure,
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HON. A. F. GRIFFITH (Suburban)
[8.551: I would like to be able to express
a few opinions on this Bill. It is another
one of those Bills which have hecome hardy
annuals in the Legislative Council. The
opinions I want to express are those which
I put forward after having given consider-
able thought to the matter.

My mind goes back to the original
framers of our Constitution, and to the
people who decided that the State of
Western Australia should have a bicameral
system of parliamentary representation;
that they should have a Legislative As-
sembly and a Legistative Council; that the
franchise for the Legislative Assembly
should include any person over the age of
21 who was a British subject or naturalised
British subject; and that the franchise of
the Legislative Council should be one of
five things, as clearly indicated on this
card in print, which is almost one-eighth
of an inch in size and can be read by any-
body with normal eyesight.

Hon. R. F, Hutchison: And many par-
liamentarians cannot fil! it in.

Hon, A. F. GRIFFITH: I hope that
during the next few minutes, during which
I propose to speak on this Bill, the hon.
member will deal with me as I dealt with
her; that is, that she will let me express
my opinions without interuption. If she
continues to interject, then I want to tell
the hon. member, through you, Sir, that
I shall not take any notice of her. The
Legislative Council has been in existence
for many years.

Hon. R. P. Hutchison: Too manhy Yyears.

Hon. 8ir Charles Latham: It laid the
foundation of this State.

Hon. A. P. GRIFFITH: It is only in recent
years that so much emphasis has been

placed on the existence of the Legislative
Council.

Hon. R. P. Hutchison: People are wak-
ing up.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The emphasis has
been placed upon it by our political op-
ponents, the Australian Labour Party. I
would point out that the Legislative Councit
was the first House in existence in Western
Australia. From it came the basis for what
we in this House refer to as "the other
place",

I asked the Clerk of the Legislative Coun-
cil to allow me to look at his record book of
Bills—Bills that had been passed by this
Chamber. His record goes back to 1914.
I want to say to you, Sir, and to members,
that this book is literally filled with
hundreds and hundreds of Bills that have
passed through this Chamber, and—prior
to that—the other place.

You, Sir, know the procedure much better
than I, because I am only a junior member
of this House. Most Bills originate in the
other place, and they come to this House
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in aecordance with the decislon of the
founders of our Constitution, who decided
that we should have a Legislative Couneil
with a certain property franchise to have
a second look at the legislation which was
brought down.

Having had a second look at the legisla-
tion, the Legislative Council may agree to
a Bill without amendment, or agree to a
Bill with some amendmeni. Then it is re-
turned to the other place, with a message
stating what has heen done to it.
That has happened in this Chamber
on hundreds upon hundreds of occasions.
There have been times when the Legis-
lative Council has exercised its right; but
I decline to subscribe to the interjection of
Mr. Barker about throwing legislation out
of the window or words to that effect.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: The percentage of
such legislation would be pretty high.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: On the other
hand, it would be very low, as the hon.
member well knows.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: What percentage
of Labouy Government Bills has gone out
of the window?

Hon. A. FP. GRIFFITH: We have had
measures presented to us such as the
Prices Control Bill—

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: Which you op-
posed.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: —the State Gov-
ernment Insurance Office Bill, the Rents
and Tenancies Emergency Provisions Bill.

The PRESIDENT: The hon. member is
speaking beside the guestion and inviting
interjections,

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: 1 am trying to
make my speech without interjections.
The rents and tenancies measure was not
defeated in this House. It was consider-
ably amended, and I think history shows
the wisdom of the amendments introduced
by the Couneil.

Hon. R. P. Hutchison: Nothing good was
left of it.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The Indusirial
Arbitration Bill was s measure that would
have forced the Arbitration Court to male
adjustments of the basic wage. There
were one or two other measures, but not
many—Bills that were disposed of, some
on the second reading, some on the third
reading. ‘They having been dispesed of
session after session over the last three
years, have we not seen them brought up
one after the other, for the express pur-
pose of being disposed of in this House so
that the high lights could be thrown on the
dreadful members of the Legislative Coun-
cil, who, it was alleged, disposed of those
Bills to their own satisfaction? It is in-
teresting to notice that the Bills T have
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mentioned are all part ana parcel of the
platform and policy of the Australian
Labour Party.

The Chief Secretary: Which were en-
gorsed by the electors at the general elec-
ion.

Hon, A. F. GRIFFITH: The situation
in another House being what it is, I am
in a good position to argue with the Chief
Secretary on that point.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: You would be de-

Jighted if you were,

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The hon. mem-
ber need not try to hait me.

Hon. . R. H. Lavery: I am not doing
that.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The fact re-
mains that at present the Government has
not a majority in that House. I ask mem-
bers to consider the matter from this
point of view., The Legislative Assembly,
at the next general elections—

Hon. R. F, Hutchison: We are speaking
of women’s franchise,

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: -—could have all
its members unseated. That is & possi-
bility though not a probability. The de-
signers of our Constitution realised that
it was a possibility, and that in such an
event, there would be 50 members in that
Chamber who would have had no parlia-
mentary experience at all Therefore
they fixed on biennial elections for the
Council so that members would have had
at least two, four or six years experience
in dealing with legislation.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: Do you agree
women should vote?

The PRESIDENT: Order: I ask the
hon. member to refrain from interjecting.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: That was the
reason for Iframing the Constitution in
this way, and now it is a plank of the
present Government’s platform to alter
the situation.

Hon. F. R. H. Lavery: Enrolments for
the Council are comparatively smail.

Hon. A, F. GRIFFITH: Because enrcl-
ment for the Assembly is compulsory. If
people do not enrol for that House and
if they do not vete, they are liable to
a penalty of £2. Evidently the Govern-
ment desires people to be compulsorily en-
rolled for the Council and fined if they
fail to do so.

Hon. E. M. Davies: This Bill dees not
provide for that.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I know it does
not; but I feel sure that if the desires
of the Government were completely ful-
filled, it would deal with that matter. I
know as well as Mr. Davies what the
Bill deals with.

Hon. E. M. Davies: Then what ahout
speaking to it?
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Hon. A. P. GRIFFITH: I think my view
is shared by a good many other members
that the question could be asked, “Is it
better for a man to say that he must vote
on Saturday next because voting is com-
pulsory”; or to say, "I think I shall vote
on Saturday because I have a moral re-
sponsibility to my country?” I suggest
that the latter would register the betier
voie,

I saw a pamphlet issued about 18
months ago dealing with the question of
the Council franchise. In addition to re-
ferring dercgatively to Liberal and Coun-
try Party members of the Counecil, it stated
at the bottom in large print, "Veting is
compulsory.” Beneath the word “Voting,”
and in print about as large as that on
Council enrolment cards, was the waord
“morally,” so that when read properly the
statement was “Voting is morally com-
pulsory.” I am sure members will agree
that that pamphlet was an endeavour to
nmislead the electors; on the_other hand,
it was a frank admission by those who
issued the pamphlet that voting was a
moral responsibility.

I defy any member to contradict my
statement that in any post office are to
be found enrolment cards not only for
the Council but also for the Assembly and
for the Commonwealth Houses. I have
seen placards in many post offices at the
time when Council elections were pend-
ing stating that enrolment cards were
available and that voting was not com-
Tulsory.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Electoral
‘Office notices are posted there, too.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Yes. It is purely
a question of principle as to whether the
franchise for this House should be extiended
or not. I consider that the Legislative
Council has proved itself under the exist-
ing franchise. It is not a difficult fran-
chise. We have been told that people do
not understand the franchise.

Hon. R. F. Hutchison: Members in op-
position to the Government try to play
it down.

Hon. A. F, GRIFFITH: I do not agree
with that statement, but there are thous-
ands of people who are entitled to be en-
rolled for the Council but have not en-
rolied. However, I have no doubt that
in the elections that will take place next
year, the numbers will be built up very
considerably. We have known of people
being elected on the present Council fran-
chise who have stated that, under that
franchise, it was impossible for them to
be elected. I believe that the Legislative
Council has been a good custodian of the
people’s interests. I think the Constitu-
tion should remain as it is and, in con-
clusion, I would express the sincere be-
lief that on the experiences of the past
three years, the Legislative Council has
proved to be a protector of the people of
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Western Australia from socialism. There-
1f:ore I hope that the Bill will not be agreed
Q.

On motion by Hon. H. Hearn, debate
adjourned.

Sitling suspended from 9.10 to 9.16 p.m.

ADJOURNMENT—SPECIAL.
THE CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon, G.
Fraser—West): I desire to thank you,

Mr. President, for the courtesy you ex-
tended to us in order to allow us to arrive
at our deecision regarding tomorrow's
sitting. I move—

That the House at its rising ad-
journ tiil 7.30 p.m. tomorrow.

Question put and passed.
House adjourned at 9.17 pan.
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