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put out of existence as rapidly as passible.
In the absence of the fears I previously
entertained and for the reasons I have
given, I have come to the conclusion that,
having ceased to exercise price control, we
should not revive it. Therefore I shall
oppose the second reading.

On motion by Mr. Perkins, debate ad-
journed.

House adiourned al 8.26 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at
2,15 pm., and read prayers.

ADDRESS-IN-REPLY.
Presentation.

The PRESIDENT: I desire to announce
that, accompanied by other members, 1
walted upon His Excellency, the Lileut.-
Governor and Administrator and presented
the Address-in-reply to His Excellency the
Qovernor’'s Speech at the opening of Par-
liament. The Lieut.-Governor was pleased
to reply in the following terms:—

Mr. President and hon. members of
the Legislative Council: I thank you,
on behalf of His Excellency the Gov-
ernor, for your expressions of loyalty
to Her Most QGracious Majesty the
Queen, and for your Address-in-reply
to the Speech with which he opened
Parliament.

BILL—INQUIRY AGENTS LICENSING.
Read a third time and returned to the
Assembly with amendments.
BILLS (2)—REPORTS.

1, Lotterles (Control).

2, Warehousemen's Liens Ae¢t Amend-
ment,

Adopted.

1019

BILL—RENTS AND TENANCIES EMER-
GENCY PROVISIONS ACT
AMENDMENT.

Assembly’'s Message.

Message from the Assembly notifying
that it had agreed to amendments Nos. 1
to 13 inclusive, Nos. 17 to 25 inclusive,
and Nos. 27 and 28 made by the Council;
had disagreed to Nos. 14, 15, 16 and 29;
had agreed to No. 26, subject to further

amendments; and proposed an alfer-
native amendment to No. 29 now con-
sidered.

In Committee.

Hon. W. R. Hzal! in the Chalr; the Chief
Secretary in charge of the Bill.
No. 14, Clause 10, page 5—

After the word “Afty-fouwr” In line

16 insert the following words and

brackets:—"(and bhePore the thirty-

first day of August, one thousand nine

hundred and ffty-five).”

The CHATRMAN: The Assembly’s reason
for disagreeing to this amendment and to
amendment No. 15 is as follows:—

These amendments are disagreed
to because 1t is considered reaspnable
that the proviso should operate for
the duration of the Act.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I move—

That the amendment be not insisted
on.

I think it must be agreed that the Leg-
islative Assembly has been very generous
in its attitude towards the Council’s
amendments, and that we have reached
a stage where we, too, could be generous
and agree to the Assembly’s requests.
There are only four or five amendments in
respect of which that House requires
some alteration. The Assembly has given
way on—

Hon. H. K. Watson: Two or three!

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Actually,
over 20. Admittedly some are consequen-
tial amendments. However, I think we
should hold out the olive branch on this
occasion, without detriment to anybody,
and agree to accept the Assembly's pro-
posals.

Hon. L, A, LOGAN: I think the Com-
mittee should insist on this amendment.
When I moved it originally, it eontained
the words “thirtieth day of April” The
Chief Secretary said that if the “thirty-
first day of August” were substifuted he
would accept the amendment. I conceded
that point. This amendment deals with
Clause 10 of the Bill and has reference to
& landlord giving notice to a tenant to
quit, without thereafter increasing the
rent of the premises except by determina-
tion of the fair rents court. We considered
that the proviso should remain in force
only until the 30th April; but, as I have
said, at the suggestion of the Chief Sec-
retary the perlod was extended to the
31st August.
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It seems to me that another place did
not realise what this provision means.
Surely the inclusion of a few words does
not so upset the meaning that it is diffi-
cull to see what is intended. The intention
should be clear to anybody.

It has been said that the Assembly has
given a lot away. From what I can
gather, it has agreed to all the consequen-
tial amendments, but rejected the import-
ant ones. It has given nothing away at
all. There may be some directions in
which we can concede something in re-
spect of later provisions, but we cannot do
so in this instance.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: I hope the Com-
mittee will insist on this amendment, and
I shall vote against the Chief Secretary's
motion, particularly as the amendment
was accepted by the Government when it
was moved by Mr. Logan in the circum-
stances he mentioned. 1 trust that the
Committee will not be unduly impressed
by what the Chief Secretary said, and
what we read in blazing headlines in this
morning’s paper. 1o the effect thai the
Assembly agreed to 23 of the 29 amend-
ments requested by the Council. It is true
that numerous amendments, such as the
one deleting the word “is"” and substituting
“are,” have been agreed to by another
place; but so far as substantizl alterations
are concerned, it disagreed with three
amendments entirely, and with three
others partly, and accepted only two or
three.

To anyone who has read the report of
the discussion that took place on this
amendment in another place, it is ob-
vious that our brethren there, for some
extraordinary reason, have no idea what it
means. Yet it only has to be read and it
will be found to be very clear. Paragraph
(a) of Clause 10 is a transitional proviso
designed to stop any landlord who gives
a tenant notice to quit from thereaffer in-
creasing the rent of his premises without
going to the court. The amendment is in-
tended to put a limit to that provision for
this reason: Although the Act as it
stands is due to expire on the 31st Decem-
ber, 1955, we know from experience that
it has quite a good chance of continuing to
the 31st December, 1965; and, unless there
is some limitation to this provision, all
sorts of complications will be created in
the future,” wheén actually it is only being
inserted to cover the transitional period
of the few months which we are consider-
ing.

We say that this provision should apply
only to notices to quit issued between now
and August of next year. If there were
not such a3 limiting proviso, we could have
an extraordinary anomaly. A man might
have been charging & rent of £5 on the
20th April last. On the lst May, either
with or without the consent of the court,
he could have increased that rent to say,
£8, and for the next couple of years could
be charging that rent. Tl}en. in two years’

[COUNCIL.]

time he might give notice to the tenant to
quit, not with a view to increasing the
rent, bui with the object of putting-in
another tenant at the same rent. As soon
as he gave thalt notice to quit, the rent
would automatically bhe reduced to what
it was on the 29th April, 1954—unless
there is some such limitation as the
amendment provides. That is why I sug-
gest that 12 months for this transitional
protective provision is adequate.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I am sur-
prised that the hon. member has to go to
such extragrdinary limits to prove his
case. He referred to the measure lasting
until as late as 1965. 'This Aci, however,
operates only to December, 1955. The
difference between what the amendment
seeks and what the Legislative Assembly
wants is the difference between the Ist
August, 1955, and December, 1955. If
there were any continuance of the Act
beyond December, 1955, would there not
be ample time next{ year to insert safe-
guards?

Hon. H. K. Watson: There would be no
opportunity to do it then.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Of course
there would! There would have to he a
fresh Bill.

Hon., H. K. Watson: A continuance Bill.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Well, a con-
tinuance Bill.

Hon. L. A. Logan: We could not alter
it, because it would only he a continuance
measure.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That is not
the only way measures can be altered.
Has the hon. member never introduced a
private member’s Bill t0 amend an Act?
Any Act of Parliament can be altered ex-
cept in the way of imposing an extra bur-
den on the community. I want to draw
attention to the fact that when I intro-
duced this measure I said I hoped, and
I honestly believed, that this would be the
last time this Act would be before us. I
will be the most surprised man in Western
Australia if there is any need to bring in
a similar measure next year.

Hon. A. F. Griffith: What difference does
the period of four months make?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: If it makes
no difference, why alter it?

Hon. H. Hearn: Why did -you accept
the amendment when we were in Commit-
tee?

The CHIEF SECRETARY:
August was better than April,
wanted to get & longer period.

Hon. A. F. Griffith: Why did you
answer my question by asking another one?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That is a
good way! ‘The hon. member probably
knows as well as I do that the best means
of defence is attack.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Confound
your enemies!

Because
and I
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The CHIEF SECRETARY: That is all
the argument is over—a matter of three or
four months, The Assembly believes that
the period should be for the duration of
the measure, and I agree. If a certain
period is given to a measure, why not let
its provisions operate for that period?

Hon. H. K. WATSON: The Chief Secre-
tary has over-simplified the position, I
would like to assure the Committee that,
uniess some provision is inserted here,
there will be confusion. It could be Dec-
ember, 1955; but there must be some limit-
ing provision in the section, or in one
year's or two years’ time we will find our-
selves in an extraordinary position through
our incompetence on this occasion.

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

Ayes ... 11
Noes ... . . 14
Majority against ... 3
Ayes.
Hon., C. W. D. Barker Hon. R. F. Hutchison
Hon. G. Bennetts Hon. H. C. Strickland
Hon, E. M, Davies Hon. J. D. Teahan
Hon. G. Fraser Hon. W. F. Willesee
Hon. J. J. Garrigan Hon. R. . Boylen
Hon, E. M. Heenan : rTeIler)
Noes.
Hon. N. E, Baxter Hon. Sir Chas. Latham
Hon. L. Cralg Hon. L. A. Logan
Hon. L. C, Diver Hon. J. Murray
Hon. A. P. Grifith. Hon. . H. Simpson
Hon. C. H. Henning Hon. J. Mcl, Thomson
Hon. J. Q. Hislop Hon. H. K. Watson
Hon. A. R. Jones Hon, H. Hearn
{Teller.)
Patr,
Aye. No.

* Hon. F. R. H. Lavery Hon. Sir Frank Glbson

Question thus negatived; the Council's
amendment insisted on.
- No. 15. Clause 10, page 5—After the
word “notice” in line 19, insert the follow-
ing words:—"or the first day of August,
one thousand nine hundred and fifty-four
(whichever is the later).”
. The CHAIRMAN: The Assemibly’'s reason
for disagreeing to this amendment is the
same as that which applied to No. 14, -

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I move—

That the amendment be not insisted
on.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I must ask the Com-
mittee to insist on the amendment. This
proves the confused thinking that went on
in another place, because the reason given
for disagreement with this amendment is
the same as that given for No. 14, but the
amendments are entirely different. One
deals with lmiting. the time of the BiH,
and the other with the retrospective por-
tions of it. To add to the confusion, the
Minister for Houslng said that he had re-
ceived expert advice on this clause, and
the one before it, and no one could give
him a suitable answer except the office
boy, and his answer could not be printed.
Yet we are asked to accept amendments
that have been nassed to us from down
there. , .
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Members will recall that all we endeav-
oured to do here was to take out of the
Act any reference to actions of the land-
lords from the l1st May until the coming
into being of the legislation, or the 1st
day of August, our contention being that
any man who made a contract within the
law was quite entitled to keep it, and that
there should be no retrospectivity to the
1st May. Surely we are nol going to ask
that landlords who did something accord-
ing to the law should have to refund any
increased rent they might have received
during the period in question! If this
measure comes into operation, there will
be nothing to prevent the tenant from
going to the fair rents court and asking
it -to adjudicate on what rent shall be
charged.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It is Just as
well that the Committee should know what
it is doing. If a person has committed an
offence since the 1st April by overcharging
for rent-——

Hon. H. Hearn: He cannot have com-
mitted an offence.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It is just a
matter of how we look at it.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: Do you mean a moral
or a legal offence?

Hon. H. K. Watson: There is no offence
at all.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Not in the
hon. member’s eyes. But if a landord
raises the rent from £2 to £10 and the ten-
ant gets an order from the court. are we
going to say to the landlord, “Although
you robbed the tenant during that period,
you may get away with it”? That is what

‘members will be doing if they agree to the

amendment, We can raise techniecalities
about the law, but these are the bare facts.

‘Hon. A. R. Jones: What about the posi-
tion when the landlord decreased the rent?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That could

-be caorrected; but the hon. member might

as well think he is going to the North Pole
tomarrow, as that rents have been de-
creased. If members agree with Mr. Logan,

‘they are going to say that no matter how

much ' the landlord robbed people during
that peried, he will be whitewashed. -

Hon. A. R. Jones: You are using very
strong words.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The amount of rent
that would be involved would be the in-
crease that applied during the three
months. The Chief Secretary wants te
make criminals, almost, of people who
have acted according to the law. He is
:pdeavouring to make the law retrospec-
ive.

The Chief Secretary: Did the hon. mem-
ber, or -did he not, make his proposal retro-
spective?

Hon: L. A. LOGAN: No. I took out the
words that made it rép_rospective.
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The Chief Secretary: You had it car-
ried.

Hon. L. A, LOGAN: I asked afterwards
that those words be taken out. It was in
my mind at the time.

The Chief Secretary: They would have
been left there.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: No. I asked of my
own volition that they be taken out.

The Chief Secretary: After you got the
cane about it!

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: No. 0Of my own
volition I asked that those words be taken
out. I went to the other members and
said, “I think we should take these words
out; what do you think?” That was of
my own volition.

The Chief Secretary: And you put them
in of your own volition, too, did you not?

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: Yes. The only
amount concerned is the three months’
rent from the 1st May to the 1lst August.
The Chief Secretary wants to make erimin-
als of men for three months’' rent. We
should not do that.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I would not
have risen again if Mr. Logan had not
said that I want to make criminals of these
people.

Hon. A. R. Jones: You just about called
them robbers.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I said that if
there were people who robbed others, they
should be made to disgorge what they
had taken., If a judgment were given
by the court, there would be a readjustment
over the perlod in accordance with the
court order. That is not making a eriminal
out of anyhody.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: Has it ever happened
that rent has been increased by the fair
rents court?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I do not know
what has happened at the fair rents court.
I am dealing with the actual position here,
and not with what might happen. When
people made application to the court, the
court would say, “The rent should be so
much.” If the amount charged by the
landlord was excessive, then there would
be a readjustment. This is not making a
eriminal out of anybody.

Hon. A. R. Jones: According to you, they
are robbers.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Ned Kelly
used a gun, but these people have not.
They have used the silence of the law.
That is the difference. I am surprised that
members should aid and abet this sort of
thing. A person who is not a sworn
valuer would not know the value of his
property; but the court, after investiga-
tion, would decide what it should be. What
fair-minded man would object to a re-
adjustment over the perlod during which
the extra amount was charged?

[COUNCIL.]

Hon. A. R. JONES: I hope the amend-
ment will be insisted upon because it in-
volves a prineiple. The owner has never
had a reasonable chance of collecting the
rent to which he was entitied. When the
court previously gave a ruling, it was not
hack-dated three months, six months, or
any other pericd. The person who rented
a property for a pericd beforehand, and
had his rent increased, smiled to himself
and said, “I got away with it for a long
time.,” If landlords are charging greater
rents today, they are entitled to them.
There may be 4 or 5 per cent. of the land-
lords who would do the wrong thing, just
the same as there would be 4 or 5 per
cent. of the tenants who would do the
wrong thing; but to legislate for that
percentage would be doing the wrong thing.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: To say that
5 per ceni. of the landlords are charging
too much is just guesswork. Members
know that it is more like 90 per cent. of
them who are charging too much.

Hon. A. R. Jones: Where do you get
your information from? Are you guess-
ing just the same?

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: I know more
about it than does the hon. member. I
recently received the case of a woman
whose landlord increased the rent from
£4 18s. to £10. I have noticed many
£10 rents about. I did not know why,
but I have found out the reason. When
this woman's rent was raised, and she
agreed to pay it, the landlord immediately
took her to the Supreme Court; and be-
cause she was paying more than £10 in
rent, got an order against her. ‘This
seems a dreadful thing to me. She has
a registered apartment house and now that
she has to get out she will have to find
room for her family,

Hon., L. C. Diver:
rake-off.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: 1 do not think
she was. People with apartment houses
cannot do as they like in them.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Some of
them do.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: It is en-
tirely wrong for the Opposition to say
that the rents are not retrospective. The
rents charged today are exorbitant, and
it is no use the Opposition saying that
the landlord is not getting what he should.
I have found that very few of the 1939
houses are still owned by the original
owners. I have never agreed that a
landlord should be denied his just rights:
but to say that people are not suffering
now is completely untrue. A landlord
can raise the rent to any figure he likes,
and then he can follow it up with an
eviction order. That happened in my
case.

Hon. A. R. Jones:
been a bad tenant.

Hon, R. FP. HUTCHISON: No, I was
not. I have a recommendation from my
landlord that I am a very good tenant.

She was getting a

You might have
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I have been in my place for 18 years. He
has no quarrel with me, but he wants to
auction the premises.

Hon., Sir Charles Latham:
that you had an eviction notice.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: Yes. He
raised the rent to £8 5s. 3d. a week, but
later compromised by reducing it to £6,
and then he gave me an eviction order
a week after. It was a registered apart-
ment house, and all he wants to do is
auction it. The rents and tenancies legis-
lation has a deeper meaning to me, now
that I hear these amendments being op-
posed, than it had before. This follows
upon the pegging of the baslc wage and
Lhe margins for skilled workers. It is an
impudent attack on the standard of living.

The CHATRMAN: I ask the hon. mem-
ber to keep to the Bill.

Hon. R. F. HUTCHISON: I am keeping
to it. I have raised these points because
this Bill is the basiec reason for them.

Hon. H. K, Watson: On a point of order,
Mr. Chairman, I think the hon. member
might confine her remarks to the subject
matter before the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member has
already been told to do that.

Hon. R. F. BUTCHISON: I am confin-
ing my remarks to the Bill, because it is
the basic reason for the cost of Illving
rising, and the workers are being cheated
out of their rights.

Hon. 8Sir Charles Latham:
nothing to do with the Bill

The CHAIRMAN: I ask the hon. member
to keep to the Bill.

Hon. R. F. HOTCHISON: It is only just
that there should be retrospective pay-
ment, and I hope that the amendment
will not he insisted on.

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

You said

That is

Ayes .. Lo 11
Noes ... e 14
Magajority against ... 3
Ayes.
Hon. C. W. D, Barker Hon, E. M. Heenan
Hon. G. Bennetts Hon. H. €. Btrickland
Hon. R. J. Boylen Hom, J. D. Teahan
Hon. E. M. Davies Hon. W. F. Willesee
Hon. 0. Frager Hon. R. P. Hutchison
Hon, J. J. Garrigan (Teller.)
Noes.
Hon, N. E. Baxter Hon, Sir Chas. Latham
Hon. L. Craig Hon. L. A. Logan
Hon. L. C. Diver Hon. J. Murray
Hon. H. H Hon. C. H, Simpson
Hon. C. H Hennmg Hon. J. Mcl, Thomeson
Hon. J. G. Hislop Hon. H. E. Watson
Hon. A. R. Jones Hon. A. P, Grifith
{Teller.)
Palr.

Aye. No.
Hon. P. R. H. Lavery Hon. Bir Frank Qibson

Question thus negatived; the Council's
amendment insisted on.
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No. 16. Clause 10, page 5—Insert be-
fore the word “and” in line 25 the follow-
ing words:—"For the purposes of this
proviso a notice to quit which has been
issued and subseguently withdrawn shall
be deemed never to have been issued.”

The CHAIRMAN: The Assembly’s reason
for disagreeing is:

This amendment is disagreed to
so that a lessor will not be entitled
to attempt to use a notice to quit as
a means of obiaining agreement by
the lessee to an increase of rent and
then if the lessee agrees to an In-
crease withdrawing the notice to
avoid the necessity of obtainiung a de-
termination by the Court or Inspector.

The CHIEF SECRETARY:. I move—

That the amendment be not insisted
on.

Hon. L. A, LOGAN: I agree with the
Chief Secretary that we should not insist
on the amendment. However, I would like
to put the matter a little straighter than
it is at present. The reasons given by the
Legislative Assembly are not in keeping
with the one we submitted. When I moved
the amendment I gave the reason that
there were certain persons who, when they
knew that another rents and tenancies
measure was to be introduced, immedi-
ately gave their tenants notices to quit,
although they had no intention of putting
them into effect. That was the reason
submitted by the Legislative Council, How-
ever, such a posttion relates only to a
few, and I agree that the amendment
should not he insisted on.

Question put and passed; the Council's
amendment not insisted on.

No. 26, Clause 18, page 8—After the
word “repealed” in line 28 add the follow-
ing words:—"and re-enacted as follows:—

20B. (1) On and after the fArst
day of May, one thousand nine hun-
dred and fifty-four, the lessor of
premises other than premises in
respect of which there subsists
a8 lease entered into after the
thirty-first day of December, one
thousand nine hundred and Afty)
shall not during the operation of this
Act commence proceedings to recover
possession of, or eject the lessee from,
premises unless he has given to the
lessee notice to quit of at least twenty-
eight days or such longer period as
;,hat to which the lessee is entitled at
aw,

(2) Upon any application pursuant
to the provisions of section thirteen
of this Act belng lodged by a lessee
(other than a lessee under notice to
quit or to terminate the tenancy of
premises) with a Fair Rents Court or
an inspector (as the case may be) for
the amount of the rent of the premises
to be determined, a notice to quit or



1024

terminate the tenancy shall not there-
after be issued in respect of those
premises until after such application
has been determined by a Falr Rents
Court or the inspector (as the case
may be) or the expiration of a period
of three months from the date of the
lodement of such application which-
ever is the sooner.

(3} Upon the hearing by the Sup-
reme Court or a Local Court of any
summons for the recovery of possession
of premises (other than premises in
respect of which there subsists a lease
entered into after the thirty-first day
of December, one thousand nine
hundred and fifty) the Court hearing
such summons may at its diseretion,
on account of any special reason of
severe hardship which may be proved
by the lessee, suspend the operation
of any judgment or order thereon for
such period not exceeding three
months from the date of the hear-
ing as the Court may determine.

(4) The provisions of subsections
(2) and (3) of this section shall con-
tinue in force until the thirty-first
day of August, one thousand nine
hundred and fifty-five and no longer.

The CHAIRMAN: The Assembly agreed
to the Council’s amendment, subject to
the Council’s making further amendments
as follows:—

No. 26. New Section 20B.

Subsection (2)—Delete all words
after the word “until” in line 13 down
to and Including the word “or* in
line 18.

Delete the words “whichever is the
sooner” at the end of subsection (2).

After subsection (2) insert the fol-
lowing proviso:—

. Provided that where the amount
of the rent determined by the
Court is less than eighty per cen-
tum of the amount of the rent
being charged or requested by the
Jessor at the date of the appli-
catlon as aforesaid, a notice to
quit or terminate the tenancy
shall not he given to any such
lessee untll after the expiration
of a period of twelve months from
the date of that determination
of the rent by the Court.

Subsection (3)—ILine 11—PDelete the
word ‘‘special.”

Line 16-—Delete the word *“three”

and insert the word “six” in lieu.
The Committee will deal with these
amendments in order, the first belng—
SBubsection (2)—DPDelete all words
after the word “until” in line 13, down

to end including the word *“or” in
line 16.

{COUNCIL.]

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I move—

_ That the amendment be agreed to.
This amendment deals with the notice to
quit.

Hon. H. K. Watson: No, it deals with an
application to the court for a fair rental.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It deals with
Subsection (2) of proposed new Section
20B.

Hon. H. K. Watson: Yes.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Mr. Watson
is quite correct. It has reference to the
notice to quit after a determination has
heen made by the fair rents court. This
amendment is linked with the one which
follows.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: When proposed
Section 20B (2) left this Chamber it pro-
vided that if a tenant applied to the court
for a determination of his ren{, no notice
to quit could be issued against him until
the case had been heard, or until the
expiration of a period of three months
from the date of the lodgment of
the application, whichever was the
sooner. The Legislative Assembly re-
quests that it be altered in this way: Once
a tenant has applied to the court, he auto-
matically gets a fixed period of three
months’ protection and no notice to quit
can be issued against him in that time.

I am not viclently opposed to the sug-
gestion of the Assembly; but I would polint
out that, as the provision left this Chamber,
there was an obligation on the tenant to
hasten the hearing of his case. We have
to be careful to see that this provision,
which is inserted to protect the bona fide
tenant, is not abused. I have no pleasure
in saying that on previous occasions res-
ponsible Ministers have urged tenants to
do certain things; and the same may apply
in this instance. There would he an incen-
tive for some responsible Minister to invite
tenants to submit applications for a review
of their rent for no other purpose than to
get three months' protection from eviction,
even though the tenants might have no
intention of pursuing the applications.

I offer these observations to the Com-
mittee for consideration. The period of
three months seems too long. The idea of
this clause was to overcome the weakness
pointed out by the Government; namely,
that when a person applied to the court
under the Act as it stood, he could be given
28 days’ notice and evicted before the court
had heard the case, With the appointment
of a fair rents court, cases could be heard
without limit, and very speedily. There-
fore, t0 give a tenant three months' pro-
tection, even if he had no intention of pur-
suing his application, would be unfair. As
I say, I am not violently opposed to the
amendment of the Legislative Assembly.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: There is this
further point. Under the amendment,
everyone will know where he 'stands,
whereas previously that was not the case.
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Hon. L. Craig: Any tenant can, of course,
extend thet period of fixed rent to three
months.

Hon. H. Hearn: That seems to be a
blanket cover.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That is what
it appears to be. Members need not be
afraid of the point raised by Mr. Watson.
Very few average persons would go to court.
People even have a horror of appearing in
court when taken there by landlords. The
redeeming feature is that there is now a
deflnite period of three months.

Question put and passed; the Assembly's
amendment to the Council’'s amendment
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: The next amendment
made by the Assembly to the Council’s
amendment is:

Delete the words “whichever is the
sooner” at the end of subsection (2).

[

The CHIEF SECRETARY: In view of
the previous amendment having been
agreed to and the present amendment
being consequential thereon, I move—

That the amendment be agreed to.

Question put and passed; the Assembly’s
amendment to the Council’s amendment
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: The nex{ amend-
ment by the Assembly is:
After subsection (2) insert the fol-
lowing proviso:—

Provided that where the amount
of the rent determined by the
Court Is less than eighty per
centum of the amount of the rent
being charged or requested by the
lessor at the date of the applica-
tion as aforesald, a notice to
quit or terminate the tenancy
shall not be given to any such
Iessee until after the expiration of
a period of twelve months from
the date of that determination of
the rent by the Court.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I move—
That the amendment be agreed to,

1 can confidently look to members to agree
to this, because it will impose an extra
penalty on the person who is over-reaching
in his charges. It appears to be of great
value.

Hon, H. K. WATSON: In principle, I do
not oppose this amendment. The Com-
mittee will recall that this provision was
originally part of proposed Section 20C in
Clause 19. That was deleted largely be-
cause of the very high percentage indi-
cated. 1 feel that the Committee should
consider reducing the 80 per cent. to 60
per cent. If it Is altered to 60 per cent.,
it will be worth while. As the Chief Sec-
retary said, this proviso will be a further
brake on the landlord going for an exces-
give rent. The ohject is to put a brake on
such a landiord, not on one who may he
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10s. to 30s. over the fair rent. I would like
to hear other members speak before I
move any amendment,

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I agree with Mr.
Watson's view, and to the principle of this
proviso. I consider that 80 per cent. is
entirely too harsh. If a landlord charges
a rental of 50s. a week, and then when the
case goes before the court the rent is de-
termined at 39s. 6d., the difference is not
very big. It would be very harsh if, within
the following 12 months, the landlord was
prevented from giving his tenant notice
to quit. I also consider that the period
of 12 months is too long. Cne might just
as well say that the tenant has a lease
of the property for 12 months at the
rental assessed by the court. The land-
lord, for those 12 months, would be hound,
and he could not terminate the tenancy
in that time. I consider the 80 per cent.
and the 12 months too harsh; it should
be watered down to 60 per cent. and six
months. I move—

That the Assembly’s amendment be
amended by striking out the word
“elghty” in line 3 of the proviso with
a view to inserting another word.

Hon. H. HEARN: I am not in sympathy
with this amendment. I think that even
the term of 12 months is not too long:
because, obviously, the people concerned
are those who let premises as a regular
thing. What I have in mind—and this
particularly applies to fiats within the city
area—Is that the rentals are based on the
buildings not as residences but as office
accommopdation. There is a very great
difference hetween the rental for office
accommodation and that for residential
purposes. I conslder this would be a safe-
guard in the settling down process. While
Mr. Baxter's amendment to reduce it to
60 per cent. is all right, I am prepared
to sccept 80 per cent. The overcharging
of rentals for premises near the city should
at least be curtailed. I suppori the amend-
ment.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I hope the
Committee will not agree to the deletion
of the words. We have got down to a
very fair basis in agreeing to 80 per cent.
That figure was not suggested by members
on this side of the House.

Hon. L. A, Logan: The Opposition in
the Assembly suggested 75 per cent.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The 80 per
cent. was a compromise. The Government
wanted 35 per cent.

Hon. H. K. Watson: That is not cor-
rect. The Opposition moved for 70 per
cent., but the Minister tinkered with that
figure and brought about the 80 per cent.
There was no compromise.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I was speak-
ing purely from hearsay. I have not read
“Hansard,” and I do not know what hap-
pened in the Assembly.



1026

Hon. H. K. Watson: The fact is that
75 per cent. was suggested by the Opposi-
tion and 80 per cent. was insisted on by
the Minister.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The Minister
for Housing desired to go higher than 80
per cent. Is not 20 per cent. a fair margin?
It would be 20 per cent. not on the pre-
vious rent, but on the new rent to be
charged—20 per cent. over and above what
the court determined to be a fair rent.
I cannot imagine that any landlord mak-
ing the calculation would get so wide of
the mark unless he was setting out to
obtain the last ounce.

Hon. C. H, Henning: Then there is the
12 months’ eviction proposal.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: That would
be the penalty for charging in excess of
the fair rent as determined by the court,
and it is not too great a penalty for any-
one who attempts to take advantage of
the situation.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Landlords for
many years had to accept low rentals:
and, if they decided to collect some arrears
in order to make repairs to the premises,
they should not be severely penalised for
the sake of the few extra pounds received
in the course of a couple of months,

The Chief Secretary: You now want to
make it retrospective.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Nat at all. The
landlord would have the money to carry
out repairs that had fallen into arrears—
something that he could not do on the
low rental previously charged. Yet for
that he is to be severely penalised.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Why should
a landlord wish to evict a good tenani?

Hon. N. E. Baxter: This proposal Iis
equivalent to a 12 months' lease.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: 1t is a
penalty if a landlord overreaches himself
to the extent of 20 per cent. He would
still receive a fair rental as fixed by the
court, but would not repay what he had
received in excess of that amount. When
money has been taken from a tenant
wrongly, the tenant should not be subject
to eviction for 12 months. Mr. Baxter
wants to make it retrospective to 1939 so
that landlords can recoup themselves.

Hon. A. R. JONES: I support the amend-
ment. Eighty per cent. is too0 high and
a lower rate should be inserted. A fact
that should be borne in mind is that,
before the recent increase in rents, quite
a number of landlords had agreed to carry
out long delayed renovations and im-
provements for the comfort of the
tenants, and they could be penal-
ised if the margin were made too low.
It may be said that this sort of thing does
not happen, but I was told of a tenant of
a furnished apartment whose landlerd had
agreed to have the furniture re-upholstered
and a new carpet laid because the tenant

[COUNCIL.]

was agreeable to paying more rent. Con-
sideration should be given to landlords of
that type. I agree that provision should
be made to curb the robber or bushranger
landlord.

Hon. L. A, LOGAN: I have previously
made it clear that I have no time for the
bushranger landlord, and this is an en-
deavour to mete out some punishment to
him. I consider that 80 per cent. is too
high and that 75 per cent. would be fair.
To allow a period of twelve months to
some tenants would be 364 days too long.
because the tenant could do considerable
damage in that time, and the landlord
would have no redress.

The Minister for the North-West: He
could be put out if he was unsatisfactory.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The tenant could
not be evicted; the proposal is that notice
to quit shall not be given until after the
expiration of 12 months. Consequently,
if a tenant damaged the premises, he could
not be evicted.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: He could be
sued for damages.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The bushranger
landlord should receive some punishment
because he deserves it.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I agree in principle
with the Assembly’'s amendment. I cannot
see that we shall be doing an owner any
great injustice, except from one point of
view. If the rent has been fixed, it is
obvious that the landlord will desire that
payment to be continued. There may not
be any reason to evict a tenant in 12 months
unless he is undesirable.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: You are not
making provision for that.

Hon. J. G. HISLOP: I was about to
say that provision should be made hy in-
cluding the conditions relating to unsatis-
factory tenants. If that were done, the
80 per cent. and the 12 months could well
be allowed to stand. I suggest that further
consideration of the Assembly’s amend-
ment be postponed to permit of the inser-
tion of the provisions in the original Act
applyving to unsatisfactory tenants.

Hon. C. H HENNING: In my opinion
80 per cent. is definitely too high, and
60 per cent. is too low. I favour T0 per
cent., which I consider would be fair andé
reasonable.

Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I am not opposed
to the 80 per cent. A landlerd would not
wish to get rid of a good tenant, but if the
tenant were unsatisfactory. the landlord
should be entitled to get rid of him. If
a landlord overcharged and the tenant
obtained a determination, he could do con-
siderable damage to a property. If Mr.
Logan's interpretation is correct, it would
mean that in no circumstances whatever
could the landlord give a bad tenant notice
to quit during the 12 months. As Dr.
Hislop said, it might be as well to insert
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words and bring the Bill back to a position
where the landlord can get rid of a tenant
for damaging the property or anything of
that sort.

Hon. C. H. SIMPSON: I am inclined to
support Mr. Baxter’s amendment. Despite
the contention that 80 per cent. would be
bushranging, I think that if there were
a variation on the lower-scale rentals, as
could easily happen, there might be a
wider variation than some people think,
when it came to a matter of application.

We have been putting forward hypo-
thetical cases; but I know of an instance
where a bank leased premises at 35s. per
week, for a certain period, with a proviso
that the lease could be extended at a new
rental to be mutually agreed on. It made
certain alterations to the premises to suit
its business; but before it was obliged to
pay a higher rental, it said to the land-
lord, “Times have changed, and we agree
that a new rental should bhe assessed.”

Before doing that, it asked a Govern-
ment rent inspector his idea of a fair rental
and the figure he gave was 35s. They
applied to a qualified valuer, with a life-
long experience in rentals, who was next
door, and he thought the rent should be
50s. The bank then suggested to the land-
lord that it should pay £2 15s. per week all
clear; or £3 5s. per week, the landlord to
pay rates and taxes; and I understand the
rent was fixed at £2 15s. per week. Tak-
ing the original rent at 35s., and saying
it was raised to 55s.—the court agreed with
the view of the Government assessor that
35s. was correct—the 35s. is equal to about
63 per cent.

This provision provides that if the
amount is more than 80 per cent, or if
the courts's assessment is more than 80
per cent. of the fisure charged, the land-
lord shall be penalised. There we have an
instance of an equitable agreement arrived
at as to the £2 15s.; but the landlord would
have to accept a penalty for having over-
charged, except for that fact that the
premises were leased. In the same cir-
cumstances, without the lease, a legitimate
difference of opinion of perhaps 20 per
cent. or 40 per cent. between the assessors
might easily occur; and so I think the
flgure proposed by Mr. Baxter would cover
cases such as I have mentioned. For those
reasons I support the amendment.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I am endeavour-
ing to protect both parties, and par-
ticularly the landlords. If the Chief
Secretary is so concerned over the posi-
tion, why was not a proviso inserted to
deal with it? If a landlord charged 120
per cent. above what the court said was
fair, the period could have heen made 18
months; and where the overcharge was
only 100 per cent., it could have been
made 12 months; and so on. That would
' deal with the rack-renters without penal-
ising landlords who thought they were
charging a fair rent.

P P
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Amendmeni{ on amendment put and a
division taken with the following result:—

Ayes 11
Noes 15
Majority against 4
Ayea.
Hon, N. E. Baxter flon. J. Murray
Hon. L. Craig Hon. C. H. Simpson
Hon. L. ¢, Diver Hon. J. Me¢l. Thomson
Hon. C. H. Henning Hon. H. E. Watson
Hont. A. R, Jones Han. A. Griffith
Hon, Sir Chas. Latham { Teller.}
Noes.
Hon. C. W. D. Barker Hon. J. G. Hislo
Hon. Q. Bennetts Hon. R. F. Hutchison
Hon. E. M. Davies EBon. L. A. Logan
Hon. G. Fraser Hon. H. C. Strickland
Hon. J. J, Garrigan Hon. J. D. Teahan
Hon. Sir Frank Gibson Hon. W. F. Wlllesee
Hon. H. Hearn Hon. R. J. Boylen
Hon. E. M. Heenan (Telier.)

Amendment on Assembly’s amendment
thus negatived.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The Chief Sec-
retary was not in his seat when I referred
to the position of the landlord who might
have to put up with a tenant for 12 months.
Would he give some guarantee that this
position will be met?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I can give
no guarantee, apart from the provisions
of this measure; but I believe a person
damaging property would be covered by
the law.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: The land-
lord could take action at common law,
but the tenant might have nothing.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: In that
case, no matter what penalties were pro-
vided, the law could not help much.

Hon. H. Hearn: No: but the landlord
eould get the tenant ocut of the premises.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I would be
prepared to reinsert something that has
been deleted, as Dr. Hislop said, but I
do not think that would find favour with
the Committee. If we try to get away
from what is before us, the position will
become foo involved. If weaknesses are
discovered in the legislation in the next
few months, there will be time for some-
thing to be done before the end of this
session. There will not be many cases
of this kind, and only those who have
exceeded the period would come under this
provision.

Hon. H. K. Waitson: Mrs. Hutchison
said 95 per cent. would be involved,

Hon. H. Hearn: She was speaking in
symbols.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: The num-
ber will not he large, and I think commeon
law would give the landlord protection
against wilful damage to property.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: Common law
does not override statute law, but vice
We have a provision in this mea-
sure that if the landlord has charged
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more than 20 per cent. above a fair rent,
he has the tenant on his hands for 12
months, On the other hand, I agree
with the Chief Secretary that the inser-
tion of the refinements suggested by Dr.
Hislop would clutter up the provisions
of the measure. Let us keep it as clear-
cut as possible. I think the right way
to deal with the problem is to reduce the
period of 12 months a bit.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham:
magistrate determine it.

Hon. H. K. WATSON: No; I think Par-
liament should fix the figure. 8Six
months would be a reasonable figure be-
cause a vindictive tenant could play havoc
with a8 place in that time; certainly over
12 months. .While the landlord would
have an saction against the tenant for
damages, that would not be worth a
cracker. The only effective right of the
landlord is the right of eviction; but here
we are definitely precluding him from
evicting a tenant until the period of 12
months has elapsed.

Hon, A. F. Griffith: The only thing that
would make a tenant cross would be the
loss of his suit.

Hon. H, K. WATSON: We are dealing
with the other angle.

Hon. L. Craig: Is there anything in the
Act dealing with damage to property?
‘ The Chief Secretary: No; you have taken
t out.

Hon. H K. WATSON: The simple way
to cover the point raised by Mr. Logan is
to reduce the 12 months’ periced to six
months.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I must disagree with
Mr. Watson, because a vicious individual
could do as much damage in six months as
in 12 months.

Hon. H. Hearn: In one month.

Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I am not worrying
about cluttering up the Bill. I de¢ not mind
if it is cluttered up so long as a landlord
is protected against that type of tenant.
Unless something is put in to cover that
position, I will vote against the proviso;
and I hope that other members will do the
same. A landlord should have the right
to evict a vicipus tenant, or one who is
damaging his property.

Hon. L. CRAIG: I believe that we should
add some extra words to this proviso, such
a5 the following:—*Provided that nothing
in the foregoing will prevent the landlord
from appealing to the court for such and
such a purpose.” That would cover the
position and would be quite easy to include.
Mr. Griffith suggested te me that we use
these words—*Provided that the tenant
continues to maintain the property in good
order and condition.” I am not in favour
of that wording; and I take the view that
if a landlord finds that a tenant is knock-
ing the property about, he should have a
right of appeal to the court.

Let the

[COUNCIL.]

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: I think
we had better leave this as it is. The
landlord would not find out what damage
had been done until he had made an in-
spection; and what benefit would it be for
him to put the tenant out then?

Hon. J. G. Hislop: The tenant would
deserve to be put out.

Hon. Sir CHARLES LATHAM: If the
tenant is put out, the property must be
repaired and another tenant installed. The
same thing could then happen again, and
we know that some of the people who rent
houses have not the slightest respect for
property. I have given instances in this
Chamber, When Parliament meets again,
wWe ¢an overcome any difficulties that have
occurred in the meantime, and I think we
should leave things as they are. How-
ever, I intend to vote against the Bill in
its entirety,

The MINISTER FOR THE NORTH-
WEST: Like Sir Charles Latham, I think
the wisest thing is to leave the Bill as it
stands. Why would a tenant be vicious
in this particular case? ‘This has been
inserted to stop vicious landlords from
taking action against decent tenants ‘who
have taken advantage of the fair rents
court. It does not penalise the landlord
because he gets a fair rent as fixed by the
court, and one tenant, from a monetary
point of view, is as good as another. I
do not believe that the problem that mem-
bers have mentioned exists.

Hon. A. R. JONES: I suggest to the
Chief Secretary that we would not clutter
up the Bill if, after the words, '‘“determina-
tion of the rent by the court” we added the
words, ‘‘unless according to common law
the lessor may eviet for unfair treatment
or damage to his property.” That would
mean that, unless the tenant looked after
the property, he could he evicted. Unless
something of that nature is put in, I will
vote against the whole proviso.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I hope that
the Commitiee will leave things as they
are, hecause it is too dangerous to try to
provide for something that may not even-
tuate, In reply to Mr Watson, I did not
try to get the Committee tc think that
some action at common law could over-
ride a statute; but I was attempting to
convey that the owner would have the
right, at common law, to sue for damages
to property. However, there would be s¢
few cases that it would not be worth while.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: I agree.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: Sir Charles
mentioned that in many cases an owner
would not know that his property had
{)ﬁﬁn damaged until after the people had
eft.

Hon. A. R. Jones: You have not been
a lessor,

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I would say
that few landlords would enter their
premises except to get the rent. If we
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adopt some of the suggestions that have
been made, we will be giving the landlord
a loophole; and it will be possible for him
to evict a tenant by saying that he has
damaged the property.

Hon. L. A. Logan: The court would have
to be convinced.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It would be
ineffective., I cannot support such a pro-
posal,

Hon, E. M. HEENAN: A landlord has
the right to inspect his premises once a
month.

Hon. H. Hearn: Once every two months.

Hon. E, M. HEENAN: And penalties are
provided for people who maliciously dam-
age property. I think we should agree to
the proposal as it stands.

Hon. L. C. DIVER: 1 agree, because the
people we deal with under this provision
are those who have endeavoured to ex-
ploit the position. A tenant would not
have the money to pay for any damasges
if a landlord had overcharged with his
rent for a fairly long period. I support
the amendment as it stands.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Previously 1
agreed with this in principle, under cer-
tain conditions. But I am inclined to
think that over the years this and another
place have lost their sense of balance on
property rights.

Hon. Sir Charles Latham: Why blame
us?

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Members will find,

if they look back over the statutes, that
we have provided penalties against the
landlord on every occasion; but in no
statute is there a parallel to this proviso.
If & man is found guilty of driving a
motorcar while drunk, nobody denies him
the right to do what he wishes with his
motorcar afterwards.

The Minister for the North-West: This
is a light penalty.

Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Under the price-
fixing laws, if a trader overcharged for
an article he was fined; but he was not
stopped from selling a similar article
again. The Minister for the North-West
can smile, but it is a paralle]l case. As
the Committee was not prepared to alter
the figure to a reasonable one, I shall vote
against the proviso.

The MINISTER FOR THE NORTH-
WF:‘.iST: This is not & penalty on the land-
lord.

Hon. N. E. Baxter: Of course it is.

The MINISTER FOR THE NORTH-
WEST: How does it penalise him? It is
a protection for the tenant who has gone
to the fair rents coqut End asked for a

fair renial and against whom the landlozd
might want to take action.
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Hon. A. R, JONES: This is impaortant,
and we should debate it fully. I support
the view held by Mr. Baxter. If this
amendment is to be left as it is here, we
will give protection to one person, and to
one person only, and the one who owns
property can go hang. That is what it
amounts to. Quite a lot of us sank our
principles to let this Bill get as far as it
has; and to ask us to swallow further prin-
ciples we might have is asking too much.
If the Minister would be reasonable, it
would help to get the Bill passed. I will
not support something that provides for
only one section of the community.

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

Ayes .. 20
Noes .. 5
Majority for .. 15
Ayes,
Hon. C. W. D. Barker Hon. C. H. Henning
Hon. G. Bennetts Hon. J. G. Hlslo
Hon. R. J. Boylen Hon. R. F. Hutchlson
Hon. L. Craig Hon, Sir Chas. Lat.h.n.m
Hon. E. M. Davles Hon. J. Murrs
Hon. L. C. Diver Hon, H, C. St.rlckland
Hon. @. Fraser Hon. J. D. Teahan
Hon. A. F. Griffith Hon. J. Mcl. Thomeon
Hon. H. Hearn Hon, W. F. Willesee
Hon, E. M. Heenan Hou. J. J. Garrigan
l!‘ellef.l
Noes.
Hon. N. E. Baxter Hon. H. K. Watson
Hon. A. R, Jones Hon. C. H. Simpson
Hon. L. A. Logan t Telter.)
Palr.
Aye. No.
Hon. P. R. H. Lavery Hon. Sir Frank Gibson

Question thus passed; Assembly's amend-
ment to the Council’s amendment agreed
to.

The CHATRMAN: The next amendment
made by the Assembly to the Council's
amendment is:

Subsection (3),
word “special”

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I move—

That the amendment be agreed to.

1 hope the Committee will agree to this.
It makes no difference whether we keep it
in or take it out. The court will decide
the question of severe hardship.

Question put and passed; the Assembly’s
amendment to the Council’s amendment
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: The next amendment
made by the Assembly to the Council's
amendment is:

Subsection (3), line 16—Delete the
word ““three” and insert the word “six”
in lieu:

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I move—
That{ the amendment be agreed to.

We had a pretty fair debate on this when
it was here before. It is a question of
giving the court power W grant an exten-
sion of six months instead of three.

line 11—Delete the
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Hon. J. G. Hislop: Is that Kathleen
Mavourneen?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: No; in cases

of hardship the time can be extended up
to six months.

Hon. C. H, Simpson: It could be seven
or eight months in actual practice?

The CHIEF SECRETARY: It is the
time from when the court deals with it,
and the court will say what it should be,

Hon. H. K. WATSON: I ask the Com-
mittee to stand by the provision already in
the clause; namely, three months and not
six. We should vote against the Assembly’s
amendment. In its wisdom the Commitiee
decided that three months was a fair limit.
To summarise a few of the reasons, I would
mention that it is a nominal three months,
but an effective five months. The tenant
has to be given 28 days’ notice, and then
the case has to come before the court, and
the court has the discretion to extend the
period by three months.

In December last the Act was amended
to provide that as from the st May, any
person could obtain possession of his prop-
erty by giving 28 days’ notice to the tenant.
Many hundreds of young married couples
bought houses on the assurance that they
could get possession after 28 days’ notice;
and we are now telling them that, after 28
days, they must wait a further three
months. I think even that is unwarranted;
but T will not oppose a three-month period.

Hon. J, G. HISLOP: Would not this be
one of the cases in which the State Housing
Commission would provide a house within
three months, after the special extension
given by the court?

Question put and negatived; the As-
sembly’s amendment to the Council's
amendment not agreed to.

Progress reported.
House adjourned at 4.28 p.m.
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and quotas . 1033
(b) as to Implementmg Electoral Dist-
rlets Act 1038
(¢} as to Cabinet consideration .. 1024
Roads, as to condition of North Coastal
nghwa 1034
Agrlculture, as to sihe tor horf.lcultml
research station 1034
Police, as to construction of station and
quarters at Mundijong 1034
Causeway, as to substitution of “clover
leal’* for roundabout .. 1084
Bridges, as to cost of new brldge at the
Narrows 1084
Water supplles, (a) as to decislon on
Vale proposal 1035
(b) as to inspection of cannlng Vale 1085
(¢) as to coniinuation of Roleystone
scheme . 1035
Fremantle harbuur, as to tabllng raport
of commlittee ... 1085
Fumes nulsance, as o gua.ranl.ee by
Kwinana Industries ... 1036
Bllls: Inguiry Agents Llcenslng, Counc[l’s
amendments 1085
Prices Control, 2r Oom. 1035

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

QUESTIONS.,

EDUCATION.

fa) As to Promotion of Trade Class
Instructors.

Mr. JOHNSON asked the Minister for
Education;

Further to my previous guestions relat-
ing to promotions for instructors in trade
sections of technical education, what pro-
motion is available to instructors who have
passed the examinations mentioned in the
Minister's reply?



