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the Perth Reglonal Ralilway.
For this purpose the Minister
shall lay on the Table of both
Houses of Parliament, the re-
sults of an engineering feasli-
bility study and a Regional
Economic Study of the effects
of the Perth Regional Railway
on the Perth Region.

I move—

That the Legislative Assembly In-
sists upon its further amendment pro-
posed as an alternative to the
Legislative Council’'s amendment No.
2 to which the Legislative Council has
disagreed.

The reasons given by the Legislative
Council do not seem to make sense. Its
reasons are—

The further amendment proposed by
the Legislative Assembly is not in ac-
cordance with the amendment made
by the Legislative Council in that it
does not provide for the approval of
Parliament to a report on the resuits
of the engineering and economic
studies based upon a comprehensive
feasibility study and plan relating to
the works proposed to be prepared by
& competent independent authority.

I indicated very clearly that we had no
particular objection to its amendment. The
only point at variance at the time related
to the closure as provided for in the
schedule. As there seems o be some
degree of conflict I feel the best way is to
insist on the further amendment, and to
request a conference of managers so that
the matter can be sorted out.

Mr. Butchinson: When do you prapoese to
have the conference?

Mr. JAMIESON: We have to request a
conference, and if it Is agreed to it will be
Leld some time next week.

Question put and passed.

Report
Resolution reported and the report

adopted.

Assembly’s Reguest for Conference
Mr, JAMIESON: I move—

That the Legislative Council be re-
quested to grant a Conference on its
amendment insisted upon in the Perth
Regional Railway Bill, and that the
Managers for the Legislative Assembly
be the Member for Mt. Lawley (Mr.
Q'Connor), the Member for Perth (Mr.
Burke), together with the Mover.

Question put and passed and a message
accordingly returned to the Couneil.

House adjourned at 10.12 pm.
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The PRESIDENT (The Hon, L. C. Diver)
took the Chair at 430 p.m. and read
prayers.

QUESTIONS (2): WITHOUT NOTICE
1. CLOSE OF SESSION
Target Date

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH, to the
Leader of the House:

Having regard for the length of
the notice paper in the Legislative
Assembly and the faect that a
number of important PBills—for
which adequate time for consider-
ation will have to be made avail-
able—are still to come from that
House to this Chamber, is it still
the Government’s intention, as
previously expressed, to conclude
the session on Friday?

The Hon. W. F. WILLESEE replied:

I discussed this very matter with
the Premier yesterday and asked
him whether he thought he could
still conclude the session by Fri-
day, and he said he thought so,
but that he would reconsider the
matter late on Thursday, as he
had no intention of sitting
into the small hours on Saturdoy
morning. That is the position as
far as I know it. I admit that
we have a formidable amount of
legislation in front of us and it is
difficult to forecast how much
time will be necessary to deal with
it. However, if late on Thursday,
after studying the notice paper
again, we consider we are not in
a position to deal with it by a
reasanable time on Friday, we will
not sit on the Priday, but will
come back next week.

PORT HEDLAND HIGH SCHOQOL
Air-conditioning

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS, to the
Leader of the House:

(1) Is the Minjster aware of the tem-
peratures experienced in the Hed-
land Senior High School on Wed-
nesday the 8th November, 1972?

(2} Will the Minister now reconsider
air-conditioning for the transport-
able units and project sections in
view of the {emperatures of 48°C
(118°F) and 57°C ({(135°F) ex-
prerienced by students and
teachers within these areas?

(3) If not, does he consider it reason-
able to have students and teachers
working in these temperatures?
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The Hon. W. F. WILLESEE replied:
(1} Yes.
(2) and (3) The difficulty of working

in conditions such as experienced
at Port Hedland is fully recog-
nised. However, it is not possible
to provide air-conditioning for the
demountables without cancelling
other urgently required works.
Furthermore, as the major part
of the Hedland Senior High
School is fully air-conditioned it
should be possible {o minimise the
amount of time spent by any
single group of students in non-
air-conditioned accommodation.

QUESTIONS (2): ON NOTICE

FISHING
Abalone

The Hon. R, F. CLAUGHTON, to the
Leader of the House:

Will the Government give caon-
sideration to the proposal to
exclude the taking of abalone by
professional fishermen along
metropolitan beaches within an
ares extending a quarter mile off-
shore?

The Hon. W. F. WILLESEE replied:

The Government is considering a
proposal in relation to the pro-
tection of some beaches against
the taking of Abalone by Pro-
fessional Fishermen.

The Abalone Fishermen on the
West coast have formed an associ-
ation and have agreed to carry out
their operations in a responsible
manner. Departmental officers
have had a number of discussions
wilh members of the association
concerning the proper manage-
ment of this limited entry fishery.
Regarding the latest proposal the
Administrative Officer and Super-
vising Inspector of the Depart-
ment of Fisheries and Fauna will
be having discussions with the
parties concerned.

At the present time there are no
areas closed to the taking of Aba-
lone with the exception of two
research areas. A copy of the
Direction {0 Licensing officers
Issued in relation to establish-
ment of the Abalone fishery as a
concession fishery is Tabled. (See
Paper No. 383.)

FIREWORKS
I'njuries

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON, to the
Chief Secretary:

What has been the incidence of
injury from fireworks since legis-
latilon was enacted for their con-
trol?

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS replied:

Since enactment of Legislation for
the control of fireworks in 1867,
the incidence of injury from fire-
works has shown a marked decline.
No child has been admitted as an
in-patient to the Princess Mar-
garet Hospital for injuries eaused
by fireworks since August, 1967,

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE:
SPECIAL

THE HON. W. F. WILLESEE (North-
East Metropolitan—Leader of the House)
[4.47 pm.]: I move—

That the House at its rising adjourn
until Wednesday, the 15th Novembher,
at 2.30 pm.

THE HON. A, F. GRIFFITH (North
Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition)
[448 pm.): I do not intend in any way
to oppose this motion, but, with the best
intentions possible, I would counsel the
Leader of the House not to move this
motion at this stage of the proceedings
after today. It may well be that because
of the amount of business still remaining
onh our notice paper he may want to
resume earlier. Once this motion is passed
he could not conceivably resume before
230 p.n. tomorrow. So I counsel the
Minister to wait until towards the end of
the day's proceedings before moving the
special adjournment.

I know it is a good idea to give members
an indication of the time the House will
sit on the following day, but if we intend
to conclude on Friday, we will not do s0
if we do not sit before 2.30 p.m. on Wed-
nesday and Thursday.

THE HON W, F. WILLESEE (North-
East Metropolitan—Leader of the House)
f4.49 pm.]: I thank the Leader of the
Opposition for his comments. I had in-
tended to review the situation before mov-
ing a special adjournment in relation to
Thursday. The reason for my stipulating
230 pm. tomorrow is that I gave an
undertaking to two members that I would
give them time to research Bills for which
they have the adjournments; that is, the
Teacher Education Bill and the alumina
refinery Bill. With that in mind T stipulated
2.30 p.m. for tomorrow, but I agree that
on Thursday our commencing time could
be 11.00 a.m.

The Hon. A. P. Griffith: You are satisfed
that one morning allows sufficient time in
which to research a Bill,

The Hon. W. F. WILLESEE: No, not
really. However, I was asked not to go
on with the Bills today and therefore in
all fairness I thought that 2.30 p.m. would
be a reasonable time {o sit tomorrow. How-
ever, if necessary we could in the course of
a week pick up the two hours we lose.

Querstion put and passed.
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METRIC CONVERSION BILL
Second Reading

THE HON. W. F. WILLESEE (North-
Enst Metropolitan—Leader of the House)
[4.50 p.m.1: I move—

That the Bill be now read a second
time,

The object of this Bill is to amend the
number of existing weights and measures
references in Acts to express them in the
metric system of measurement, and to pro-
vide for the amendment of other Acts, as
required in the future.

The metric system of measurement is
defined as the international system of units
—58.1. belng systéme international d'unilés
—and, in addition, approved units deci-
mally related to S.I. units and units
declared pursuant to the Commonwealth
Metrie Conversion Act, 1870,

The decision that Australia should con-
vert to the metric system was announced
by the Prime Minister in January, 1970.
This decision stemmed from the report of
the Senate Select Committee on the metrie
system of weights and measures presented
to the Senate in May, 1968, which recoms-
mended that—

It is practical and desirable for
Australia to adopt the metric system
of weights and measures at an early
date.

The Select Committee made this recom-
mendation for the following reasons:—

Submiissions to the committee from
individual citizens, Commonwealth
Ministers and departments, State
Governunents and departments, State
instrumentalities, and organizations,
overwhelmingly supported an early
change to the sole use of the metric
system and clearly indicated that
there would be no insuperable diffi-
culties in effecting such & change.

The metric system is already used
by a large majority of countries of
the world, representing about %0 per
cent. of the world’'s population, and its
use is extending further.

The United Kingdom is actively
converting to the metric system and
egpects to be predominantly metric by
1975.

Approximately 75 per cent of world
trade is heing carried on in metric
measurements.

Already 70 per cent. of Australia's
export trade is to metric countries, or
to countries converting to the metric
system, and this proportion can be ex-
pected to increase as the nation’s trade
with South-East Asia grows. Some
countries, including Japan, heve made
the use of the metric system manda-
tory for some of their import trade.

Almost without exception, education
authorities favour the early adoption
of the metric system on the grounds

that this would simplify and unify
the teaching of mathematics and
science, reduce errors, save teaching
time, and lead to a better understand-
ing of basic mathematical principles.

A cost advantage may be expected
in the purchase of imported materials
from the broadening metric system
market, rather than from the shrink-
ing market using the imperial system.
Because of its inherent advantages
over the imperial system of weights
and measures, particularly its decimal
nature, and the simple relationships
between its units, all operations in-
volving weights and measures would
be greatly facititated with, in many
cases, a substantial inecrease in effici-
ency.

The advantages of the metric sys-
tem, referred to in the previous para-
graph, are most evident in the res-
tricted system known as the Inter-
national System of Units—S.I.-—~which
is the internationally preferred system,
The full advantages of decimal cur-
rency will not be experienced until
decimal weights and measures are also
used. The adoption of the metric sys-
tem is widely accepted as a natural
c;msequence of the currency conver-
sion.

The use of decimal fractions of Im-
perial units, while giving some advan-
tages in restricted applications, is not
an adequate substitute for the adop-
tion of the metric system because of
lack of universal recognition, and
would lead only $o proliferation of
imperial units.

Industrial standards specifications
play an important part &s a basis for
indusirial purchases. The standards of
the International! Standardisation
QOrganisation, the International
Electro-technical Committee and the
British Standards Institution are
being increasingly expressed in metric
units, so that a local manufacturer,
hoping for overseas orders, must be
prepared to work in both metric and
imperial units, at the cost of efficiency.

The adoption of a different system
of weights and measures would pro-
vide an opportunity to rationalise
industrial practices and to reduce the
varieties of sizes of materials and
components.

The metric system has already been
successfully adopted within Australia
in many flelds of activity, without
difficulty, and with considerable satis-
faction to its users.

Australia has, at present, a very
large body of people who had experi-
ence of the metric system before com-
ing to this country and who could
greatly assist the dissemination of
knowledge about the system and the
building up of a confidence in its use.
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Although no meaningful estimate
could be made of the cost and bene-
fits which would result from the
adoption of the metric system, the
committee is satisfled that the ulti-
mate henefits would greatly exceed
the costs of the conversion. The actual
conversion costs could be considerably
reduced by careful planning.

Almost every witness expressed the
view that the ultimate adoption of the
metric system by Australia was inevi-
table. As it was also generally accept-
ed that the cost of conversion is in-
creasing substantially each year, it
follows logleally that . conversion
should be commenced with the
minimum delay.

To give effect to this decision, the Com-
monwealth introduced the Metric Conver-
sion Act which received Royal assent in
June, 1970. This Act provided for, inter
alia, the establishment of a Metric Con-
version Board to help plan and guide the
changeover.

Since its appointment in July, 1970, the
board has established a comprehensive
framework of 11 advisory committees,
some 90 sector committees, and also a
number of subcommittees to assist it mn
its task. These committees composed of
Commonwealth and State Government
officers and represeniatives from appro-
priate private firms and organisations
drawn throughout Australia, in close
liaison and co-operation with Government
departments, industries, associations, ete.,
have prepared or are preparing recom-
mended conversion programmes for the
changeover.

Unlike the conversion to decimal cur-
rency when it was possible to have a
single conversion date the metric change-
over will exlend over a number of years.
The various sectors will cemmence con-
version at different times and they will
convert 2t different rates. Broadly, a con-
version period of 10 years commencing in
1870 has been set, and the Metric Con-
version Board hopes that 60 per cent. of
the conversion will be completed by 1976.

The stage has now been reached where
a number of sectors are converting or will
soon be converting. To enable these pro-
grammes to be implemented, it will be nec-
cssary to amend references in existing
legisiation. The relationship between im-
perial units and metric units is not as
simple and direct as the relationship be-
tween decimal and sterling currency.
Whereas it was possible to effect the
majority of amendments necessitated by
decimalisation by a general Act setting out
the eguivalents, this is not so for metrica-
tion. In fact, all references in Acts and
subordinate legislation will have to be
dealt with specifically.

[COUNCIL.]

This Bill therefore provides for amend-
ments to 19 Acts, as set out {n the sched-
ule. The proposed amendments have been
prepared by calculating the precise
equivalents and then rounding them to a
practicable and workable metric measure-
ment. Some of the amendments have been
included because it is important that par-
ticular Acts are amended in t{ime to allow
the appropriate sector of activity to
adhere to a conversion programme. Al-
though it is not critical that they should
be amended in the near future, others
have bheen jncluded because there is suf-
ficient information available to allow the
references to be converted and it is con-
sidered desirable to effect the amendments
as soon as practicable.

Because it is desired to be able to effect
various proposed amendments at differ-
ent times, to the extent of various amend-
ments to the one Act at times, amendment
numbers have been allocated to permit
precise reference to each amendment. The
dates shali be fixed by the Minister ad-

ministering the Act s0 amended by
notice published in the Government
Gazelte.

The Bill provides the necessary machin-
ery for selective conversion in Govern-
ment, industry, commerce, and other sec-
tors to accord with timetables of conver-
sion not yet approved by the Metiric Con-
version Board. In some cases it may be
necessary to act quickly with conversion
applying uniformly throughout Australla
and a simple method is needed to effect
the change from Imperial units to metric
unjts.

For this reason clause 5 permits refer-
ences to weights and measures contained
in Acts of Parliament to be amended by
proclamation. It has to be noted that
under the provisions of the clause the
power cannot be exercised unless it is nee-
essary or expedient to do so, and further,
a precise limit is fixed on the value of the
unit that may be altered. It is not in-
tended that this clause should be used as
a device to avoid amending the relevant
Acts of Parliament in the usual way, but
only in cases of emergency. Moreover,
either House of Parliament will be able
to disallow any proclamation issued under
the proposed clause.

Arising out of some questions as to pro-
clamations raised by the Leader of the
Opposition in another place, the Premier
has requested that certain aspects be
clarified in this Chamber in reply to Sir
Charles Court's queries and for the infor-
mation of members of Parliament gener-
ally.

8Sir Charles Court stated that he felt
the clause in its present form would permit
alterations to quantities but not to terms.
Legal opinion is that proclameatlon under
clause 5 may not Include an amendment
to terms, but the Premier considers that,
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though this is a disadvantage, because of
the desire to keep changes to a minimum,
the Government will have to put up with
it. If, in the future, changes are necessary
by proclamation, it will simply be a mattier,
for example, of changing mileage to kilo-
meterage instead of mileage to distance.

Another clause has a similar provision
in that 1t enables statutory instruments—
proclamations, Orders-In-Council, regula-
tions, by-laws, etc.—made under an Act of
Parliament to be amended in the manner
set out in the clause, This ¢lause may be
used to change instruments made under
the Act of Parliament for which no power
to amend s contained in the parent Act.
It is also proposed to use the powers con-
tained in the clause to provide a simple
method to amend local government by-
laws and other similar suberdinate legisia-
tion which would otherwise require the
giving of public notice, advertising in
newspapers, and the like,

It is considered unreasonable to expect
local government councils to be forced to
bear the heavy expense of advertlsing and
giving public notice of the very numerous
amendments to their by-laws that would
be brought about by metric conversion,
particularly as a majority of the amend-
ments would be merely a substitutlon of
the nearest metrlc unit for the expressed
imperlal measure.

The clause permits elther House of Par-
Hament to disallow, and this retains for
hoth Houses of Parliament the same pow-
ers of disallowance they would have had if
the by-laws were amended in the ordinary
way.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by The
Hon. A. F. Grifith (Leader of the Oppo-
sition).

TRAFFIC ACT AMENDMENT BILL
{No. 3)

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by
The Hon. J. Dolan (Minister for Police),
and passed.

FIRE BRIGADES ACT AMENDMENT
BILL

Dissent from President’s Ruling

Debate (on dissent from President’s
Ruling) resumed from the 9th November.

THE HON. A. F. GRIFFITH {(North
Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition)
[(5.04 p.m.]: In my opinion, Mr. President,
I should firstly formally move that your
ruling given on the question raised before
the House be disagreed with. I say that
because, with the utmost respeet to the
Clerks, I do not think the proceedings of
the House were quite correctly recorded
in the Minutes of the Proceedings of the
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Legislative Council last Thursday affer-
noon. Perhaps I could come back to that
in a few moments,

The PRESIDENT: I think the honour-
able member must restrict himself to the
point of order under gquestion,

The Hon A. P. GRIFFITH: I am going
to do exactly that, of course, Sir. How-
ever, is it not competent for me to point
out that at the stage ai which the point
of order was raised we were in fact in
Committee? The Chief Secretary asked
the Chalrman for a ruling and it is then
recorded in the Minutes that I moved
the President’s ruling be disagreed with.
I do not think I did so at that stage. I
simply wrote you g note which said, *Mr.
President, with respect I disagree with
your ruling.”

According to Standing Orders, unless
the matter is of such an urgent nature that
it must be considered the same day, the
debate must be adjourned. Therefore, the
matier not being so urgent that it had
to be considered on that day, I formally
moved the motion that I respectfully dis-
agreed with your ruling, The Minutes
state that on the motion of the Chief Sec-
retary the debate was adjourned until the
next sitting. I understand from the pro-
vision of the Standing Order, the debate
is adjourned accordingly to the next sitting
day. As I have stated, I feel the proceed-
ings were not quite correctly recorded.

I am sure, with your years of experience
in the Chair as our President, you will
appreciate that no member disagrees with
your rulings in any critical way or with-
cut due respect to the office that you hold.
I do not think it is necessary for me to
say that, but I do. I disagree with your
ruling with the utmost respect, appreciat-
ing the task that you have before you. It
would probably be correct for me to say
that I wrote the required note to you ac-
cording to the Standing Orders last Thurs-
day afternoon after a decision made in
haste rather then in contemplation. I had
to make the decision whether or not I
was to agree with your ruling on the spot.
You will recollect that I did this hastily
end I even wrote an incorreet note the
first time. However, my intention was at
least to afford myself the opportunity to
look at the gquestion, particularly in rela-
tion to the fact that you and the Chair-
man of Committees are in conflict over
this particular matter. By disagreeing
with your ruling, I was given an oppor-
tunity to research the situation to enable
me to put forward a case and, naturally
?nough, {o ailow the House to decide the
ssue.

It is important to my way of thinking,
particularly when there is such a diversity
of opinion between yourself and the Chair-
man of Committees or one of the deputies
on a point as important as this, that we
have time to logk into the matter, When
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I am finished, quite conceivably a student
of research could get up in the House and
say, "I think you have argued in the re-
verse direction on a previous occasion,” If
that be so, at that time I must have con-
sidered my argument a valid one, My
memory does not allow me to remember
all the various proceedings of the House.

Mr. President, in the first place I think
it is important for me to summarise what
took place up to the point when you gave
vour ruling. You will recollect that the
Bill went through the second reading
stage much more quickly than any of us
anticipated. We straightaway proceeded
into Committee and the Committee agreed
to clauses 1 to 3. Then Mr. Williams rose
to move his amendment—the amendment
which is on the notice paper to page 2,
line 16, of clause 4—and the Chief Sec-
retary rose and asked the Chairman of
Committees, as recorded in the Minutes,
for a ruling as to whether or not the
amendment was in order having regard
for section 46 (3) of the Constitution Acts
Amendment Act.

As you well know, Mr. President, and as
members well know, section 46 (3) reads
as follows:—

The Legislative Council may not
amend any Bill sp as to increase any
proposed charge or burden on the
people.

So in the first instance, I suppose it is
necessary for us to decide in this House
whether or not this Bill does raise a charge
or burden upon the people, However, I will
come to that point as I proceed.

The Chairman had received some ptior
notice of the gquestion to be posed by the
Chief Secretary and he acknowledged this
in giving his ruling. He said—

1 have considered the request by the
Chief Secretary for a ruling as to
whether the amendment proposed by
The Hon. R. J. L. Williams is in order,
and having studied section 46 of the
Constitution Acts Amendment Act and
consulted Erskine May's Parliamentary
Practice as to whether the amendment
constituted, (a), a charge or burden
on the people or, (b), a charge upon
public funds, . ..
Now I point out that the Chairman said
he had looked at section 46 of the Con-
stitution Acts Amendment Act. I can only
presume that he meant to say he had
looked at subseetion (3) of section 46 which
was the subsection upon which the Chief
Secretary asked for a ruling. The Chair-
man then went a litfle further and gave
an opinion upon two bases—(a) as to
whether it was a charge or burden on the
people, and (b) as to whether it was a
charge upon public funds. He then said—
... I rule that the amendment is in
order as it is not a charge or burden
on the people because it does not im-
pose a direct or indirect tax; and is
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not a charge upon the public fund as
the proposal for expenditure is already
covered by a general authorisation in
the existing Statute.

In other words, the Chairman addressed
himself fo two matters although he had
only been asked to rule on one guestion.
I am not criticising the Chairman for this
—I merely point it out.

On the other hand, when you gave your
ruling, Mr, President, you will recollect that
the proceedings were that the Chief Sec-
retary disagreed with the Chairman’s rul-
ing and then in accordance with the
Standing Orders, you resumed the Chair,
and the debate ensued on the ruling given
by the Chairman. I had something to say,
the Chief Secretary had something to say,
and he read a legal opihion expressed upon
the point by the Parliamentary Draftsman,
You suspended the sitting and retired to
your own chambers in order to consider the
jssue. You then came back to the House
and said—

The peint of order arising out of the
amendment moved by The Hon. R. J.
L. Williams will, if agreed to, increase
the Treasurer’s required contribution
to the annual expenditure of the Fire
Brigades Board from 12} per cent. to
16 per cent.; this in my opinion, is
increasing a “charge or burden on the
people” pursuant to subsection (3) of
section 46 of the Constitution Acts
Amendment Act.

So you gave your ruling directly on the
subject put to you by the ruling of the
Chaijrman. The question you were asked
was, “Is the amendment proposed by The
Hon. R. J. L. Williams in order, or does
it conflict with section 46 (3) of the Con-
stitution Acts Amendment Act?”

At this stage it is necessary for me to
tell you, Sir, that the principal Act which
actually appropriates the moneys for the
running of the Fire Brigade Board in the
first place is the Fire Brigades Act, and
the section that appropriates the money is
section 37 (1) (a), (b), and (¢). This Act
was first introduced as a Bill in 1916 and
it was accompanied by a message from
the Legislative Assembly, Under the pro-
visions of the principal Act the contribu-
tions show that the Treasurer would pay a
quarter and he was authorised to do this
out of Consolidated Revenue appropriated
for the purpose. The local authorities were
to pay three-eighths, and the insurance
companies were to pay three-eighths.

An amending Act was introduced in
1941 which amended the original Act of
1917. At this point I should say that the
first Bill was originally introduced in 1916
and it bacame an Act in 1917. So the 1941
amendments were to the 1917 Aect.

No message accompanied that Bill; vet
contributions were changed to read—
Treasurer, two-ninths, which is less than
one-quarter; local authorities were to pay
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two-ninths, which is less than three-
eighths; and insurance companies were to
pay five-ninths, which is more than three-
eighths. In 1942 the Act was consolidated.
No message was received from the Legis-
lative Assembly, and no change was made
in the contributions of the three nominated
to contribute under section 37(1) para-
graphs (a), (B) and (c).

In 1963 another Bill was introduced to
change again the basis of contribution.
That Bill arrived in the Legislative Council
with a message and the change was made
to give effect to the fact that the Treasurer
would pay 16 per cent., the local autho-
rities would pay 20 per cent., and the
insurance companies would pay 64 Dper
cent.

This again was a decrease in the con-
tributions of the Treasurer, a decrease in
the contributions of the local authorities,
and an increase in the contributions of
the insurance companies. Indeed this has
been the tenor of the legislation since it
was first introduced in 1916. The contri-
butions under this Act have remained the
same since the amending Act of 1917.

I will come back to that a litile later,
because it shows that amendments to this
legislation have been introduced here both
with and without a message. The Bill
which we now have before us has been
received from the Legislative Assembly
without a message, which indicates that
the Government’s legal advisers fee] that
the Bill does not require a message because
it docs not constitute a charge upon the
people. .

Had it been a charge upon the people,
however, we would then have to invoke
the provisions of section 46(T) of the Con-
stitution Acts Amendment Act which
SA¥S—

Bills imposing taxation shall deal
only with the imposition of taxation,
and any provision therein dealing with
any other matter shall be of no effect.

That aside, this Bill deals with other mat-
ters, in which case the imposition of taxa-
tion, if there is such an impostion—and at
this point I do not admit there is—will
be covered by secton 46(8) of the Con-
stitution Acts Amendment Act which
S8YS——

A vote, resolution, or Bill for the
appropriation of revenue or moneys
shall not be passed unless the purpose
of the appropriation has in the same
session been recommended by message
of the Governor to the Legislative
Assembly.

Elther an error was made in the presenta-
tion of the Bill to the Legislative Assembly,
or the draftsman who prepared the Bl
was satisfied that the measure was not a
charge upon the people and that therefore
it did not require to fulfil the provisions
contained in section 46(8) of the Con-
stitution Acts Amendment Act and, con-
sequently, subsection (7) of that section
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did not apply anyway, because although
the Bill deals with more than one specific
matter it would have no effect.

I think we must look at what the charge
upon the people is. I know that vou, Sir,
are an ardent pupil of Erskine May, as
I have had to be over the last couple of
days in respect of this matter. I find that
Erskine May deals with this aspect in the
same manner as it was dealt with by the
Chalrman of Committees. As I have
already mentioned the Chairman of Com-
mittees addressed himself to the two
problems and gave his ruling after having
considered whether the amendment pro-
posed by Mr, Williams was (a) a charge
or burden upon the people, or (b) a
charge upon public funds, On page 682 of
Erskine May's Parliamentary Praclice
under the heading “Charges upon the Pub-
lic Revenue” we find the following:—

A charge “upon the public revenue"”
or ‘“upon public funds” now means an
obligation to make a payment out of
the Consolidated Fund or the National
Loans Fund, ie. an item of national
expenditure. In relation to expend-
iture, financial procedure is, with one
exception mentioned below, exclusively
concerned with charges payable out of
the two Funds. Charges upon the pub-
lic revenue are divided into charges
payable out of moneys to be provided
by Parliament, i.e. moneys voted year
by year {(¢) In response to demands
presented in the form of estimates;
and charges upon the Consolidated
Fund and the National Loans Fund, i.e.
nioneys payable out of the Punds
under statute without further parlia-
mentary authority. In addition—and
this is the exception just mentioned—
under 8. O. No. 89, “the releasing or
compounding of any sum of money
owing to the Crown” (i.e, the writing
off of any portion of a debt owed to
the Consolidated Fund) is treated as
a charge.

We can dispense with that, because that
was not the basis of your ruling, Mr.
President. We come to the basis of your
ruling under the heading “Charges upon
the People”, which states—

The term ‘“charge upon the people”
is now primarily taken to cohnote any
impost in the nature of a tax or cus-
toms duty the proceeds of which are
payable into the Consolidated Fund
(see pp. 758-9). But in a secondary
sense it also includes any burden upon
local rates.

It then goes on to show the local rates.
A further reference in Erskine May will
show that a charge must be new and
distinct. On page 735 of the 18th edition
of Erskine May it is stated—
(I) A charge must be new and dis-
tinct.—The question may arise
whether a proposal for expenditure



5068

or for increased expenditure is not
already covered by some general
authorization. The test for determin-
ing this question in the case of a sub-
stantive proposal, i.e. a provision in a
bill, as introduced, is a comparison
with existing law,

(a) Provisions in bills.—The com-
parison of provisions in a bill with the
law on the subject, as it exists, may
show that, while such provislons un-
doubtedly involve expenditure, the
power to incur such expenditure is
covered by general powers conferred
by statute.

So we reach the point where the Chairman
says that there is a general authorisation
for the expenditure under this Bill in the
existing Statutes. If you, S8ir, will refer
again to section 37 of the principal Act
you will find, as I said a few moments ago,
that paragraphs (a), (b), and {(c¢) laid
down in 1917 the basis on which the con-
tributions would be made; and in respect
of the Treasurer it said in effect that “the
Treasurer of Western Australia out of the
Consolidated Revenue which is hereby
appropriated for the purpose accordingly.”

I do not know what the contribution of
the Treasurer was in 1917 to the Fire Bri-
gades Board. A lack of time has not
afforded me the opportunity to check that
aspect, but whatever it was, it was
X £sd. in those days. In the years 1918
and 1920 and right up to the date of the
first amendmeni to the principal Act,
without doubt the amount paid out of
Consclidated Revenue would have in-
ereased from time to fime. I submit that
for the increased expenditure the Treas-
urer of the day would have had for the
years that went past after 1917, he did not
come to Parliament with any taxing Bill
under the Fire Brigades Act, any more
than he came to Parliament in 1916 with a
taxing Bill,

The Treasurer got the money to support
the Fire Brigades Board in exactly the
same way as he got the money to pay his
own salary in 1918, He got it out of the
Consolidated Revenue Fund, which is a col-
lective fund into which people pay all sorts
of taxes and revenue and which is distrib-
uted far and wide and in so many ways
that I cannot this afternoon relate them
to the House.

I know that into that fund salso goes
a specific tax If the legislation provides
there shall be a specific tax. But this Bill
does not so provide. It says in effect that
whatever amount is needed by the Fire Bri-
gades Board shall be contributed on this
pasis and the Treasurer is hereby author-
ised to pay it out from year to year.

As an aslide, I think it will be remem-
bered that I asked a question of the Chair-
man as to whether the greyhound racing
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legislation needed a message, because I
thought it may impose some cost upon the
Crown. 1 was acquainted of the fact
that the Greyhound Racing Control Act
did not have a message; that it did not
need a message, because it had power to
raise its own funds.

I asked from where it would get its
first dollar and the Chief Secretary said,
“I presume it will get it out of Consolidat-
ed Revenue.” I still presume it wiil get
this out of Consolidated Revenue, or from
some other source; or it may borrow that
money.

Perchance the only source from which
this money can come is Consolidated
Revenue bhecause the greyhound racing
legislation did not provide for a specific
tax for the purpose of running the board:
it provided a tax for bookmakers and bet-
ting and it related how some of that money
was to go the grevhound racing board.
But mark you, Mr, President, the method
of raising that tax was contained in a
specific Bill which had to be introduced
in another place and sent here with a
message. I simply give that as an example
of the situation.

If you are correct, 8ir, in the ruling you
have given—and you have said that in
your opinion a charge or a burden upon
the people will be raised as a result of
this amendment which Mr. Williams has
moved—I then suggest that probably the
Bill requires a message anyway from the
Legislative Assembly. We are masters of
gur own destiny in relation to these mat-
ers,

I have if on fairly good authority that
as & matter of law, any compliance or non-
compliance with the Standing Orders of
this Chamber is not subject to review by
a court. There are precedents for this, but
the only question that has to be decided in
matters of this nature is whether or nat
the Bill is in order; and this is a matter
for determination not by courts of law, but
solely by the Legislative Council.

With respect I would say if you. Mr.
President, are in order then we should ook
into the Constitution Acts Amendment Act.
First of all we should ask: Why did the
Chief Secretary address himself to section
46 (3) of the Constitution Acts Amendment
Act which states that the Legislative Coun-
cfl may not amend any Bill so as to in-
crease any proposed charge or burden on
the people?

He did not ask about section 46 (2)
which states—

The Legislative Council may not
amend Loan Bills, or Bills imposing
taxation, or Bills appropriating rev-
enue, or moneys for the ordinary
annual services of the Government.



(Tuesday, 14 November, 19721

If vou, Mr. President, are correct then we
should look at section 46 (6) which states—
A RBill which appropriates revenue or
moneys for the ordinary annual ser-
vices of the Government shall deal
only with such apprepriation.

The Bill before us does two things: it alters
the formula and it repeals a section of the
Act which has no relationship to the form-
ula: therefore on that premise the Bill
could be out of order.

I have already referred to section 46 (7)
which states—

Bills imposing taxation shall deal
only with the imposition of taxation,
and any provision therein dealing with
any other matter shall be of no effect.

This Bill does not deal with the imposi-
tion of taxation. In faet, it deals with
nothing more nor less than a rearrange-
ment of the disbursement of the revenue al-
ready collected; in other words, the Bill
authorises the disbursement of the money
already held in Consolidated Revenue.

From memolry I think that for this year
the sum of $838,000 has been appropriated
by the Government &s the cost of its
share to maintain the fire brigades. That
amount appears in the Estimates, Should
some factor—such as a big increase in
wages ol in the cost of vehicles—arise
which requires the Government’s con-
tribution next year to be increased beyond
$833,000 to, say, $1,000,000, then a Bill will
not be presented to Parliament, but there
will merely be an item in next vear's Rsti-
mates allocating 51,000,000 in exactly the
same way as the $838,000 has been allo-
cated in this year's Estimates.

This is not a Bill to raise revenue; it is
merely one to rearrange the dispersal of
reventte which has already been collected.
I must draw attention to section 46 (8) of
the Constitution Acts Amendment Act
which provides—

A vote, resolution, or Bill for the ap-
propriation of revenue or moneys shall
not be passed unless the purpose of the
appropriation has in the same session
been recommended by message of the
Governor to the Legislative Assembly.

It is not necessary for me to quote section
46 (9), but the Government should realise
that no infringement or nonobservance of
any provision of section 46 shall be held
to affect the validity of any Act assented
to by the Governor at any time prior to
the 31st January, 1951,

If my memory serves me correctly, at
that time the Government of the day was g
little fearful that some legislation might
be found to be invalid, and the Constitu-
tion Acts Amendment Act was amended to
provide that any infringement or non-
observance was covered.

Before the Bill was transmitted to this
House, a member in another place moved
an amendment to bring the Government's
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contribution back to 16 per cent., to pro-
vide that the local authorities pay 9 per
cent. instead of 12} per cent., and for the
insurance companies’ contribution to re-
main at 75 per cent. The effect of that
amendment was to add 3% per cent. to the
Government’'s coniribution, because he
sought to increase it from 124 to 16 per
cent. No member in another place took
exception, and the amendment was moved
by a private member. However, it was
defeated. The point is no cbjection was
raised to it.

The reason for my motion to disagree
with your ruling, Mr. President, is based
on the fact that I consider the Chairman
of Committees gave & correct ruling in
this instance. He said it was not a charge
or a burden on the people, and it was not
a charge on puoblic funds because the
money had already been collected. I say
to members that this Bill does not raise
revenue; it is not a Bill which imposes a
charge on the people; it is not a Bill
which imposes a charge upon public
funds; it is merely a Bill which seeks to
rearrange the moneys within the confines
of Consolidated Revenue at the present
time. It is nothing more nor less than
that.

It is necessary for us to debate an issue
of this nature, but of course I am prepared
to abide by the decision of the House, I am
interested to hear the views of other mem-
bers who may not share the view I hold.
In the circumstances when we find dis-
agreement between your ruling, Mr. Presi-
dent, and that of the Chairman of Com-
mittees—and whilst T am most reluctant
in the ordinary course of events to moave
to disagree with your rulings—I feel that
since your ruling will stand as a precedent
it is incumbent upon me to put forward
these facts for the consideration of the
House.

I would like to point out to the Minister
that this move of mine is not intended to
destroy the Bill or to cause it any harm.
We do not know what will be the outcome
of this debate, but if the House records a
vote to the effect that your ruling is in
order then it will be competent for us to
proceed with the Bill, and it would be
obvious that the amendment moved by
Mr, Williams is out of order. If this be the
case the Government ought to take the
Bill back to the Crown Law Department,
and make sure that it does not proceed
without & message from the Governor. In
accordance with our Standing Orders and
the Constitution the Bill should be pre-
sented in this House accompanied by a
message.

On the other hand, if the ruling of the
Chairman of Committees is correct—that
the Bill does not impose a charge upon
bublic funds but is simply a rearrange-
ment of the disbursement of revenue—then
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it will be in order for us to proceed with the
Bill after a determination has been made
by the House.

I take the opportunity to say that I
have not risen to cause the Bill any harm.
I know that I am not now permitted to
speak on the Bill which is designed for a
good purpose; but at a later stage when
we are able to proceed with the debate on
the measure I will express my thoughts on
this point.

I thank you, Mr. President, and mem-
bers for giving me a patient hearing. I
wait with interest to hear the views of
other members.

THE HON. F. D. WILLMOTT {South-
West) [544 p.m.]: Mr. Arthur Griffith
has dealt with this matter at considerable
length, and has argued whether the Bill
is in order or whether it should have been
presented to this House accompanied by a
message. I agree with most of what the
honourable member has said but the ruling
which you, Mr. President, were asked to
give was not on the Bill, but on the amend-
ment proposed by Mr, Willlams. I have
also studied this matter fairly deeply, and
I think it is of concern to every member of
this House that rulings of this sort are
studied deeply, because what we decide
will create 8 precedent for the future. If
we were to decide in the terms of your
ruling, Sir, we would gradually restrict and
continue to restrict the operations of this
House.

Mr. Arthur Griffith has dealt with the
definition contained in Erskine May's
Parliamentary Practice relating to charges
upon the pecple. This is regarded as be-
ing primarily an imposition in the nature
of a tax or customs duty, the proceeds of
which are payable into Consclidated Rev-
enue. I do not propese to deal with that
any further, because Mr, Arthur Griffith
has already covered that aspect. However,
if we turn to page 758 of Erskine May's
Parliamentary Practice we will find set out
the tests for determining matters which
involve charges upon the people as fol-
lows.—

Matters which are covered by the
term *“charges upon the people” may
be briefly sunimarized as (1) the im-
position of taxation, including the in-
crease in rate, or extension in incl-
dence, of existing taxation, (2) the
repeal or reduction of existing allevia-
tions of taxation such as exemptions
or drawbacks, (3) the delegation of
taxing powers within the United King-
dom, (4) the granting of borrowing
powers and (5) provision for the pay-
ment into the Exchequer of receipts
which do not arise from taxation.

When these tests are applied to the amend-
ment moved by Mr. Williams, I do not
consider the amendment in any way im-
poses a burden or a charge upon the

[COUNCIL..]

people. Furthermore, in the matter of
tests it is also stated—and I believe these
are the important words—

Impositions are not generally
charges unless the proceeds are pay-
able into the Consolidated Fund.

I believe this provision takes us to what
was said by Mr. Arthur Grifith—that ap-
propriation, for the operation of the Fire
Brigades Act, is made from the Consoli-
dated Revenue Fund—and, as Mr, Logan
has said, it is dealt with in the Estimates.

The alteration contained in the amend-
ment moved by Mr. Williams does not come
under the heading of '"a further burden on
the people.,” The burden was put on the
people with the appropriation of revenue
for the operation of the Act. The burden
was placed on the people with the intro-
duction of the parent Act with a message
at the time. Any alteration in the dis-
bursement of that money, after the ap-
propriation has been made, cannot be re-
garded as a burden on the people. I think
that is made clear by the definition, which
I will repeat as follows:—

Impositions are not generally
charges unless the proceeds are pay-
able into the Consolidated Fund.

That provision means the amendment will
have to impose further taxation, which has
to be paid into the Consolidated Revenue
Fund, if it is to be ruled out of order. If
this is related back to the tests to which I
have referred, I helleve, with due respect.
Mr. President, that the ruling given by the
Chairman of Committees was completely
correct. The more I look at references
in Erskine May's Parliamentary Practice
the further convineced am I that the rul-
ing given by the Chairman of Commitiees
is correct.

I am dealing only with the proposed
amendment—and that i{s the matter on
which you, Mr. President, have been asked
to rule—and I do not think it can be, in
any way, considered a burden or a charge
upon the people. I repeat: That charge
was made when the money was appro-
priated, and any alteration as to how that
money should be used is not, in my opinion,
a further charge.

If your ruling is correct, Mr. President
—and I say this with the greatest of re-
spect—it would not be possible to deal with
many Bills and amendments in this place.
A Bill introduced into this Chamber could
provide for the setting up of a body con-
sisting of five members. However, this
House could decide that the body should
consist of six members and, under your
ruling, Sir, that increase could be consid-
ered as a charge on the Crown or on the
Consolidated Revenue Fund.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: An increase in
the charge.

The Hon. F. D. WILLMOTT: We all
know that is not the case, and that is
why I have already stated that we must
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be very careful when we consider this mat-
ter as a charge on the people or a fur-
ther burden on the Crown. 1 agree with
my leader that your ruling, Mr, President,
should be disagreed with and that the rul-
ing given by the Chairman of Committees
is, in fact, the correct one.

THE HON. W. F. WILLESEE (North-
East Metropolitan—Leader of the House)
(5.50 pm.): I intend to speak in support
of your ruling, Mr. President. I believe you
gave the correct ruling. The amendment
moved by Mr. Williams will raise the con-
tribution made by the Treasurer and will
be a direction to the Treasurer to use Con-
solidated Revenue in a manner additional
to what was proposed originally, and this
will eonstitute a charge upon the people.
Money will be used from Consolidated
Revenue.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: The Govern-
ment is already doing that now.

The Hon. W. F. WILLESEE: The ques-
tion, therefore, resolves itself on the valid-
ity of the amendment. A very valid point
raised was whether or not the Bill should
have a message. As has been sald, on a
previous occasion a similar Bill did have a
message, and on two other occasions simi-
lar Bills did not have messages.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: One Bill did
not have a message, and two Bills did.

The Hon. W. F. WILLESEE: The point is
that there have been other instances, and
whatcver the result of the decizsion on this
matter T am prompted to seek further
opinion.

However, I agree with the Leader of
the Opposition. We have two conflicting
rulings; one from yourself, Sir, and one
from the Chairman of Committees, and I
think it is imperative that we clear up
the matter at this stage. Regarding the
point raised by Mr. Willmott, and con-
cerning tests for determining whether mat-
ters involve charges upon the people, the
following appears on page 758 of Erskine
May’'s Parliamentary Practice, Eighteenth
Edition:—

Matters which are covered by the
term "charges upon the people” may
be briefly summarised as (1) the im-
position of taxation, including the in-
crease in rate, or extension in inci-
dence, of existing taxation . . .
The provision goes on and refers to the
other points raised.

I claim that the amount of money taken
by way of appropriation, by the Treasurer,
at date is in terms with the legislation
now before us; that is to say, it is based
on his 124 per ceni. figure. If we alter
that figure to 16 per cent. we impose a
charge upon the people. In simplifying
the issue to these terms I consider that
your ruling, Mr. President, is correct, and
I support it.
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THE HON. CLIVE GRIFFITHS (South-
East Metropolitan) [554 pm.]: I have
listened with interest to the contributions
made by the Leader of the Opposition and
Mr. Willmott, and also to the comments of
the Leader of the House., I am of the
opinion, Mr. President, that your ruling 1is
perfectly correct.

The Bill as presented to this Chamber,
from the Legislative Assembly, was per-
fectly legitimate and it did not require a
message because, in fact, it provided for
a decrease in taxation. It certainly was
not a Bill which would make a charge of
any description on the people. It seems
to me that this is the basis on which we
have to consider the question. The
decision sought was on the amendment
proposed by my colleague, Mr. Williams.

Mr, Willmott said that the money to
operate the Fire Brigades Board was pro-
vided In another Bill, which had a
messege, but that does not come into the
argument as I see it. The BIill now before
us will have no effect whatsoever on the
moniey provided by the Appropriation Bill.

This Bill will take effect from a date
in 1974 and it will affect any appropriation
made from that time on. It would seem
to me that the amendment will provide
for a charge unon the people by virtue of
the fact that, as the Leader of the Opposi-
tion has said, Consolidated Revenue is
rajsed from all sorts of sources including
taxes on the people.

The provisions of the amendment state
that the contribution by the the Govern-
ment will be increased from i2% per cent,
to 16 per cent., and any suggestion of an
increase will mean an Increased charge
against the people through the varlous
taxing measures used by the Government.

It seems quite clear to me that the
present Bill will have absolutely no effect
on the appropriations which have been
made for the current year; it will have
effect only on the appropriations to be
made in future years. The suggested in-
crease will come out of Consolidated
Revenue, which will have to be contributed
by the people.

Withou! referring to Erskine May, it
seems logical to me that your ruling Mr,
President, is correct.

THE HON., G. C. MacKINNON (Laower
West) [5.58 pm.]: I suppose life would be
simpler if it were always a matter of
straightout logic and all matters which we
discuss were related to it. Unfortunately,
that is not so.

It seems that after a very careful and
excellently worded address by Mr. Arthur
Griffith, followed by Mr. Willmott, the dif-
ference between public revenue and a
charge on the people, 1s not understood.
It may not be loglcal, but it is a fact that
the terminology and the difference stems
from the time when the King governed



5072

through Ministers, when there was a dis-
tinct difference. The difference is in the
definitions.

Although Mr, Arthur Griffith spelt 1t out
in clear terms, and although Erskine May
spells it out In clear terms, jt does not seem
to be understood that a charge upon the
people is precisely and absolutely that and
nothing else. It is a tax directly imposed
and directly collected; not passing through
Consolidated Revenue, the fire brigades
funds, or anything else.

The Standing Order under which this
particular amendment was congsidered re-
fers to & charge upon the people, which
is a tax, an Impost, or a customs duty.
From memory, page 682 of Erskine May
says “a direct tax or customs duty.”
Whether or not the taxpayer has {o pay
for 1t next year or in 10 years' time is
absolutely irrelevant—even though It
might sound logical—because we are deal-
ing with Standing Orders and rules that
come down and pass through.

I speak on this guestion with some emo-
tion. It is not the first time I have disa-
greed with a ruling such as this. I speak
with emotion because I believe under the
ruling the activities of this House can be
severely limited, as Mr. Willmott pointed
out. If this ruling is correct, in logic it
would be out of order for this House to
deal with any increases of any sort in any
cost to the Government.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: An extra word
in the Bill.

The Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I have
on the notice paper amendments to in-
crease by two the personnel of a commit-
tee which it Is proposed to set up under
a Bill, The personne}! of a Government
committee are pald out of Consolidated
Revenue; therefore, on the logic of Mr,
Clive QGriffiths and the Leader of the
House, they are paid for by the people.
For that reason, I cannot move those
amendments. They will be out of order if
they are objected to by anyone in this
House. The Act to which the Bill before
us relates does not raise revenue. It is an
Act dealing with putting out fires. It 1s “An
Act to consolidate and amend the law”—

The PRESIDENT: Order! I direct the
honourable member’s attention to the fact
that the quesion before the Chalr is my
ruling on an amendment; not the Bill.

The Hon. G. C. MacKINMNON: The
amendment about which we are speaking
is an amendment to “An Act to consol-
date and amend the law relating to the
prevention and extinguishing of fires and
the protection of life and property from
fire.” It is not an amendment to an Act
to raise a tax.

The rullng was given under a Standing
Order and under the Constitution Acts
Amendment Act, Subsection (3) of section
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46 of that Act specifies a charge upon the
people, not a charge upon revenue, They
are distinct and separate charges and must
not be confused. They are totally different
things. A charge can be made upon the
revenue without affecting taxation because
the Government can cut its expenditure
somewhere else if it likes, Anyhow, expen-
diture is a matter of estimates and is not
determined until the following year.

A charge upcn the people must be col-
lected from the moment of passing the
Bill. Taxation on the people is not auto-
matically involved in the amendment
movegd by Mr, Williams. It might be in-
volved in the fullness of time if the Gov-
ernment so decides in its discretion and if
the Government brings forward another
Bill so to do.

We are all guilty of saying, “The Crown
pays for that,” when we mean the people
—the taxpayers—pay for it. But in terms
of legislative language, which is the lan-
guage we should use, there is a great
difference; and the difference was pointed
out by Mr. Willmott and Mr. Arthur
Griffith,

I believe this matier should be studied
very closely by everyone who has an in-
terest in this House, in its retention, and
in its right to operate in reviewing a wide
range of legislation. I have not studied this
matter purely in relation to the amend-
ment under discussion, This matter has
heen a hobbyhorse cf mine for some years.
I believe implicitly thai the opinion given
is wrong, and I belleve other rulings have
heen incorrect in terms of Erskine May,
With great respect, Sir, I helieve your
ruling on this oceasion is also wrong.

THE HON. L. A. LOGAN (Upper West)
[6.05 p.m.1: Mr, President, we are discus-
sing disagreement with your ruling on a
ruling given by the Chairman on a&n
amendment preposed by Mr. Williams. The
amendment proposed by Mr. Williams
would read—

The Treasury of Western Ausiralia
shall contribute 16 per cent. of the
amount of the estimated expenditure
for the year ending—

The estimated expenditure for the yeatr in
the Estimates of Revenue and Expendifure
is $838,000, which is 16 per cent. of the
total expenditure. How cen it be a charge
on any individua! wlhen that is what the
amendment amounts to? The amendment
says “16 per cent. of the estimated ex-
penditure.” It cannot be & tax. Who would
pay the tax? There is no charge on taxa-
tion. Everything else has been said about
the matter but, with all respect, Mr.
President, I believe your ruling is wrong.

Sitting suspended from 6.07 to 7.30 p.m.
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THE HON. R. F. CLAUGHTON (North-
Metropolitan) [(7.30 p.m.); I feel the ques-
tion to be decided by this Chamber is a
most important one because even in the
short time I have been here the matter
has arisen on a number of occasions. I
am sure in the future the right of this
Chamber to amend or introduce Bills
which may be considered to impose a
charge upon the Government will be ques-
tioned.

I do not pretend to have any great
knowledege of the matter, so I will speak
from what I have been able to learn in
my experience in this place and from what
I have heard in the debate so far.

The way in which the motion to disagree
with the President’s ruling was initiated
has been called into question. As I recall
the events, the Leader of the Opposition
moved to disagree with the ruling, and was
asked to present his motion in writing to
you, Sir. That is actually what took place.
The note to which the Leader of the Op-
position referred was the written motion
that he was required to present according
to our Standing Orders.

It has been said in discussion outside the
Chamber that & message was not required
in relation to the Bfll, because it actually
reduces the charge on the Government. I
am not fully aware of the requirement of
our Standing Orders in relation to messages
regarding money Bills; or whether a mess-
age is required in this Chamber or only
in another place where money Bills may be
initiated.

In respect ol the amendment moved to
the Bill in Committee, we must bear In
mind that the parent Act was originally
passed in about 1917 and it included refer-
ence to amounts of money; it was not until
later that the amount was expressed as a
percentage of the estimated cost of fire
brigade services.

The Hon. A. F, Griffith: Can you tell me
what was the stated amount?

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: No, I
cannot.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: No, because it
was not stated; it was presented as a frac-
tion, and then it was changed fo a per-
centage.

The Heon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: I am
merely repeating what I thought the

Leader of the Oppaosttion had said; I may
be mistaken.

The Hon. A, F. Griffith: I am sorry, you
are mistaken.

The Hon. R. P. CLAUGHTON: The
Leader of the Opposition mentioned a sum
of three-eighths.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: That is not an
amount.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: That is
s0; but I thought the honourable member
also referred to actual sums of money.
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The Hon. A. F, Griffith: The only amount
I mentioned was $838,000, which had been
appropriated in the Estimates.

The Hon. R. P. CLAUGHTON: If,
instead of being expressed as a percentage
the amount had been stated as a sum of
money—which is, in fact, what it is—

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: No.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: The per-
centage represents a sum of money.

The Hon. A. F, Griffith: That is right; a
variable sum.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON : Well, had
an amount of $838,000 been meniioned in
the Bill instead of the amount of 124 per
cent,, and the amendment moved by Mr.
Williams was to substitute a greater sum
—say, $1,000,000—for the sum of $838,000,
I do not think there would be any question
at all that we would be making & charge
upon the Government,

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: You have
introduced a totally new term—‘“charge
upan the Government.” Do you mean a
charge on the people?

The Hon. R. P. CLAUGHTON: Since the
Government represents the people I cannot
see how one can distinguish between the
two.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: That has
been explained to you by three speakers.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: I am not
sure it has been.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: If you don’t
believe us, read Erskine May. He explains
it.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON:. Who, in
fact, actually posed the amendment?

The Hon. V. J. Ferry: The amount is
already appropriated.

The Hon. R, P. CLAUGHTON: Yes, it is
appropriated in the Budget presented by
the Government each year,

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: You are de-
stroying wvour own argument because no
amount is mentioned in the Bill; it is
measured in a percentage or a fraction.

The Hon. R. P. CLAUGHTON: But, in
fact, it represents the same thing, does it
not?

The Hon. A. F. Grifith: It is variable
from year to year; that is the whole point.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: It is
varied according to the amount estimated
to be required for the functioning of the
fire brigades.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: Obviously you
will vote with me because now you are
absolutely right.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: The
Leader of the Opposition interprets my
remarks differently from the way I
interpret them.
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The Hon. A. F. Griffith: I interpret them
in the way you are saying them. As you
said, you do not know very much about
Standing Orders.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: I would
say that my knowledge of Standing Orders
is incomplete. However, I am doing my
best to follow the argument.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: I am only refer-
ring to what you actually said.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: Well, we
are not in dispute on that point.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: About your
knowledge?

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: No, in
respect of Standing Orders. It would seem
fairly obvious to me that where a percen-
tage is mentioned it relates to a specific
sum of money. 1 the percentage is in-
creased obviously the sum of money is
increased. Thereiore, the amendment in-
creases the charge on the Government.

The Hon. V. J. Ferry: That money is
already taken care of under a different
Bill,

The Hon. R, F. CLAUGHTON: In what
way? If, as the amendment suggests, the
amount is increased by one-quarter, then
an amount of, say, $800,000 would be in-
creesed to $1,000,000. In that case the
Government must find further moneys
from somewhere. It can find extra funds
only by imposing charges upon the people.

The Hon. L. A. Logan: Where does it
say in the Bill that this is a tax or a
charge?

The Hon. R. P. CLAUGHTON: I do not
see how it can be interpreted in any other
way. The Stamp Act mentions a tax of
so many cents in the dollar; it does not
refer to a total amount of money.

The Hon. L. A. Logan: Read the Bill

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: The
Stamp Act does not mention specific
amounts of money.

The Hon. L. A, Logan: But it mentions
that it is a tax.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: Of course
it 1Is.

The Hon. L. A. Logan: Well, this Bill
does not mention that.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: 1 can
only say this is a prime example of split-
ting hairs. The honourable member im-
plies that an amount of, say, 0.3c in the
dollar Is not a percentage; but in fact it 1s.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: If this
move succeeds how will my tax bill
change?

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: One
could say that the percentage mentioned
in the Bill represents, say, 0.16c in the

[COUNCIL.]

dollar; it could be expressed in those
terms. However, the Bill mentions per-
centages, In essence, if the percentage is
increased the amount of money reguired
to be paid by the Government Is alsp in-
creased. I suggest that the matter before
us cannot be likened to the instance re-
ferred to by Mr. MacKinnon. He referred
to an amendment to another Bill to in-
crease the number of members of a
council; but that does not necessarily in-
crease the charge upon the Government
unless it is decided to pay the members of
the council.

The Hon. V. J. Ferry: Most members of
councils receive allowances.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: In the case
I mentioned the Bill specifically states that
the members of the committee shall be
paid. My proposed amendment was to
increase the number of members from
seven to nine, This Chamber agreed io
that.

The Hon. Clive Griffiths: You may be
perfectly right, but that is an altogether
different argument.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon:
piffle!

The Hon. J. Dolan:
notice of him.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: It is, in
fact, a different argument.

‘The Hon. Q. €. MacKinnon: You do as
you are told, Mr. Claughton.

The Hon. R. P. CLAUGHTON: If the
Government has set aside a certain
amount of money to run the council re-
ferred to by Mr. MacKinnon, and then it
was decided to inerease the members of
the council, the same amount of money
could be shared amongst more people. In
that case the total amount would not he
increased. However, in the maktter before
us the Government cannot avoid increased
expenditure if the amendment is accepted.
If we can change the rate of contribution
of the Government from 124 to 16 per
cent., then we could just as easily change
it to 100 per cent.

The Hon. L. A. Logan: It still wouldn’t
make any difference; it is not a charge.

The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: Some-
one would have to find the extra funds,
and it would mean the burden upon the
people would be increased tremendously.

The Hon. A, F. Griffith: That is right.

What

Don't take any

Your example suits my argument. Do
you intend it to?
The PRESIDENT: Order! T would ask

members not to interject. The President
has given a ruling. Several members have
made speeches and now they are inter-
jecting on another speaker; vet the Presi-
dent has not an opportunity to interject.
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The Hon. R. F. CLAUGHTON: Thank
you, Mr. President. 1 have before me a
paper prepared by the Clerk of the Parlia-
ment. It was circulated to all members
several years ago and it refers to the
question before us. I recommend to mem-
bers that they secure a copy of it. I think
it would be prudent for this Council at
some time to set its Standing Orders
Committee the task of examining this
question to see whether it can be clarified
so that similar argumenis do not arise
in the future. Mr. President, I support your
ruling.

THE HON. R. H. C. STUBBS (South-
East—Chief Secretary) [7.45 pm.]); At the
outset, I wish to say that I agree with your
ruling, Mr. President. On this occasion
I have again taken Crown Law advice,
and that department again supports the
proposition which I put forward the other
evening. Firstly, I will not guote Erskine
May, because I have not even looked
through Erskine May during all the years
I have been here. However, from what I
can ascertain from various members over
the years it would appear that one could
have two bob each way on Erskine May;
that is, if one wished to look for some
support of an opinion it could be found in
Erskine May, and, on the other hand, if
one wanted to obtain a view opposite to
that held by someone else that could also
be found in Erskine May.

Therefore I do not intend to delay the
House by airing my knowledge of Erskine
May, beceuse it is completely nil; and also
I have not been a student of Standing
Orders. Some members are gquite skilled
in the interpretation of Standing Orders,
but I am not, and so I did the next best
thing—IX again accepted the opinion of the
Crown Law Department. With your in-
dulgence, Mr. President, I will read the
following to the House:;—

At your request I have examined the
rematrks made by the various Hon-
ourable Members of the Legislative
Council yesterday after you had sought
a ruling as to whether the amend-
ments moved by the Hon. R. J. L.
Williams to the Fire Brigades Act
Amendment Bill were amendments
which the Leglslative Council was not
competent to make.

There is little that I can add to the
opinion which I furnished to you yes-
terday, namely that there are really
only two points involved in consider-
ing whether the Hon. Member’s amend-
ments are in order. The first point is
whether the Bill contains provisions
which constitute a “proposed charge
or burden on the people” for the pur-
poses of section 46(3) of the Consti-
tution Acts Amendment Act. The
second point, obviously, is whether the
amendments proposed to the Eill are
amendments which would increase any
such proposed charge or burden.

In my opinion the liability of the
Treasurer to contribute 124 per centum
fowards the annual estimated expen-
diture of the Fire Brigades Board is
a proposed charge or burden on the
people for the purposes of section 46
(3) of the Constitution Acts Amend-
ment Act. This is so because it is
“the people” who, by taxation or other
means, ultimately provide the funds
required to maintain the Consoclidated
Revenue Fund.

In order to resolve the second point
it is only, therefore, necessary to as-
certain whether the Hon, Member’s
amendments seek to increase that pro-
posed charge or burden on the people.
It is plain in my opinion, that the
proposed charge or burden on the
people contained in the Bill is the
proposal that the Treasurer pay 124
percentum of the Board's annual esti-
mated expenditure; the Hon. R. J. L.
Williams seeks to increase this to 16
percentum, and thus, in my opinion,
his amendments are amendments
which would increase a proposed
charge or burden on the people which
is confained in the Bill. It is im-
material that presently the Treasurer
is required to coniribute 16 per-
centum, for that is not what the Bill
proposes as & charge or burden for the
yvears ending 30th June, 197¢ and
thereafter,

The Hon. Leader of the Opposition
firgt. takes the poilnt that in his
opinion the Bill reduces the impost
upon the people because it requires
insurance companies to pay more than
their present rate ¢f contribution, and
bhecause it reduces the liability of local
authorities, In my opinion it is im-
material that insurers’ liability in-
creases under the amendments to the
Bill proposed by the Hon., Member
because in my opinion, as stated
earlier, the relevant proposed charge
or burden gn the people for the pur-
poses of section 46 (3) is the Treas-
urers’ liability to make contributions
from public funds, namely the Con-
solidated Revenue Fund.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon refers
the House’s attention to the provisions
of subsection (1) of section 48, and
in particular, to the provisions of that
subsection which provide that Bills,
inter alia, for the demand or appro-
priation of fees for services are nol
Bills imposing taxation. There are
two comments which might be made
on that point. It is, in my opinion,
doubtful that the contributions de-
manded by the Fire Brigades Act for
meeting the annual expenditure of the
Fire Brigades Board are fees for serv-
ices within the meaning of subsec-
tion (1) of section 46. If the Hon.
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Member is right, I feel that the same
point could be argued about every
item of approbriation in the annual
Appropriation Act which seeks to pro-
vide the general funds for a depart-
ment or other Government instru-
mentality which provides a service to
the public; but irrespective of the an-
swer to that point, attention must be
drawn to the fact that subsections
(2) and (3) of section 46 clearly draw
a distinction between Bills imposing
taxation and Bills imposing a charge
or burden on the people. Section 46
(3) must be speaking of a wider cate-
gory of charges or burdens on the
people than Bills merely imposing
taxation, for otherwise subsection (3)
would be absolutely superfluous having
regard to the terms of subsection (2).
In addition, the proviso, “provided
that any such request does not in-
crease any proposed charge or burden
on the people” in subsection (4) of
gection 46 must be speaking of Biils
of a different kind than the Bills re-
ferred to in section 46 (2), for the
House’s power to request amendments
is retained in relation to the Bills re-
ferred to in section 46 (2), hut is
denied in respect of the Bills referred
to in section 46 (3).

With the greatest respect to the
views of the Honourable Members as
recorded in the Hansard of Thursday,
9th November, I am still of the opinion
that the amendments of the Hon. R.
J. L, Williams are amendments to
which subsection (3) of section 46 of
the Constitution Acts Amendment Act
applies, and I agree with the Hon.
President’s ruling. Accordingly, I am
also still of the opinon that the
proviso to subsection (4) of that sec-
tion f(referred to earlier in this
opinion) also operates to prevent the
Legislatlve Council from requesting
emendments in the terms moved by
the Hon. R. J. L. Williams.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: Can vou tell me
the recason for this Bill originating in the
Legislative Assembly when it was a
measure arising from the administration
of one of your departments?

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: We were
simply told that it should be introduced
in the Assembly.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: But why?

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: I did not
ask.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: But you
are the Minister; you should ask these
questions.

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: I suppose
the honourable member asked a egreat
many questions when he was Minister,

The Hon, G. C. MacKinnon: If a bloke
asked me to put my hand in the fire I
would ask him why.

ICOUNCIL.)

The Hon, R. H. C. STUBBS: That is
thel ruling of the Crown Law Department
which has been supported by the Solicitor-
General. He agrees with it entirely. Let
me say, too, that in regard to the Bill
being accompanied by a message, the
Crown Law Department still maintains
that this Bill does not need a message. It
has confirmed that statement by a further
opinion. Therefore I support your ruling,
Mr. President.

THE HON. A. F., GRIFFITH (North
Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition)
L7.5¢ pm.]: I intend to take only a few
minutes to reply. TFirstly, I was just
wondering whose signature appeared on
the hottom of the minute the Chief Sec-
retary quoted a few moments ago.

The Hon. R, H. C. Stubbs: It was written
by Mr. Viney, and he obtained a further
opinion before he sent it on to me.

The Hon., A. F. GRIFFITH: It is the
signature of Mr, Viney?

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: Yes.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I know Mr.
Viney very well and I greatly respect his
opinions.

The R. H. C. Stubhs: I repeat it was
also the opinion of the Solicitor-General.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: 1 respect
the Bolicitor-General, both as a man and
as a lawyer, and the opinions he gives.
However, it irks me a little, Mr. President,
when a Minister rises to his feet and says,
“I do not know anything about Standing
Orders. I only know what the Crown Law
Department tells me, and this is it.”

The Hon, R. H. C. Stubbs: I said I was
not a student of Standing Orders.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: It behoves
every member of this House to be a
student of Standing Orders. If someone
wants to milk a cow he should know which
end of the cow he should approach, and
the Minister ought to know something
about the Standing Orders of the House,
because our proceedings are conducted
under those Standing Orders.

The Hon, R. H, C, Stubbs: Probably I
am one of those persons who call a spade
a spade.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I do nat
know how to take that remark and I will
let it go.

The Hon. J. Dolan:
anything.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: 1If it was
supposed to mean something T will treat §t
with the contemnpt it deserves.

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs:
should elaborate on it.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: If it was

sunposed to mean something, T will treat it
with the contempt it deserves. On the point

He did not mean

FPerhaps 1
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raised by Mr. Claughton, I could not help
feeling that the water he was treading was
getting deeper and deeper as he proceeded.

As to whether this amount should be
shown as a fraction or as a percentage.
could I draw the attention of the House
to the fact that paragraph (a) of section
36 (1) of the Act reads as follows;—

Before the thirty-first day of July
in every calendar year or within such
extended time as the Governor may
approve, the Board shall prepare
estimates of—

(a) the probable expenditure to
be incurred in the operatlon
of this Act within each dis-
trict during the year ending
the next following thirtieth
day of June;

It reads, “the probable expenditure.” It
is not expressed as an amount of money,
because it could not be expressed. The
board has the task of making up the
amount it anticipates expending before the
30ih of July of each year,

In this year it is made up of a sum
which provides for appropriation from
Consolidated Revenue; that is, moneys al-
ready collected from other sources, It
provides that the Fire Brigades Board shall
receive $838,000 for the purposes of this
Act. Next year the amount may be less
than that. Last year it may have been
more ot less than that, but whatever the
sum is, whether it rises or falls, under
this Act the Treasurer is authorised to
pay that amount of money. If the Gov-
ernment decided it would curtail the ac-
tivities of the Fire Brigades Board—and I
am presuming this Aet 1s subject to the
Minister—and the board decided to curtail,
very strietly, its activities and require-
ments for next year so that its expenditure
would be half of what it spent this year,
then of course the contribution the Gov-
ernment would have to make from Con-
solidated Revenue and from moneys sal-
ready collected would be half that amount;
that is, half the amount it was for this
year and, who knows, that may he the case
next year. I have given this demonstration
only to answer the point raised by Mr.
Claughton.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: You avoided
the ouestion I raised in regard to the per-
centage of the amount required.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I am not
avoiding anything.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: Perhaps I
precipitated what you were about to say.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The hon-
ourable member was not even that bright,
I was not avoiding the question he
raised. nor was the honourable member
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precipitating what I was about to say. As
the honourabie member deoes not appear
to know, I am simply pointing out to him
the method by which the board was to
raise this money. When the board decides
how much money it wants, it then says,
“In this way we will get this amount. We
will get 16 per cent. from the Treasurer,
20 per cent. from the local authorities,
and 64 per cent. from the insurance com-
panies.”

If we raise the insurance companijes’
contribution from 64 per cent. to 75 per
cent. those people who are responsible
for %eeping this board in business—the
policyholders—will pay more. So we could
conceivably interpret this provision as
meaning that the people will pay more for
the service they are getting, because they

will pay more as sure as God made little
apples.

All Mr. Williams' amendment proposes is
to decrease the amount which will be
taken out of Consalidated Revenue for
this year to a sum less than the sum the
Act now provides; and that is not raising a
charge upon the people; it is not a burden
upon the people. It is simply disseminat-
ing portion of the Consolidated Revenue
Fund in another direction. If the salary of
an under-secretary is to bhe increased, a
Bill is not necessary for that purpose.

The Hon, Clive Griffiths:

His amend-
ment is clearly inecreasing it.

‘I'he Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: If we have
2 Bill to amend a judge’s salary, as we did
the other night, it is perfectly clear that
this must be stated within the Bill be-
cause it sels out that the judee shall re-
ceive a specified sum of money.

However, that is not the case with the
Bil! before us which states that the Gov-
ernment’s contribution will be a perceni-
age of what the board requires.

1 simply say again that it is purely a
reassessment of the situation and, in fact,
next year if the Government finds itself
in the position that it saves & sum of
money which the Fire Brigades Board did
not need, then that money will stay in
the Consolidated Revenue Fund and will
help in some other directions to meet the
charges the Government has to pay in
8 hundred and one ways. That is all I
need to say on the point.

Motion (dissent from President’s ruling)
put and division taken with the following
result:—

Ayes—14

Hon. V. J Ferty Hon. 8. T. J. Thompson
Hon, A. Griffith Hon. J. M. Thomson
Hoen. J. Heltman Hon. F. R. White
Hon. L. A. Logan Hon. BR. J. L. Willlams
Hon. G. €. MacKinnon Hon. D. J. Wordsworth
Hon. N. McNelll Hon. W. R. Withers
Hon. I. G. Medeall Hon. F. D. Willmott

tTetler )
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Noes—10
Hon. R, F. Claughton Hon. Clive Griffiths
Hon. D. K. Dans Hon. T. O. Perry
Hon. 8. J. Dellar Hon. R, H, {. Stubbs
Hon. J. Dolan Hon. R. Thompson
Hon. L. D. Ellott Hon. W. F. Willesee
¢ Teiller )
Palrs
Ayes Noes

Hon. J. L. Hunt

Hon. €. R. Abbey
Hon. R. T. Leeson

Hon. G. W. Berry
Motion thus passed.
The President's ruling disagreed with,

Commitiee Resumed

The Chairman of Committees (The
Hopn. N. E. Baxter) in the Chair; The Hon.
R. H. C. Stubbs {(Chief Secretary) In
charge of the Bill.

Clause 4; Amendment to section 37—

The CHAIRMAN: Prior to the discus-
sion on the points of order, The Hon. R.
J. L. Williams had moved the following
amendment:—

Page 2, line 16—Delete the words
“twelve and one-half” and substitute
the word ‘‘sixteen”.

The Hon. W. F. WILLESEE: I would
like to ask the Chief Secretary if he would
seek leave to report progress so I can
ascertain from the Crown Law Department
whether or not the Bill should have a
Message. As Mr. Arthur Griffith indicated,
this matter has been debated in the past
and before we proceed any further with
the Bill I would like to have the point
clarified.

The Hon. A. P. GRIFFITH: I do not
mind the proposal of the Leader of the
House, but I would point out that we and
not the Crown Law Department are the
masters of our own destiny. Although
Ministers do rely on the advice and
opinions of the Crown Law Department
—and heaven knows I have relied upon
them heavily in the past—I point out that
no-ecne has requested a ruling as to
whether the Bill requires a Message. I
have not. During the Commitiee stage
earlier I simply asked whether this Bill
had been received with a Message and I
was told it had not. I am not asking
whether the Bill requires a Message.

The Hon. L. A. Logan: The Chief Sec-
retary has just reaffirmed that it does not.

The Hon. A. P, GRIFFITH: That is
right. In the course of his remarks the
Chief Secretary said that the Crown Law
Depariment indicated the Bill did not
require a Message. Incidentally the Crown
Law Department does not rule; it merely
gives an opinion. Is it not competent for
us to contihue with clause 47

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: You would
not accept the Crown Law Department's
opinion on the other matter. You accept
it on one point and not on another.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I did not
say whether I accepted it or not.

[COUNCIL:.}

The Hon. R. F, Claughton: You voted
against the Crown Law Department’s
ruling.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: 1 simply
said that the Crown Law Department had
expressed an opinton. I did not say
whether or not I agreed with it. I wonder
why we cannot debaie the clause. I am
on my feet because I do not want the im-
pression to be gained that because the House
voted that the President’s ruling was out
of order, the Legislative Council in any
way stopped the progress of the Bill. I
have made it perfectly clear in the first
place that I consider the Bill has merit
in some respects, although very little merit
in others.

I am of the opinion that we ought to
proceed and that we ought to give the
local awuthorities the benefit of $400,000
per year decrease in their contributions
to the Fire Brigades Board as a result of
altering their percentage from 20 to 12%
per cent. I am equally sure that it is &
convenient method for the Government
to hand on another 3% per cent. by decreas-
ing its own proportion from 16 to 12%
per cent. and causing the fire insurance
companies to pay 75 per cent. instead of
64 per cent,

In appearing to make a good fellow of
itself the Government is very conveniently
forgetting that someone must pay and
the people whg will pay are those who pay
fire insurance premiums because the fire
insurance companies are not philanthro-
pic organisations. They will not say, “God
bless this Government!” So many are say-
ing the reverse these days that it does not
matter. They wiill not take this without
handineg it on in some way. They must
hand it on to every one of their policy-
holders.

Mr. Williams® amendment seeks to give a
better distribution of the burden which
must be met by the Government, local
authorities, and the insurance companies.

We must bear in mind that percentages
to be contributed have heen altered time
and time again. Let us move into the posi-
tion a little more gradually and let the
Government bear its reasonable and fair
share of the obligation. As Mr. Logan has
indicated, the money—s sum of $838.000—
has already been appropriated for this
year.

Conseguently, nobody will receive any
benefit this year. The following year is the
ane which will count, The Government
already has the money in its coffers to pay
this year's amount, which is provided for
in the Estimates. In that respect, we are
not making any alteration to the existing
proposals for this year, as far as I am
aware. Let us see what the position will
be in the following year and not alter the
Government's contribution at this stage.
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The upshot of my remarks is that I won-
der why Crown Law must be consulted. We
are masters of our destiny in this Cham-
ber, excepting the fact that the Bill may
or may nol require a Message. I have not
asked for a ruling on this and I do not
propose to do so. The advice given to the
Chief Secretary is that the Bill does not
require a Message. I consider this must be
the position, because the legislation was
introduced in the Legislative Assembly;
however, the Chief Secretary cannot tell
the Committee why it was introduced in
another place,

The Hon, W. F, Willesee: That is the one
point which makes me wonder whether the
Bill should have been accompanied by a
Message. 1 merely want to clear up this
point so that I may know we are doing the
right thing.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The Leader
of the House can still clear up the point.
If his advisers consider the Bill should
have been accompanied by a Message,
there are certain procedures by which the
Bill can be taken away and a Message
obtained. At least I believe this is the pos-
ition; I am not too sure about the pro-
cedure.

The CHATRMAN: I do not know whether
I stated the question correctly. The ques-
tion is that clause 4 stand as printed to
which The Hon. R. J. L. Williams has
maved—

Page 2, line 16—Delete the words
“twelva and one-half” and substitute
the word “sixfeen”.

The question is that the word proposed
to be substituted be substituted.

The Hon. F. D WILLMOTT: Mr.
Chairman, I wish to raise the point of
what actually is the gquestion before the
Chair. I think the question should be,
“that the words proposed to be deleted be
deleted.”

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: I thought the
question before the Chair was that the
Committee do now report Progress.

The Hon., ¥. D. WILLMOTT: The
Leader of the House has not moved that
yet.

The Hon. W. F. Willesee: I said that I
would move it; I wanted to give a reason.

The Hon. F. D. WILLMOTT: As the
Leader of the House has not moved it, the
question is that the words proposed to be
deleted be deleted. Earlier this afternoon
we debated a ruling on this amendment.
Neither I nor any other member who spoke
raised any question concerning the validity
of the legislation in connection with
whether it should have been accompanied
by a message. In my opinicon. it should
not require a message and, in this respect,
I agree with Mr, Arthur Grifiith. Unless the
Leader of the House were to ask for a
ruling, I see no reason at all for not con-
tinuing with the debate on the Bill. In
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my opinion it does not require a Message
and, as far as I am aware, no member has
askerd for a ruling as to whether or not the
Bill is valid; the only ruling asked for was
on the amendment.

Therefore, I contend we should continue
with the Bill and deal with the question
before the Chair from which the ruling
arose in the first place.

The CHAIRMAN: The question is that
the words proposed to be deleted be de-
leted.

The Hon, W. F. WILLESEE: By now 1
have made my positlon clear. I am not
adamant in connection with this point, As
it was brought out in the debate on the
President’s ruling that there has been one
case for and one case against, this created
in my mind a doubt as to what is the
right action, This is all there is {o it

If, in view of Mr. Stubbs’ remark, the
Committee is satisfied that the Bill is in
order, I have no ohjection to proceeding
with it. I had no ulterior motive what-
soever; I merely want to ensure that the
Bill is in order. Even if we reach the point
of returning the measure to another place,
the question could still be examined in the
Legislative Assembly.

The Hon. A. P. Griffith: I suggest the
ILeader of the House does not move the
third reading today.

The Hon. W. F. WILLESEE: The way we
are going, I do not think we will reach the
third reading stage today.

The Hon. L. A. LOGAN: The amend-
ment proposed by Mr. Willilams will, in
effect, reduce the coniributions paid by
insurance companies from 75 per cent. to
714 per cent., but they will still be con-
tributing 74 per cent. more than they are
at the present time,

The Hon., A, F, Griffith: They will be
contributing 714 per cent.

The Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I would like
to know whether it is the intention of
insurance companies to pass this on im-
mediately; in other words, I want to know
whether new forms, ceontaining new in-
surance premiums, will be issued. If this
is the case, the insurance companies may
well write on the forms that this has hap-
pened because of Government action. Al-
ternatively, the insurance companies may
be prepared to absorb this amount for the
time being, because the extra 3% per cent.
will not make such a great difference if
the contribution is to be increased by 73
psr cent. anyway. If the insurance com-
panies could give some assurance that
they will not pass on this amount I may
give some thought and consideration to
the amendment moved by Mr, Williams.

The Hon., A, F. Griffith: The insurance
companies will not pay 3% per rznt., he
74 per cent. more if this amenament °
accepted.
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The Hon. L. A, LOGAN: I am talking
of the difference of 34 per cent., which,
in effect, is the substance of Mr. Williams’
amendment. If the insurance companies
are to contribute an extra T4 per cent.
anyway, an additional 3% per cent. is not
very much greater and should not make a
great deal of difference to the person who
is paying the premiums.

‘The Hon, W. F. Willesee: Who would be
in a position to give that assurance?

The Hon. L. A. LOGAN: I know it is
difficult.

The Hon, W. F. Willesee: How could that
assurance be given? No member of the
Chamber could give it,

The Hon., L. A, LOGAN: Overall, we
could be talking of a small amount of mon-
ey. The difference, whether it is contrib-
uted by the insurance companies or comes
out of Consolidated Revenue would be, I
believe, $180,000,

The point I am making is that if the
insurance companies add 7¢ per cent. to
their present premiums, 2n additional 33
per cent. would not represent a much
greater burden in the long run.

I do not wish to see the Bill defeated
and so deny local authorities the right to
reduce their contribution $o 12} per cent.
I must give this matter a great deal
of thought. I wish to hear further debate
before I make up my mind.

The Hon, R. J. L. WILLIAMS: In mov-
ing this amendment I had one simple con-
cept in mind; namely, justice. I do not
apologise for the constitutional wrangle
which has come out of it. Nobody could
tell me that to allow an insurance com-
pany in this State to pay the maximum
contribution is Just when the basic ratings
show certain inequalities.

Fire brigade costs in this State include
considerable charges for the installation
and maintenance of hydrants. These are
not part of fire brigade costs anywhere
else in Australia. Therefore, why should
the fire brigades pay this charge in West-
ern Australia?

Secondly, in all other States, private in-
surance companies are not so heavily pen-
alised, because In very State except
Western Australia fire brigade charges are
paid on all insurance on Government pro-
perty. We do not do this in Western
Australia. These are hut two inequalities.
The Western Australian State Government
Insurance Office cantributes only on pre-
miums received through the charter under
its Act. It contributes nothing on those
premiums that it places in the Government
Fire, Marine, and General Insurance Fund,
although the property may have been val-
ued at many hundreds of millions of dol-
lars. If the Government is worried about
the reduction of 3% per cent., let me say
here and now that if contributions, by way
of insurance, were paid on all Government
properties, the premiums of insurance

[COUNCIL.}

companjes would drop dramatically. I am
accusing no Government, either past or
present, but merely drawing attention to
an inequality.

Mr, Logan has said that he wonders
what the insurance companies will do. I,
also, wonder. In 1971-72 the contribution
was $27.86 for every $100 of premium. In
1972-73 it is estimated that the amount wil]
be $31.32, If the rate is to be 75 per cent.,
this will mean that an extra $5.39 will be
paid on every $100 premium, making a
total of $36.71. If our supposition is correct
and insurance companies pass this on, this
will be the amount. I think the insurance
companies will have no option but to pass
it on,

A third inequality exists in that the
measure will penalise the person who takes
care of his property. I have said it before,
but I must repeat, that the prudent person
will be penalised three times. Firstly, he
is taxed by the State. In one form or
another, money is taken away from him.
This money goes into Consolidated
Revenue. Secondly, he pays his rates to
the loeal authority by which a fire levy
is paid. Thirdly, if he is sufficiently pru-
dent to insure his property, he will pay an
increased premium.

Toe my mind this is golng back to the
19th century. Perhaps the effect of my
amendment witl cause the Government to
have a good, hard look at some reforms In
what is an extremely important and effi-
cient service.

The Hon. R. Thompson: What contri-
butions do the other States make?

The Hon. R. J. L, WILLIAMS: I am not
sure and I cannot tell the honourable mem-
ber off the cuff. I am willing to look into
this in an endeavour to find out the in-
formation. However, I am sure the Chief
Secretary would have this information at
his fingertips.

My information is that, in point of fact,
these inequalities exist between the States.
1 would even go so far as to say that the
actual responsibility for the protection of
people—be it from fire, flood, earthquake
or any other form of damage—is, in my
book, & Government responsibility. I con-
sider the Government is ducking its re-
sponsibility by reducing its contribution
and transferring it to one section of the
public only. I would not mind guessing
that every member in this Chamber would
contribute to it, However, not every mem-
ber of the community in this State contri-
butes towards fire insurance.

How often do we read in the paper that
premises have been burnt down and the
persons concerned were not insured? Per-
haps they do not feel they should carry
insurance and this is a private decision.
However, if loss of life or limb jis involved,
it is the Government’s responsibility to
provide a service to protect that life or
limb. That is what government is all
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about; the betterment of the community in
general and, in particular, where it sees a
need.

This is the only reason for my moving
the amendment. I want to ensure, in the
first place, that the amount contributed by
the Government shall not be reduced and,
secondly, I hope that the Chief Secretary,
who is a man I respect, will have a good
look at the constitution of the whole of the
fire brigade service in this State, Perhaps
he could persuade the Premier that, on the
next occasion he goes to Canberra, he may
well ask the Commonwealth Government
to have a good look at the question of fire
brigades throughout Australa. Fire bri-
gades are a fourth arm of defence, whether
we like it or not. They are not merely
asked to fight fires but to come into every
rescue operation it is possible to envisage—
from car accidents, to oil spillage, or to
rescuing & humble cat from the top of a
tree. On every such occasion, the fire
brigade is called in.

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: I wish to
speak purely on behalf of those people
within my province who have no fire bri-
gade services. I will vote against this
clause unless I receive some assurances
from the Chief Secretary. I might add I
am in g bit of a quandary hecause if I vote
against the amendment proposed by Mr.
Willlams and then find the clause goes
through in its amended form, I would be
in trouble if I did not have the assurance
of the Chief Secretary. So it would appear
that I will have to vote for the amend-
ment and hope the Chief Secretary c¢an
give me the assurance I am after.

These are the assurances I am seeking:
Will the insurance companies place a sur-
charge on any of their policy holders? If
this is so, will the surcharge be placed on
the policles covering houses which are in
regions not covered by a fire brigade ser-
vice?

The Hon. 8. J. Dellar: They already pay
more now.

The Hon, W. R. WITHERS: That is
quite corrsct, but I want to know whether
they will pay even more to provide funds
for a fire brigade service they do not have.
If the Chief Secretary assures me that these
people will not have to pay more, then I
will consider voting for the clause. If he
cannot give me that assurance I will have
to vote against the clause. However, in
case I am on my own all the way through,
I must consider saving the money of some
of my constituents by voting for Mr. Wil-
liams’ amendment in elther case,

The Hon. R. H, C. STUBBS: I cannot
give Mr. Withers that assurance—I do not
know what the insurance companies will
do. I know that in the northern area we
are trying to improve the fire-fighting
services. All over the State we are opening
new stations and encouraging volunteer
firemen wherever possible.
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The Hon. W, R, Withers: I appreciate
that, but that is not the question,

_The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: I cannot
give the assurance at all. Mr. Ron
Thompson asked what some of the other
States were paying. In my second reading
speech 1 said that two of the major States
of Australin made Government contribu-
tions of 124 per cent. to fire brigade ser-
vices, and the third State made a contri-
bution of 11.01 per cent. Our present
exercise is for the sake of uniformity.

_ One assurance I can give the Committee
is that if this Bill is amended the QGov-
ernment will not accept it. We want all
the Bill or none of it. If the Bill is lost, it
simply means that the local authorities will
not get $400,000. I therefore oppose the
amendment,.

The Hon. A, F. GRIFFITH: Of course
that Is a threat—nothing more nor less.

The Hon. R. H. C, Stubbs: It is my duty
to tell you.

The Hon. A. P. GRIFFITH: Is it the
Chief Secretary's duty to threaten the
Chamber with what will happen?

. The Hon, J. Dolan: It is not a threat, it
is a statement of fact.

The Hon. A, P. GRIFFITH: 1t is a state-
ment of fact that the Government will not
consider any amendments. It will lose the
Bill if the Committee does not pass it in its
present form.

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubhs: That is cor-
rect.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Perhaps the
Chief Secretary will tell me which two
States pay 12} per cent. and which pays
11 per cent.?

The Hon. R. H. C, Stubbs: I cannot tell
you specifically. All I can tell you is that
three States are paying these percentages.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The Chief
Secretary does not know the States, and
yet the Government brings us this Bill in
the interests of uniformity.

The Hon. R, H. C. Stubbs That is right.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Uniformity
with what?

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: Uniform
charges for fire brigade services all over
Australia.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I would
have thought that if the Government de-
sired uniformity it would have found out
what 211 the States are doing in regard to
contributions.

I feel that the Government should have
consulted the Fire and Accident Under-
writers Association to determine the im-
pact of this Bill on the policy holders. I, for
one, am extremely anxious that the loeal
authorities should receive the benefit of
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this deduction. I had a letter from Mr.
White, the Secretary of the Local Govern-~
ment Association, asking me to support the
Bill, particularly in relation to the situ-
ation in which the local authorities would
find themselves as a result of the reap-
praisal of the percentage. He says that un-
less the local authorities decide to expend
the $400,000 in some other direction, all
the rates may be reduced. With the great-
est respect to Mr, White, and not knowing
the total rate of contribution, I feel this
would be a very small reduction to every
ratepayer.

The insurance companies are being
asked to pay an extra 11 per cent. This
increase will be passed on {0 people who
hold insurance policies for their own pro-
tection. In the process these people bene-
fit the whole of the community because
under the provisions of this Bill the in-
surance companies will make a 75 per cent,
contribution. I share Mr. Williams’ opinian
—it is not equitable. We have had gradual
contribution increases over the years. First
of all the Treasurer paid a quarter—25
per cent.; local authorities paid three-
eighths—37% per cent.; and the insurance
companies paid the same. Of course, the
374 per cent. paid by the local authorities
was found from the ratepayers’ money.

This confribution has been gradually
reduced. By an amending Bill in 1941, the
Treasurer paid two-ninths—22 2/9th per
cent.; local authorities contributed two-
ninths—22 2/9th per cent.; and the insur-
ance companies five-ninths—55 5/9th per
cent. The next adjustment was to 16 per
cent., 20 per cent.,, and 64 per cent. This
measure seeks an adjustment to 124 per
ecent., 124 per cent., and a coniribution of
75 per cent. by the insurance companies.
It appears that the Government has arbi-
trarily fixed on an amount which will re-
lieve the local authorities of $400,000.
However, that $400,000 plus the $180,000
which the Government will save out of the
Consoplidated Revenue Fund must be found
from somewhere and it will be found by
all the policy holders other than those
enumerated by Mr. Williams.

In the light of that, is it fair for the
Gavernment to say, “If you do not like this
Bill we will not accept anything else”? We
know that if the Committee presses for an
amendment and it is agreed to, we will be
held resnonsible for cutting the local auth-
orities out of $400,000—if that is the de-
crease in their contributions to the Fire
Brigades Board,

That sounds to me to he pretty rough.
Obviously the Government has had some
prior disecussion because the Chief Secre-
tary is able to come to this Chamber and
say, “That is the Government's view. If
you do not like it you can lump it. There
will be no reduction for local authorities
and the Act will stay as it is.”

[COUNCIL.)

I thought that Parliament was a place
where one House could proffer amend-
ments fo the other and if the amendments
were in order, we could suggest to the Gov-
ernment that they be looked at. At least
the Government in another place should
Jook at this amendment rather than have
the Chief Secretary make the statements
he did. It is pretty tawdry sort of treat-
ment when we who support the amend-
ment moved by Mr. Williams are trying
to help lacal authoritles while also trying
to arrive at a reasonably equitable ad-
justment in the amount of money to he
cantributed by the Government and the
insurance companies.

The Hon, L. A. LOGAN: In view of the
so-called statement of fact made by the
Chief Secretary, I have now to start to
think of the cfleet of this leglslation on
the individual and not only on local
authorities. On a very rough and quick
caleulation, I believe that the individual
policy holder would pay more under the
increase of 11 per cent. to the insurance
companies proposed in this Bill than under
the 20 per cent. already imposed on local
authorities. Therefore I am prepared to
take the risk of accepting the amendment
and letting the Government throw the Bill
out,

Sometimes we must look at the individ-
ual and the result to the individual and
not only to the local authorities, despite
the fact that we want to help them.
Therefore, I am prepared to take the risk.
If the Government throws the Bill out
that will be its responsibility and not ours.

The Hon. J. HEITMAN: I am very dis-
enpointed with the remarks made by the
Chief Secretary. Obviously if he does not
get his own way he will throw the Bill
aut. I thought this legislation was a gen-
uine attempt to ease the hurden on local
government, Not all local governments
have fire brigade services. Most cecuntry
shires have bushfire brigades which work
in a voluntary capacity under the Bush
Fires Act. They accomplish a great deal
of work by voluntary effort.

Of course they do not come under the
Act we are discussing at the moment. But
among the towns that do come under the
Act we find that over the last seven years
the rates for Bunbury have increased by
over 300 per cent. and those for Geraldton
by over 200 per cent, I had a letter setting
out the exact amounts.

The Hon. J. Dolan: Are you talking
about the council rates or the fire rates?

The Hon, J. HEITMAN: I am talking
about the fire rates, we are discussing the
Fire Brigades Act Amendment Bill.

The Hon. J. Dolan: You merely sald
rates.
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The Hon. J. HEITMAN: This means
that like every other utility in the district
the costs in connection with fire brigades
have gone up because the local authorit-
ies will have to pay 20 per cent. These in-
creased rates would also affect Albany,
Northam, and Kalgoorlie, quite apart from
Bunbury and Geraldton.

Every one of these towns has had its
rates increased over the last seven years by
tremendous amounts, only because of the
costs involved in connection with fire bri-
gades. I thought the Minister would have
made a genuine attempt to ease the
burden on local authorities in regard to
their payment into the fire brigade fund.

The Hon. L. A, Logan: Bearing in mind
thatthe is the Minister for Local Govern-
ment.

The Hon. J. HEITMAN: T thought the
Minister would have eased their burden,
particularly when we realise that for the
most part this work is carried out on a
voluntary basis. Firemen undergo tremen-
dous exercise and training to keep them-
selves fit for the work they undertake in
country areas, As the Minister knows, dur-
ing Easter special fire brigade sports are
held to ascertaln which is the best fire
brigade in the State. Practically all this
work is done on a voluntary basis.

The Government has an opportunity to
ease the burden on the local suthorities
which have been paying far more than the
Government has paid in the past, but the
Government is quite prepared not to pro-
ceed with the Bill even though the amount
involved is only 34 per cent. of the figure
mentioned. By doing this the Minister will
be robbing the local authoritles of
$400,000. I cannot see the logic in the
Minister's argument and I am very
annoyed that he should adopt this atti-
tude, because I thought he would be fair-
minded enough to try to ease the burden
on the local authorities rather than
endeavour to bluff his way out of things.

The Hon. W, R, WITHERS: I am most
upset that the Minister has not answered
my questions. I wonder how much the
Minister considered the people when
having this Bill drafted, or when he said
that he cannot tell what the insurance
companies are going to do; that he does
not know whether or not they will make
a surcharge,

I have heard local authorities referred
to as though they were some nebulous
machine-like body. They are not machines;
they are made up of people,

I am stunned that the Minister should
say that the Government will not accept
the amendment. I will not vote for the
Bill unless the Minister can give me an
assurance that the people will not be
expected to pay a surcharge on thelr
insurance premiums for a service they do

not receive. The people in the isolated
areas pay more than anybody else in the
State.

The Minister has apparently not con-
ferre@ with the insurance companies,
because had he done so he would have
been able to answer my questions. Why
did he not ask the companies what sur-
charge they had in mind? The charge to
the public will not be 11 per cent. as
expressed in the Bill; it will be more,
because other charges are made on top of
the initial charges—there are service
charges, accounting fees, and s0 on.

This will increase the cost of living by
inereasing the rentals of homes. Those who
do not have insurance policies will have
{0 pay more. I rise to speak for those who
do not enjoy the facility of a fire brigade
service and who are possibly going to have
to pay a surcharge for a service they do
not receive. I will vote for the amendment,
though I would like to vote against it. If
my fears are well founded I will have saved
something for those who are not given the
benefit of the services mentioned. I still
intend to vote against the Bill.

The Hon. J. DOLAN: Mr. Withers has
asked Mr. Stubbs for an assurance on
certain matters; but did the honourable
member himself ring up any insurance
company and ask what the effect of the
Bill might be? That is the least he could
have done. Heaven knows how many
insurance companies there are of which
the Minister is expected to make inquiries.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: Do you know
how many insurance companies there are
in this State?

The Hon. J. DOLAN: I should imagine
there would be hundreds of them which
would be affected.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: Don’'t you
think the Minister would be in a better
position to obtain the information?

The Hon. J. DOLAN: The honourable
member could have rung up at least one
company and obtained the information he
wants.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: I have an
insurance agent and I know what the
answer will be from one company. I do
not know what it would be from the others.

The Hon. J. DOLAN: It would have
helped had the honourable member given
us this information.

The Hon. W. R. Withers; Move over and
I will help you if you want to be helped;
but surely the Minister could have done
this,

The Hon. J. DOLAN: The Minister did
not know and he said so. The Minister
said that after consultation with the
Treasury and an examination of the pro-
position throughout the Commonwealth
the Government had come up with this
Bill which it decided was fair.
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I was interested in the letter Mr. White
wrote to the Leader of the Opposition ask-
ing for his support for local government
in this matter. Of course he was all for it
and I do not blame him. We, too, are all
for it. From the figures I have I see that
the amount taken from premiums was
$9,000,000 and the insurance companies
paid out $4,000,000 only.

Surely this means that the insurance
companies rather than the Government
are getting the hest piece of the cake. I
think it is time members faced up to this
fact. Mr. White felt that the contribu-
tions by councils should be reduced helow
the present 20 per cent; that they should
come down %o 124 per cent.; but he is
not prepared to decide whether the reduc-
tion should be at the expense of the Gov-
ernment or the insurer, He said that al-
though the insurers had the most to gain
from the actlvities of flre brigades it is
intended to leave it entirely to the discre-
tion of the Government.

The Government carried ocut investiga-
tions and had discussions with two of the
major States that were paying 124 per
cent. These States would be of the same
political flavour as the Opposition.

The Hon. A. F. Grifith: Which two
States are these?

The Hon, J, DOLAN: I do not know.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: Then how can
you say they are of the same political
flavour as the Opposition?

The Hon. J. DOLAN: The figures for
three States were given: two of them
were paying 12} per cent. and the other
11.01 per cent. The Bill provides for 12%
per cent. These were the mainland States.
If we omit South Australls we still have
two of the major States which do not pay
more than our Government thinks is a fair
thing.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: Is South Aus-
tralia one of these?

The Hon. J, DOLAN: I do not know.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith; Is Victoria one
of them?

The Hon, J. DOLAN: The Leader of the
Opposition is trying to dodge the Issue. It
is possible that South Australia is not one
of these States.

The Hon. R. J. L, Williams: South Aus-
tralia pays the hydrant charges.

The Hon. J. DOLAN: These are side is-
sues. The fact is that those who benefit
most from fire insurance are the insurance
companies—the insurers—and they are
paying the bulk which is 75 per cent.

Mr, Stubbs was quite candid in saying
this was the decision of the Government,
that the Bill should be accepted as pro-
posed, because it was thought to be fair
to all Government bodies. It is not fair to
accuse Mr. Stubbs of threatening members.

[COUNCIL.)

He has merely stated the Government’s in-
tention, whether we like it or not. I know
that Bills have been brought down and
amendments have been proposed to such
legislation.

The Hon. A. F. QGriffith: You used to
prepose amendments.

The Hon, J. DOLAN: Of course, but we
did not get to first base.

The Hon. A. F. Grifith: 80 you would
not deny us the right.

The Hon. J. DOLAN: I do not deny the
Leader of the Opposition the right to
which he is entitled as a member of this
Chamber; but the Government is also en-
titled to bring down Bills and state its
opinion and if it feels it is not fair for the
Government to be expected to pay more
than 12% per cent., surely that it fair
encugh.

All Mr. Stubbs said was that the Bill
should be passed as presented. I certainly
do not want to throw any brickbats but
we must get the position fair and square.

If any member wants information about
100 or 200 insurance companies and
whether they will impose a surcharge, he
is entitled to obtain it. If I were a mem-
her of the Oppasition and intended to
move an amendment I would ring a
couple of insurance companies and seek
this information, No doubt they would tell
me that they will have to impose a sur-
charge. If the companies lose anything no
doubt they will pass on the buck to some-
hody else.

The Hon. W, R, Withers: They can only
pass it on to the public.

The Hon. J. DOLAN: They would then
be running true to form,

The Hon. W, R. Withers: Why did you
not tell us that?

The Hon. J. DOLAN: Why did not the
honourable member find out himself?

The Hon. W. R. Withers: I am not pre-
senting the Bill.

The Hon. J. DOLAN: The haonourable
member is asking a lot of questions, when
he could have found out the information
for himself, The Government has intro-
duced the Bill which it considers to he
fair. In this the Government contribu-
tion is to be reduced to 124 per cent., and
this has been done after a review was
made. The Chief Secretary is perfectly
honest in saying that the Government will
not agree to amendments.

The Hon. A, P. GRIFFITH: There is no
doubt in my mind that the Minister was
perfectly honest in what he said. He made
a statement with which I agree. However,
I do not agree with the statement made
hy him that the insurance companies will
be passing on the buck. Let me tell him
that the Governmeni is anxicus to pass
the buck in this case in order to be relieved
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of $180,000 per year in its contribution to
the Fire Brigades Board. By so doing it
will pass on the buck to the policy holders.
The Minister should not talk about pass-
ing the buck, because membhers of the Gov-
ernment are champions at this. I think the
example of two States has been used, but
the Minister for Police told us about three
States.

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: In two States
the Government contribution is 124 per
cent., and in one it is 11 per cent.

The Hon. A. P. GRIFFITH: I presume
that in the interests of uniformity we are
asked to agree to reduce the State contri-
bution to 124 per cent. However, when we
ask what other States contribute this per-
centage the Minister for Police said that
more than likely they were States of which
the Governments were of our political
opinion. What has that to do with the
matter?

The Hon. J. Dolan: You said it was
wrong of this State to do that.

The Hon, A, F. GRIFFITH: I did not
say that at all. We simply suggest that it
is more equitable in a rearrangement of
the contributions to the Fire Brigades
Board for the Government to maintain its
existing contribution of 16 per cent. Under
Mr. Williams' proposal the Government
will contribute 16 per cent., the local
authorities 12% per cent., and the insur-
ance companies 714 per cent. instead of
the 75 per cent. proposed by the Govern-

(34

(5443 7R

The crux of the matter lies in the 3% per
cent. increase in the contribution by the
insurance companles. I am annoyed at
the methods used by the Government to
dispose of the amendment moved by Mr,
Williams by asking for a ruling as to
whether it is in order. When that failed
the Chief Secretary told us if we did not
accept the Bill we would not get anything.
However, if the Government drops the Bill
the fault for the loss of $400,000 in rebate
by the local authorities will lle with the
Govielrnment: and it will not be our fault
at all.

We are entitled to pursue this matter, If
the Government wants to make out a case
on the basis of uniformity it should tell us
what percentage each of the other States
is contributing. If their contributions turn
out to be uniform there might be good rea-
son for introducing uniformity in Western
Australia by adopting their rate. However,
there are six States in Australia, but only
two have been mentioned by the Chief
Secretary. In fact, the Government does
not know which States are contributing
121 per cent. and which 11 per cent.

There is the Fire & Accident Under-
writers Association and also the nontariff
organisation to which a great many of
these insurance companies belong. The
Chief Secretary could have directed an
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officer of his department to make inquiries
at the insurance companies and to tell
them, “We are proposing a reassessment
of the contributions to the Fire Brigades
Board. So that we can tell Parliament what
the increase is likely to be to the policy
heolders by increasing the contribution of
the insurance companies from 64 to 75 per
cent,, can you give us any idea of the in-
ereased premiums?” I am sure the insur-
ance compantes would have given him some
idea.

As for the Minister for Police making the
suggestion to Mr, Withers that he should
have rung up the ipsurance companies,
I suppose every one of us could do that,
I myself spent a great deal of the time
between last Thursday and this afiterncon
in trying to find out whether there is any
validity in the ruling of the Chairman.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinngn: You did that
without any staff to help you.

The Hon, A. F. GRIFFITH: I traced
the position back to 1916 when the original
Bill was introduced. I have not communi-
cated with the insurance companies, and
I do not think it is my Jjob to do so. How-
ever, T feel sure it is the job of the Govern-
ment to do that in order to justify the
introduction of the measure. It is not
enough for the Government to say that
together with the Treasury it has made a
reassessment of the situation.

In effect, the Government is saying that
whether or not the policy holders like it
the contribution by the insuranee com-
panies will be 75 per cent., by the local
authorities 123 per cent.—by which they
will be relieved of $400,000 & year—and
by the Government 124 per cent. by which
it will be relieved of $180,000 in contribu-
tion.

The Government has the right to do
that, but what meakes me very annoyed
is its attitude of not being prepared to
consider any amendments made by this
Chamber, and the suggestion that if we
insist on any amendments the Bill will
be dropped. That is not correct parlia-
mentary practice or procedure. It is a
smelly proposition for the Chief Secretary
to tell the members—whether one terms
it a threat, a promise, or anything eclse—
that amendments will not be accepted. This
was said by him after due consideration by
the Government.

Your ruling, Mr. Chairman, has not been
held to be invalid; but with respect to
the President, his ruling has been held
to be invalid. For that reason the Com-
mittee stage of the Bill is continuing.
Members would be wasting their time in
putting forward their points of view, in
view of the statement by the Chief Secret-
ary that if members insisted on amend-
ments the Government would not. agree
to them. That is not a reasonable attitude.
If the Chief Secretary has not asked the
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insurance companies what extra imposts
they will have to place on their policy
holders, will he do so0?

The Hon. J. Dolan: I am prepared to
do that myself.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: 1 wili not
be bluffed by the Government's statement
that the Bill will not be proceeded with,
because I can read the provisions in
legislation. This Bil] will not come into
force before 1973. If the Bill is not pro-
ceeded with the responsibility will lie with
the Government, If this Chamber amends
the Bill, but the amendments are not
accepted in another place by the Govern-
ment and the Bill is dropped, the fault
will not lie with us, It will be the decision
of the Government which will cause the
lacal authorities to lose the $400,000 by
way of reduction, Before the end of the
financial year there will be another session
which commences in March next.

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: It secems we
have had one session on this Bill.

The Hon. A, F, GRIFFITH: The Chief
Secretary could have reduced the time of
this debate if he had provided the in-
formation sought by members, Will the
Chief Secretary consult the Fire &
Accident Underwriters Association and the
nontariff organisation to find out what the
extra impost will be on the policy holders?
Will he also get the Government to
ascertain what are the contributions by
the various State Governments so that we
can determine whether on this oceasion
the Government is seeking uniformity? In
the interests of the taxpayers who have
to foot the bill in order to relieve the local
authorities of $400,000 a year and the
Government of $180,000 a year, the in-
formation should be suppled.

That is not an unreascnable request to
make of the Chief Secretary. If he so
desires he can move for progress to be re-
ported in order to obtain the information.
He should not say by way of threat,
promise, or anything else “If you do not
accept this the Bill will not be proceeded
with and you are to blame.”

It will be the present Government
which will be to blame, and I want to
sheet that blame right home where it truly
belongs, in the light of the fact that no
decision has yet been made.

The Hon. D, J. WORDSWORTH: I
would be surprised if the Treasury has not
already done this ecalculation because
there is a stamp duty charge on insurance.
If the rates of fire insurance are to in-
crease there will be a considerable increase
in the stamp tax. I would not be surprised
if that is one of the main reasons for the
introduction of this measure.

The Hon. R. J. L. WILLIAMS: Perhaps
I can help the Chief Secretary, and the
other members of the Committee who have
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asked what the contribution is to be. Dur-
ing 1971-72 the contribution per $100 of
premium was $27.86. During 1972-73, the
contribution per $100 of premium is $31.32,
That contribution is now to be increased
to the Australian maximum, which will
mean an additional $5.39 for every $100
premium, According to my calculations
that makes a total contribution of $36.71
per $100 of premium.

There are two important points 1 want
to mention. If there is to be a comparison
of equality with the two other States
which are paying 75 per cent., why is it
that in every other State except South
Australia the local authorities are respon-
sible for the cost of installing and main-
taining fire hydrants within their dis-
tricts? In South Australia the Government
Engineering and Water Supply Depart-
ment pays the cost. Nowhere in Australia
are insurance companies asked to contri-
bute. In 1952 it was decided no longer to
ask local authorities to contribute and an
amendment was made to the Act for that
purpose. If that saving by local authorities
is taken into account there is a fair com-
parison with the other two States which
are paying 75 per cent. It must be
remembered that those two States also
have the additional charge of providing
fire hydrants.

One final factar: If one insures a house
and property privately with the State Gov-
ernment Insurance Office onhe pays a con-
tribution. I have with me a document
headed, “Submission by Insurance Com-
pany representatives. Members of the
Delegation presented to The Hon. R. H. C.
Stubbs, Minister for Local Government and
Chief Secretary.” The document is in
respect of contributions to the cost of
maintenance of the W.A, Fire Brigades
Board.

The Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: I think we
all have reason to be extremely grateful for
the thoroughness of Mr. John Williams. In
addition to those questions directed to the
Minister by Mr. Arthur Griffith, perhaps
we could also ask if he can recall meeting
those gentlemen when that submission was
made, hecause it is tremendously enlight-
ening.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: Did you meet
them Mr. Minister?

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: Yes, I met
them in my office.

The Hon. G. C. MacKINNON: This In-
formation, of course, makes it all the
stranger that Mr. Dolan should jump to
the defence of Mr. Stubbs. We should
analyse the speech made by Mr. Dolan
because I think it was the most illogieal
and emotional stuff we have heard for a
fair while.

I cannot write shorthand so I was not
able to get an exact copy of whai he had
to say. However, I think Mr. Dolan was
getting to & declamatory situation when he
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suggested that those who would be hurt
would be the insurance companies. That
is nonsense. Insurance companies insure
against actuarial risk and their rates de-
pend on the type of protection given.
Insurance companies aim to make & profit,
and their shareholders are people from all
walks of life, There is nothing wrong with
making a profit, and I think it is highly
desirable because firms which make a profit
pay taxes and it is out of those taxes that
I get my salary.

Surely it must be accepted by others in
my age group that after the normal defence
services comes the fire brigade. It is an es-
sential and integral part of defence, and it
continues to fight through peaceiime
whereas other services do not. Everyone
seems to imagine it will be the insured
person who pays the bill, and that is
probably right, but the idea is altogether
wrong. I venture to say that in a climate
such as ours if we did not have a fire
brigade the Government would have to
inven{ gne,

It is an essential service and it is reason-
able thai the Government should pay a
fair proportion. I think the risk in this
State is higher than in the coastal areas
of the Eastern States because they receive
more rain than we do. I point out that
most of the declaiming by Mr. Dolan was
pointless. Mr. Willlams has been able to
give us details in answer to the very ques-
tions which Mr. Stubbs was asked and
which he has failed to answer. I think
the Committee has every reason {op be
grateful to Mr. Williams for bringing this
matter to our attention.

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: Firstly, Mr.
Withers wanted an assurance from me and
T can assure him that I am not going to
give any such assurance, and that is that.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: Then I will
vote against the Bill.

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: Mr. Withers
said that local government concerned peo-
ple. My Government is aware of this and
has given $500,000 with which to set up &
fund for local government. We intend to
do the same this year.

The purpoese of this Bill is to save local
government a sum of $400,000. We are also
giving $160,000 to local government Lo pay
off interest owing on pensionher housing.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: Does the Min-
ister know whetlher or not the people are
gaining by that?

The Hon. R, H. C. STUBES: Anyone in
local government would know.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: But will the
people gain?

The Hon. R. H. C, STUBBS: We are
aware of the troubles confronting local
government and we are trying to do some-
thing. However, the Government resents
the Legislative Couneil trying to take
charge of the Treasury, as will be the
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position with the aceeptance of the amend-
ment moved by Mr, Williams. We want
to get $400,000 oul of this for local gov-
ernment, and $180,000 for the Government,
The amendment proposed by Mr, Williams
will reduce the amount available to the
Government and, as I said, as a Govern-
ment we are not prepared to acecept that.

The Hon. S. T. J. THOMPSON: I think
we have heard utter tripe from the Minis-
ter. He set out what the Government has
done for local government, but he now
says that if the Government does not get
$180,000 then local government will get
nothing.

The Heon, A, F, GRIFFITH: Apparently
the Minister saw the representatives of
the insurance companies in his office at
Parliament House. Was it because he
asked to see them. or because they asked
to see him?

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: They re-
quested to see me.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: No doubt
because of the additional impost on them
through the provisions of this Bill?

Ttle Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: That is right.

The Hon. A, F. GRIFFITH: Which
organisation was it; the Fire & Accident
Underwriters Association or the non-
tariff companies?

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: I think it was
the Fire & Accident Underwriters Asso-
ciation.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Did the
Minister, at the time, teii those represen-
tatives what the Government praposed to
do, and discuss with them the likely
impost on their policy holders?

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: What T told
them was that this was a Treasury matter;
that it emanated from the Treasury. I am
referring to the amendment regarding the
costs to the fire brigades. My part of the
Bill relates to the other provision. The
Treasury carried out the inquiry.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The Trea-
sury has made all the inquiries. Would it
not have been reascnable for the Treasury
to pass onto the Minister the result of
the inguiry? Did not the representatives
of the Pire & Accident Underwriters As-
sociation tell the Minister the charges were
too high?

The Hon. R. H, C, Stubbs: I am not sure,
but I think the representatives also
approached the Treasury.

The Hon. A. FP. GRIFFITH: Did they
ask for the rates to be reduced?

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: They asked
me to reconsider.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: And the
Minister said, “No.”

The Hon, R, H. C. Stubbs: I wrote {o
them to the effect that we were not going
to reconsider the matter; it was a Trea-
sury proposition.
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The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: In that case
it would be useless my asking the Chief
Secretary the result of the approach by
the Fire & Accident Underwriters Ass0-
ciation to get their fees reduced. It seems
to me that instead of having to draw this
information out of the Minister we could
be told what has taken place. Can we not
be told the results of the meeting with
the deputation from the Fire & Accident
Underwriters Association? The Minister
heard the point of view of that deputa-
tion; I do not suppose they sat there and
sald nothing.

The Hon. Clive Griffiths; Like sticks of
rhubarb!

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Could we
not be told what was said, and Lhe Gov-
ernment’s response?

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: Weil, the
Leader of the Opposition received a circu-
lar as did everyone else. They simply
quoted that circular and I said that I
would consider it.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I do not
know whether or not I received a circular.
I do not recollect it.

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: I was told it
had been sent to every member of Par-
liament,

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: It seems to
me the Chief Secretary must have been
told a good deal. I absolutely give up!

The Heon. V. J. Ferry: You are not a
fisherman if you give up.

The Hon. A. ¥, GRIFFITH: Every time
we have a debate in this Chamber which
is in any way contentious, we cannot obtain
information. Once before I said in a debate
that I wish I had the self-control of the
Chief Secretary. T really wish 1 had it
because he can just sit there, give us
nothing by way of information, and say,
“If you don’t like this, the Government
will not go ahead with it, and I will tell
you that again.” That is what it amounts
to—the Government does not llke the
Legislative Council interfering with the
Government's Treasury Bills,

I want to inform the Chief Secretary that
Parliament is an institution which com-
prises two Houses of Parliament—the
Legislative Council and the Legislative
Assembly. Under the Btanding Orders as
provided, it is our prerogative to pass
amendments to legislation, whatever type
of legislation it may be. We operate in the
interests of the community, as does the
Government, and sometimes much better
than the Government.

Lock at the time. 1t is 9.30 in the evening
and we started this debate at 4.30 this
afterncon. All we have done is argue the
tass. All the Chief Secretary had to do
was say, “I object to your amendments; I
do not agree to them,” and they would go
down to the other place for the Govern-
ment to consider them. But gradually, by
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painful methods, we get information little
by little. Instead of giving up, I feel in-
clined to sit here for another two hours.
I might then be told what took place, It
might take two hours and it might take a
little longer.

It does not matter how we appeal to
the Ministers to come to this Chamber
with information about the Government's
legislation, we just do not get it. We are
told, “¥You can take this or leave it." I, as
one individual in the Chamber, am not
satisfied to take it or leave it. I am prepared
to pursue the rights I have to question the
Government, to ask about its legislation,
and, if T am not satisfied, to record my
individual vote in the manner I think fit.
I repeat: I will not be bluffed by the
Government. I do not care what the Chief
Secretary says about what he intends to
do with this legislation. That is on his
own head. If the Commitiee agrees to the
amendment moved by Mr. Williams, which
I hope it does, the Chief Secretary can
consider his actions. It will be his Govern-
ment which will explain to the local au-
thorities, and I hope he does not in my
hearing blame the Legislative Council for
g;eu 0f(r):tct that local authorities do not get

The Hon. R, H. C. Stubbs: You have
never heard me say that.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: I hope 1
will never hear it. If I do, I will make it
well and truly known that the only point
at issue as far as this Bill is concerned
was a lousy 3% per cent. which the Govern-
ment is not prepared to shape up {o. That
is all it is—the difference between 124
per cent. and 16 per cent. Perhaps T should
not have used the word I did bhut it is a
miserable amount of money, and in respect
of it we cannot get any information other
than what we draw out of the Chief
Secretary.

After almost flve hours we have found
out that he saw the fire underwriters, that
they made out a case to him, and that
he refused it. It obviously does not leave
me speechless but it leaves me aghast,

The Hon. W. F. Willesee: I do not think
that is the right expression, either.

The Hon. A, F. GRIFFITH: No, I do
not think it is, because In the 18 months
the present Government has been in office
I have been surprised at nothing.

The Hon. W. F. Willesee: You have told
us s0 often enough.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: Yes, and I
have had occasion to do so.

The Hon. R. H. C. Stubbs: Change the
record.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The record
is the same and it is being perpetuated
with this Bill. T can remember other Bills
ve have debated with the Chief Secretary
on which I have drawn out from him in-
formation on what has taken place by
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asking a thousand questions to which I
have received two answers which have
helped the Government. I will not say any
more. I hope the amendment is agreed to.

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: The Mini-
ster has told us the Government is aware
of people, that he is aware local povern-
ment is made up of people, and that it is
the intention of his Government to aid
local government. I would like to know
how he thinks he is alding people with
this measure. I suggest he does not know,
because he has refused to give me an
answer which has been intimated by Mr,
Williams. The Chief Secretary has sald he
has no intention of giving me the answer,
even though I have stated I will vote
against the Bill unless I get that answer.
I think it is reascnable that I shouid not
vote for the Bill unless I get the answer.
I would not be representing the people who
have put me in Parliament unless I said,
“I eannot vote for the Bill unless you tell
me what it will cost the people who are
paying insurance premiums."

I wonder whether this is another Bill the
Government wants thrown out so that it
can say, “Look at the big bad bogeymen
in the Legislative Council; lock what they
have done!” The Government will say to
the local authorities, “We tried to help you
but loock what they have done.” Yet the
Minister will not answer the question,
knowing that if he did answer it correctly
he would possibly have one vote for the
Bill, I have said Y cannot vote for the Bill
unless I have the answer. The Minister has
said he will not give me the answer, There-
fore, I will not vote for the Bill.

The Hon. J. DOLAN: Mr. Withers wants
a certain assurance before he will support
the Bill. Whether or not he votes for the
Bill is not my concern. He wanted to know
whether the Minister could tell him how
much surcharge there would be because
of the fact that the insurance companies’
contribution would be increased from 64
per cent. to 75 per cent. Is that the ques-
tion?

The Hon. W. R. Withers: That is the
first part of it, and the second part is—

The Hon. J. DOLAN: Let us desl with
that part. Under the amendment proposed
by Mr. Williams, the insurahce companies
will pay 714 per cent., which is 74 per cent.
more; so the amendment moved by Mr,
Williams will take 74 per cent. of the 11
per cent. Would Mr. Withers be prepared
to admit that the greater proportion of
any surcharee would be made up of that
74 per cent?

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: Mr. Williams'
amendment will not take T# per cent. It
will take 3% per cent. It does not reduce
it by T4 per cent.

The Hon. J. DOLAN: We are referring
to the contribution paid by the insurance
companies. At present it is 64 per cent. It
is proposed that it be 71% per cent.
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The Hon. J. Heitman: It is proposed by
the Government that it be 75 per cent, and
we want to reduce it to 713 per cent.

The Hon. J. DOLAN: That means the
insurance companies’ contribution will be
an extra T4 per cent. Is that correct?

Thz Hen. A. P. Griffith: If you wil
agree—

The Hon. J. DOLAN: The contribution
would be increased by 7% per cent. if it
were increased to 713 per cent. The differ-
ence between an increase of T: per cent,
and an increase of 11 per cent, is 34 per
cent. Two-thirds of it is made up of the
amount contained in the amendment pro-
posed by Mr, Williams.

The Hon. W. R. Withers: That is not
logical.

The Hon. J. DOLAN: If the contribution
is 714 per cent. the insurance companies
would make a surcharge to compensate for
it. The other 3% per cent. is only half of
that.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: It would not be
as much.

The Hon. J. DOLAN: What would not
be as much?

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: The
premium would not be as much. I do not
think the Minister for Police understands
the proposition.

The Hon. J. Dolan: Of course I do.

The Hon. A, P, GRIFFITH: Shall 1 sit
down and allow the Minister to explain
1t to us?

The Hon. J. Dolan: I do not want you
&o do that. I know as much about it as you

0.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: In that case,
the Minister is a full bottle on the matter.

The Hon. J. Dolan: You would not be
asking questions of the Chief Secretary if
you knew all the answers.

The Hon. A. P. GRIFFITH: Ch, yes, I
would.

The Hon. J. Dolan: Why not be bilg-
hearted and give the Committee the bene-
fit of what you know?

The Hon., A, F. GRIFFITH: I do not
want to embarrass the Minister for Police,
The Minister was quite right up to the
point where exasperation got the better of
him and he sat down. The Bill proposes to
increase the contribution of the insurance
companies from 64 per cent. to 75 per
cent., and to decrease the Government's
contribution from 16 per cent. to 12} per
cent. Mr. Willilams’' amendment proposes
that instead of paying 75 per cent. of the
bill the insurance.companies will pay 71%
per cent. Therefore, the increase in the
premium rate will not be as great as it
wot;ld be if the contribution were 75 per
cent.



5090

The Hon. J. Dolan: I know that. That is
not what I was arguing about.

The Hon. A, F, GRIFFITH: If the Min-
ister knows that, why am I explaining it
to him?

The Hon. J. Dolan: I was trying to tell
you the increase of 71% per cent. would be
two-thirds of the total increase proposed
by the Government. You would not listen.

The Hon. A, P. GRIFFITH: We both un-
derstand.

The Hon. J, Dolan: It took you a long
while {0 wake up.

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: No, it did
not. I was awake., Mr. Williams seeks to
reduce the contribution of the insurance
companies by 3} per cent. He also seeks
to increase the Government's contribution
s0 that it will remain at 16 per cent.
Therefore, the impost on the clients of
the insurance companies will not be as
great as it would have been had the whole
of the 11 per cent. been handed on to
them. It is as simple as that. I repeat
that what the Government is arguing
about is a miserable 34 per cent., which
represents $180,000 in its budgetary reck-
onings.

The Government has said, “Let us get
out of this. We are now paying 16 per
cent. We will make a reassessment. We
will pay 124 per cent. 'The insurance com-
panies will have to increase their contri-
bution, and every time an insurance prem-
ium is paid the Government will collect
additional stamp duty on the increased
premiums.” If the increase is 539 per
cent., as I think Mr. Williams said, I have
no way of calculating what that would
mean in stamp duty, but the Treasury can
caleulate it. If we work it out on the basis
that $5 stamp duty is payable on $100,
and convert that to the number of insur-
ance policies in existence, no{ only would
the Government be relieved of paying
$180.000 by putting it on to the policy-
holders of the insurance companies but
it would also collect a considerable amount
in the form of stamp duty.

There is no doubt about that. I would
agree with the Minister for Police if he
were to say that 714 per cent. is a rea-
sonable amount for the insurance compan-
ies to pay—

The Hon, J. Dolan: You are saying that.

The Hon, A, F, GRIFFITH: —and that
would certainly bring the matter to a
happy conclusion,

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

Ayes—15

Hon, V. J. Ferry Hon. 8. T. J. Thompson
Hen. A, P. Griffith Hon. J. M. Thomson
Hon. Clive Griffiths Hon. R, J. L, Willlams
Hon. J. Heltman Hon, P. D. Wilimoty
Hon. L, A. Logan Hon, W. B. Withers
Hon, G. ¢. MacKinnon Hon. D. J. Worclsworth
Hon. N. McNeill Hon. T. O.

Hon. I. @. Medeal! (Te!!er)
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Noes—T7
Hon. R, F, Clsughton Hgn. R. H. €. Stubbs
Hon. D. K, Dans Hon, W. F. Wiliesee
Hon. S. J. Dellar Hoxn. R. Thompsen
Hon. J. Dolan | Teller )
Palrs.
Ayes Noes
Hon. G. W. Berry Hon. R T Leeson
Hon. C. R. Abbey Hon. Hun
Hon, P. R. White Hon. L D Elllott.

Amendment thus passed.
The Hon. R. J. L. WILLIAMS: I move
an amendment—
Page 2, lines 18 and 19—Delete the
word “seventy-flve” and substitute the
words ‘‘seventy-one and one-half'".

The Hon. A. F. GRIFFITH: 1 am sure
we will all be glad when this is finished.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report
Bill reported, with amendments, and
the report adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by The
Hon, R, H. C. Stubbs (Chief Secretary),
and returned to the Assembly with amend-
ments.

PERTH REGIONAL RAILWAY BILL
Assembly’s Request for Conference

Message from the Assembly received and
read requesting a conference on the
amendment insisted on by the Counecil,
and notifying that at such conierence the
Assembly would be represented by three
managers now considered.

THE HON. J. DOLAN
Metropolitan—MInister for
{9.52 pm.): I move—

That the Assembly's request for a
conference be agreed fo; that the
manaegers for the Council be The Hon.
1. A. Logan, The Hon. I. G. Medcalf,
and the mover; and that the con-
ference take place In the Select Com-
mittee room on Wednesday, the 15th
November, at 6.45 p.m.

Question put and passed and a message
accordingly returned to the Assembly.

TOTALISATOR AGENCY BOARD
BETTING ACT AMENDMENT BILL
{No. 3)

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and,
on motion by The Hon. J. Dolan (Minis-
ter for Police), read a first time.

(South-East
Railways)

Second Reading

THE HON. J. DOLAN (South-East

Metropolitan—Minister for Police [9.54
pm.]l: I move—
That the Bill be now read a second
time.
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This measure has two main objectlives.
The first is to provide for a person other
than the Manager of the Totalisator
Agency Board to be appointed as chairman
of the board, and the second is to provide
for the payment into the Consolidated
Revenue Fund of unclaimed refunds.

At present the Totalisator Agency Board
consists of seven members, one of whom
iz appointed upon the nomination of the
Minister: and as the Act now stands the
person so appointed becomes the chairman
of the board. Although the Minister is not
obliged to do so, it has been the practice
in the past to nominate the manager for
appointment to the board and he has,
therefore, automatically become its chair-
man.

The combination of the positions of
chairman and manager is most unusual
among Government boards and instru-
mentalities in this State and the Govern-
ment sees no reason for a dual appoint-
ment in the case of the Totalisator Agency
Board. In other States where there are
Totalisator Agency Boards the position of
chairman and manager are Separate
offices. There is no indication that this
has been found unsatisfactory.

Indeed, the Act itself appears to envis-
age separate offices by providing on the
one hand for the appointment by the Gov-
ernor of a board including the chairman
and on the other hand for the appoint-
ment by the board of a manager, secretary,
and other officers as the board considers
necessary. The board also has the power
to remove the manager, the secretary, and
other officers.

In view of the separate provisions for
the appointment and removal of the chair-
man and the manager, the combination of
these offices is not desirable.

It is possible, of course, under the exist-
ing provisions of the Act for the Minister
to nominate a person other than the
manager for appointment to the board,
but if this step were taken the manager
would cease t¢ be a member of the board.

Although the Government is not in
favour of the manager also being the
chairman, it does agree that there would
be advantages in his sitting on the board
and accordingly the Bill provides for an
increase to eight members, one of whom
shall be the manager.

The proposal will not in any way affect
the status or salary of the manager or, for
that matter, any other member of the staff.
Furthermore, there is no reflection on the
present manager who has the full confid-
ence of the Government.

The second objective of the Bill con-
cerns the payment of unclaimed refunds
into the Consolidated Revenue Fund.
These refunds arise from bets placed on
horses which are seratched or do not run
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because of the abandonment or postpone-
ment of a race meeting, A number of
these refunds are not claimed.

Currently the principal Act provides for
unclaimed dividends to be paid into the
Consolidated Revenue Fund, whereas un-
¢laimed refunds are left to form part of
the board's funds and are available for
distribution to racing and trotting bodies.

It is normal for unclaimed moneys of
varipus Kinds, such as moneys held in
bank accounts or by other organisations
for which no owner can be located, to be
paid to the Treasury. Unclaimed divi-
dends, which are, of course, really un-
claimed moneys, are treated in this way,
but for some reason unknown to me un-
claimed refunds arising from the board’s
operations are not so treated and this
could be described as anomalous.

The provisions in the Bill concerning
refunds are designed merely to bring the
treatment of unclaimed refunds into line
with the normal method of dealing with
unclaimed moneys. It is estimated this
change will yield an additional $25,000 to
the Consolidated Revenue Fund in the
current flnancial year and produce an
additional $45,000 in a full year.

The Hon. A. F, Griffith: You have half
the money back already.

Debate adjourned. on motion by The
Hon. A, F. Griffith (Leader of the Opposi-
tion),

MARRIED PERSONS AND CHILDREN
{SUMMARY RELIEF} ACT
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

b Debate resumed from the Tth Novem-
er,

THE HON. I G. MEDCALF (Metropoll-
tan) (9.59 pm.): This is a fairly lengthy
Bill which effects a number of alterations
to the law in relation to marrled persons.
It is, in effect, an amendment to the law
regarding married persons, but it consti-
tutes a proposed new Act. It provides
quite a lot of relief for married persons,
both husbands and wives. It is not
specifically designed to favour either
husband or wife; it is, in fact, designed
to provide relief which has been wanting
or lacking in the law for some time.

I might say that the subject matter of
the Bill has been mentioned in this House
on a number of occasions, particularly by
Mr. Ron Thompson, who seems to have
taken up the cudgels on hehalf of both
wives and husbands on separate occaslons.

When I first came Into the House he
was espousing the cause of wives, and on
the last occasion I heard him he wa$
putting forward the cause of husbands.
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This Bill does attempt to rectify some
of the ills which beset both husbands and
wives in connection with their matri-
monial difficulties. ‘The protection given
by the Eill, however, is of an interim
nature only. As the Minister indicated in
his second reading speech it is really what
we may call only a pro tem piece of leg-
islation pending the outcome of a Senate
inquiry inte matrimonial laws., It is
anticipated that in due course the Federal
Senate committee will produce a full list
of the matters and suggestions for recti-
fication of the law which will undoubtedly
have a bearing upon the matrimonial
laws of this State. When this report is
made it is quite Hkely that this State will
pass legislation of a complementary nature
so that to a certain extent there will be a
uniformity of laws throughout Australia
governing the relations of married persons.
That is thoroughly desirable, particularly
in these days when people move from
State to State with great rapidity and in
one Siate cases are heard affecting the
spouse who resides in another State, which
often also affects the welfare and main-
tenance of children.

The Bill contains some quite revolution-
ary provisions as the Minister has already
indicated. The first one to which I would
like to refer is the provision that mainten-
ance payments in future shall be made to
g court. In the past matrimonial squabbles
were regarded as being purely civil matters
between a husband and wife In which the
macgistrate or judge held the scale, we
might say, and adjudicated between them.
However, the collection of maintenance or
the enforcement of maintenance orders
was clearly a matter for the parties them-
selves and if a wife wished to enforce an
order she had to take proceedings herself
and collect the money herself.

Under the Bill all maintenance payments
will be made to the court. It will na longer
he possible for maintenance payments to
be made direct. It will be a condition of
all maintenance orders made by the Mar-
ried Women's Cour!t that payments be
made to the court officer specified or the
court specified in the order, and not direct
to the parties or their solicitors or ta any
private quarter,

The obiject of this is to avoid problems
in assessing how much maintenance has
been paid when there is an argument about
the collection of payments or when it is a
question of imprisonment of a spouse for
failure to pay. This, of cnurse, is an area
of frequent disagreement between hushand
and wife. The huskand is no longer able
to pay and he is committed to prison
for failure to pay a maintenance order. It
is sometimes quite difficult to ascertain
whether or not he is up to date. This pro-
vision will avoid that problem. It will also
overcome the position when a husband
claims he is no longer liable for the main-
tenance of one of his children who has

(COUNCIL.)

attained the age of 16 years. Under this
provision the court will automatically know
when the payment should cease and will be
able to make the adjustment with the party
who is liahkle to pay.

Therefore this rather revolutionary pro-
vision will probably be beneficial, although
I think it has been criticised by the Law
Society on the ground that it extends the
inquisitorial nature of the court’s func-
tion into an area formerly reserved for the
parties themselves.

Clause 6 {b) provides an extension of the
matters which the court can take into
account it making a maintenance order. In
addition to the matters of which the court
previously took cognisance, henceforth it
will be able to examine the standards of liv-
ing of the parties prior to the hearing; the
ability of the parties—that is, both parties
—to provide for themselves and one an-
other; the potential earning eapacity of the
parties and their means to pay mainten-
ance; and the responsibility which one of
the parties—husband or wife—might have
for the maintenance of any other person
who is being supported.

This is an unusual requirement on which
I shall pause. Hitherto no-one has both-
ered much about any other person whom a
party to the marriage might be required to
lnok after, but this provision seems to
include 8 de facto wife and perhaps
children by other unions. This will mean
that & husband can presumably claim as
a reason for having his maintenance to his
wife fixed at a lower level the fact that he
has a de facto wife or perhaps illegitimate
children somewhere whom he is required
to maintain, So this is guite an unususal
provision and is one of the factors the
court can now take into account.

Another factor is the ability of either of
the parties to increase his or her earning
capacity if he or she is assisted in a course
of training or in the establishment of a
business. The Bill does not state who will
provide the assistance, but it is interesting
to contemplate that the magistrate will
now take into account that if some assist-
ance is provided the earning capacity may
be increased thereby increasing the main-
tenance payments.

The duration of a marriage and the ex-
tent to which it has affected the potentizl
earning capacity is another factor; and any
other circumstances the court thinks rele-
vant. So the court has an open charter to
bring in any other matters it considers it
should study when fixing the amount of
maintenance.

Proposed new subsection (3b) of section
11 eontains another important provision in
that the wrongful conduct of one of the
parties shall not disentitle that party, if
that party is unable to provide for himself
or herself. Normally, in former times, if a
person committed a matrimonial offence
that person disentitled himself or herself to
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maintenance, but under the Bill the wrong-
ful conduct of such a person will no longer
disentitle him or her provided he or she
has no means to provide for his or her
necessities,

The Bill contains some important ad-
vances as well as some important provisions
which will result in quite a substantial
measure of relief for married persons
whose marriages fall on evil times.

Clause 7 introduces a new principle;
that is, what Is to be known as a non-
molestation order. A frequent cause of
trouble is when a husband or wife molests
a spouse by harassment, constant tele-
phoning, or interfering by hanging around
the house. Sometimes a spouse will look
through the window at meal times and
that sort of thing. The court will have
power to prevent this by issuing a non-
molestation order. If the party against
whom the order is issued does not carry
it out, then that party will be held in
contempt of court and may face a term of
imprisonment.

Here again the court is taking a very
close interest in the affairs of the married
couple and this is a distinet departure
from the former situation. It is of course
an easy thing to talk about a non-molesta-
tion order, but sometimes it is difficult for
such an order {0 be invoked. If a married
person is intent on hanging around the
spouse there seems to be very little a
court can do about it, but at least the
court will now have the right to take some
action and to attempt to rectify the situa-
tion.

When emotional factors are involved, as
they are frequently in cases like this, it is
often almost impossible to stop a person
who is so affected molesting his or her
spouse.

Clause 14 provides another new remedy
which is that other persons—not ony the
husband or wife—may apply for a varia-
tion of a maintenance order or for its
discharge. In future this will apply to any
person having the custody of children
and includes grandparents and others
entitled to custody and even the Direclor
of Community Welfare in respect of
illegitimate children,

Clause 17 provides for an order for
disclosure of assets and labilities and the
total receipts involved in the previous 12
months. Here again is an example of what
the Law Society refers to as the in-
quisitorial nature of the new powers of
the court. It can force disclosure of assets
and income and if there is any failure to
disclose this information the court can
imprison the person concerned for con-
tempt of court.

Clause 19 contains a combpletely new
departure and has caused quite a lot of
flutter, we might say, in legal circles. It
provides for the registration of mainten-
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ance agreements which have always been
regarded as s private matter entirely out-
side the Jurisdiction of the court. Some-
times they are referred to as separation
agreements, and 1 notice the Minister
referred to them as deeds of separation.
However, a distinct difference exists
between a deed of separation and a main-
tenance agreement, The latter simply refers
to a private arrangement made between
the spouses that a certain amount of
money will be paid to a wife or for a par-
ticular child; and a separation agreement
sometimes involves maintenance, but
frequently involves only the fact that the
parties will remain physically separated.
It does not always involve maintenance.

In fact the separation agreement fre-
quently simply provides that the parties
will live apart because they are emotion-
ally, or for some other reason, unsuited
to live together. Sometimes the woman
has separate means and does not require
any maintenance, She is only too happy
to get the separation agreement and does
not ask for maintenance.

We are not dealing with deeds of separa-
tion, but{ with maintenance orders which in
future—and here is the departure under
the Bill—will be registered in the Married
Women’s Court. There is also provision
that any variation of those agreements
may also be registered, but as I read it this
simply is permissive rather than manda-
tory; in other words, the parties may
register the agreement, but I do not think
they must.

However, if they do register the agree-
ment and any variations of the mainten-
ance agreement, the court will enforce the
maintenance agreement. The court will
enforce it in exacily the same way as ii
enforces a maintenance order of the court;
that is, by taking proceedings where neces-
sary, by making the appropriate calcula-~
tions of maintenance, and by issuing cer-
tificates for the maintenance which has or
has not been paid. This is referred to on
pages 14 and 15 of the Bill. It is quite
important to realise what is included in
the term “maintenance agreement.” I will
not go into it in further detail but, as I
have said, it is set out on pages 14 and 15
of the Bill in clause 19. This clause sets
out the exact types of agreements which
are to be included in the definition.

The court may also set aside a main-
tenance agreement if it is satisfied that
the agreement is no longer in force. A
registered maintenance agreement will be
binding on the parties in exactly the same
way as a court order. This Is a completely
new departure. Any provision in a main-
tenance order that it shall not be regis-
ered is void as against public policy so that
any party may register a mainftenance
agreement even if the agreement provides
that it shall not, in any circumstances, be
registered. The only person against whom
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a maintenance agreement cannot be en-
forced is a deceased spouse. Consequently,
there is some final release for the unhappy
husbhand.

Clause 21 is an important proviso, the
contents of which will, I think, endear
themselves to many hushands and perhaps
to some wives. This clause provides that
maintenance may be suspended if access
to the children is denied.

I well reeall, as will Mr. Ron Thompson,
I am sure, having a conference with
members of a group of husbands. I can-
not think of the official title of the group.
but the husbands belonged to an associa-
tion. They came to Parliament onhe even-
ing and discussed with Mr. Ron Thompson
and me the question of the denial of
access to their children. At the same time
as they were being denied this access, their
wives were taking action against them to
have them imprisoned for not paying
maintenance.

This provision js an important one,
because it will mean that, if a wife or
husband denies the other party access to
the children when that access is permitted
by law under an order or agreement, the
other party does not have to pay main-
tenance, The court can relieve the other
party of the obligation to pay maintenance.

The Hon. L. A. Logan: Men’s lib instead
of women’s lib!

The Hon. I. G. MEDCALF: Yes, it is
just as well Miss Elliott is not present
tonight, ar she would be up in arms. This
is a salutary provision and it will rectify
a situation which, on & moment's reflec-
tion, we would all agree is most unjust.
It is unjust that a person who is entitled
to legal access to his children is denied that
access whilst, at the same time, he 1s not
only required to pay maintenance but may
be imprisoned for nonpayment.

A complementary provision also gives
some protection in respect of imprison-
ment. No longer will a person be cast into
gaol without the opportunity to have the
imprisonment, order suspended. The Bill
provides that, before a person is impris-
oned, he may take action and the court
may suspend the order for hils imprison-
ment under certaln circumstances.

Clause 23 lays down the scale of im-
prisonment for maintenance. It is interest-
ing to see the value placed on imprison-
ment in terms of dollars. One day's im-
prisonment is equivalent to $5 mainten-
ance. In addition, the maximum period of
imprisonment is to be three months.

As I have mentioned, provision is made
for the court not to commit a person to
prison if the court is satisfied that the
defendant has not had, or does not have,
the means or ability to pay. This is a very
salutary departure. When all is said and
done, if the court is satisfled that a person
cannot pay and does not have the means
to pay, no matter what has happened
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beforehand, it is not just that the person
be committed to prison purely for failure
to pay maintenance. I am not talking of
cases of assault or molestation, but purely
of failure to pay maintenance. This is set
out on page 26 of the Bill in proposed new
section 31E.

The Hon. L. A. Logan: In those cases
the wife would be on social services.

The Hon. I. G. MEDCALF; Yes, the wife
would be eligibte for Commonwealth and
State assistance. On the question of impris-
onment, it is interesting to note that the
legislation provides that a person can go to
gaol only once for the same nonpayment
of a particular amount of maintenance.
The situation has been that a person could
be cast into gaol, be released, and prompt-
ly be cast back in again. This is another
very salutary provision,

Under the legislation a person who goes
to gaol will be able, if he recants, to pay
the gaolkeeper and obtain his release. In
other words, he can secure his discharge
from the gaolkeeper by paying the main-
tenance even once he is in gaol. I suppose
the person could either take the money
with him or ask a friend to bring it along.

One important factor is that such person
does not expiate his liability for mainten-
ance by going to gaol. The liahility still
remains. It is not like a fine which is ex-
piated by a prison sentence. In this case
the person’s liability for maintenance will
continue after he has served the sentence.

The balance of the provisions are mainly
procedural. I would like to say that,
generally speaking, I think the legislation
is good. It will introduce some salutary
reforms although, as I have said, parts of
it are inquisitorial in that it provides for
maintenance payments to be made to an
officer of the court; in that it gives the
court the necessary power to enforce
them: in that it provides for the registra-
tion of maintenance agreements; in that
it extends the existing powers of the court
to force disclosure of assets; and in that it
provides for punishment for contempt of
court by imprisonment.

Nevertheless, I belleve the legislation
will work salutary reforms for the benefit
of both husbands and wives. This will be
particularly so in the case of husbands so
far as it concerns the questions of arrest,
access to children, and suspension of
maintenance payments while access is
denied.

I consider we can be reasonably satis-
fied with the Bill and must now await the
resuit of the Senate inquiry. We should
regard this as an interim measure which
will work a number of reforms of a bene-
ficinl nature pending the production of
the Senate Committee report. With those
wards, I support the Bill.
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THE HON. R. THOMPSON (South
Metropolitan) [10.2¢ pm.): I consider
Mr, Medcalf has given an honest and com-
plete summary of the Bill. I could not
find fault with his explanation of the
various clauses. He, like myself, would
have a number of case histories on almost
every phase of situations which have
existed. We all know why these amend-
ments are s0 necessary.

It could be said that the Bill has been
brought down mainly through the astute-
ness of the Attorney-General. He brought
together officers of the court, the Crown
Law Depatrtment, and representatives of
the Law Society, as was explained by the
Minister in his second reading speech. I
think this is an admirable approach
inasmuch as these are the people who must
face all the many problems which arise
each week in the courts.

I do not think that we, as legislators,
ecould ever find ourselves in the position
of bringing down legislation to meet every
situation. This would be impossible
because, when dealing with buman beings,
one deals with human problems and each
problem is a little different from the next.

An honest approach has been made in
this legislation and I am sure its contents
will be appreciated by the people who
will, in the main, most beneflt from it.
Mr. Medcalf explained clause 6(a) in
some detail. This provision is most neces-
sary. Maintenance payments must be made
to an officer of the court.

Sometimes in the past people have
entered into private arrangements and
payments have been made either direct
to the spouse or through a solicitor. On
some occasions an individual has failed
to pay the solicitor and has either paid
the court or paid direct to the spouse.
Although the money has been paid,
through sheer vindictiveness a person has
been taken to the lockup. I have a case
history in my office of a person who on
three occasions—each time on a Saturday
afternoon—was arrested and taken to the
lockup. This was sheer vindictiveness on
the part of the spouse.

Some people may think the provisions
of the Bill are a little inquisitorial, but
at least it will put the law on its right
footing: in other words, a person cannot
be taken to gaol and held to ransom to
pay a sum of money which has already
been paid. I consider this is a very good
provision,

There is only one other point on which
I would like to comment. I consider this
is a most important aspect of the Bill,
Previously when parties entered into an
agreement of separation that agreement
stood. Probhably it did not have much effect
on people with means. However, persons
in the lower income bracket ¢iten went to
g solicitor and entered into a deed of
separation. In many cases the maintenance
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payments would break down. In conse-
quence of the arrangement being made
privately the only rellef which could be
given was through the then child welfare
department which is now part of the
Department of Community Welfare. This
ruled out for all time the possibility of
the spouse being able to receive social ser-
vices or a widow’s pension. The Federal
Social Services Act states that a wife who
has been deserted for six months is
entitled to apply for a widow's pension.
However, if the deed of agreement was
made by private arrangement, a deserted
wife could not obtain this assistance
because she did not have a court order.
It meant that a deserted wife would have
to take proceedings through the court and
wait another six months before qualifying
for a widow’s pension.

The provision is a good one inasmuch
as it will take from the State a good deal
of lability. In the future, deserted wives,
in the main, and children will be able to
receive Commonwealth benefits under the
Social Services Act instead of the Depart-
ment for Community Welfare having to
pay.

I commend the Bill to the House. As the
Leader of the House and Mr, Medcalf have
sajd, this is an interim measure. I know
that the Senate Select Committee on
matrimenial causes intends to bring down
an interim report in the very near future
on one matter only. However, in all pro-
bability it will be another two or three
vears before we can hope to see the family
court system in Australia with the one pro-
vision for divorce—irretrievable hreakdown
of marriage. It is hoped that the court
system will be set up as it is in England
and West Germany and that it will under-
take the other functlons necessary with
matrimonial causes.

With those remarks I support the Bill, I
hope and trust that the provisions will
work as satisfactorily as we think they will.
It may become necessary to bring amend-
ments to the House in the light of the
actual working of the provisions in the
courts,. The Law Society and the courts
may discover some shortcomings in the
measure,

THE HON. I J. WORDSWORTH
(South) [10.31 pm.]: I wish to speak
briefly on the machinery involved in this
legislation. Mr. Medcalf went through the
Bill point by peint, and discussed the legal
implications. Like most members I have
often handled cases on behazlf of con-
stituents. At these times I have become
involved in correspondence with the Col-
lector of Maintenance and the Summary
Relief Court. Mr, Medealf stated that it
is often difficult for a court to ascertain
what payments have been made. I have
found it is probably even more difficult for
those involved to obtain this information.
These people do not have the court’s
authority to demand information.
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In my small experience, I have found
that the Summary Relief Court does not
have the necessary machinery at this stage
to take over the collection and distribution
of msaintenance.

The Hon, R. Thompson: It is not going
to take it over. ‘The Bill doesn’t provide
for that.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: My
experience shows the court is not able to
handle the cases it controls at the moment.
1 feel T should draw attention to this as
there is room for & lot of improvement.

I would also like to refer to the account-
ants, as it certainly seems that they have
difficulty in keeping a record of the pay-
ments made and the methods of payment.
This failure to keep adequate records causes
considerable anxiety to the people con-
cerned. One case I dealt with concerned
an interstate court order and it clearly
illustrated that additional difficulties arose
when more than one State was concerned.

In this particular case, the former wife
of a man who sought my help suffered
considerable financial embarrassment be-
cause she did not receive payments. His
present wife suffered mental anxiety and
abuse hecause of the non-payment in spite
of the fact that payments were made fo the
court, but were allocated to back payments,
There was the added uncertainty that the
husband might be thrown in gaol for non-
payment. I became involved in a great deal
of correspondence in order to ascertain the
exact facts, The people concerned gave me
all recelpts and facts and as far as I could
make out, the man was $2 behind in pay-
ments. However, on the bottom of the
letter to him from the Collector of Main-
tenance in Western Australia are words to
the effect that he must arrange to bring
his account up to date, failing which the
collector would have no option but o en-
force proceedings. As members know, this
could result in a gaol sentence.

There is great need for some account-
ancy reform in handling these cases. I
thought my inquiry would have resulted
in a form showing recelpt numbers, the
date on which money was received, the
account to which the money had been
debited, the current amount owing, and
the court order under which payments
had been made. I found out there
could be a number of court orders. When
a person makes a payment, the collector
may apply it to one debt one week and to
another debt the next week. It Is very
difficult indeed for the people concerned to
ascertaln their debt structure when iIn
arrears.

I also found that court orders could be
taken out for different days of the week.
The first court order may commence on a
Monday, and another court order at a
later stage may commence on 8 Thursday.
These court orders are never amalgamated
and this adds to the confusion.
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I suggest consideration should be given
to providing a proper accountancy proced-
ure in maintenance orders. A statement
should be issued to those concerned every
siti léiont.hs sp that they know where they
stand.

People in country districts have to deal
with the collector through letters. For ex-
ample, a person living in Esperance—450
miles away—finds it impossible to have
verbal contact with the officers of the
court. Some provision must be made for
better accountancy and communication
with these pegple.

On the other hand, if we take the case
of a deserted wife—and she may have
children to support—who has not heen
paid her maintenance, we find it will
take her some time to set the machinery
in motion to obtain Government relief,
either State or Federal. Some provision
should be made whereby those who are
expecting payment, and particularly
women and children, could be guaranteed
payment by the Government on a weekly
or fortnightly bhasis. I simply wished to
draw ths attention of the House to this
matter, and I hope the Government will
consider ways and means to improve the
accountancy system.

THE HON. W. F. WILLESEE (North-
East Metrcpolitan—Leader of the House)
[10.39 p.m.i: I thank the members who
have spoken to this Bill, and particularly
Mr. Medealf for his detailed resume.

I have quickly scanned through this leg-
islation in regard to the point raised by
Mr. Wordsworth, and I see that there is
no reference to the accounting side of
maintenance proceedings. However, I feel
the Bill makes very great strides in the
relief to be obtained by married persons
with regard to their problems.

Reference was made to the Senate Com-
mittee which is at present sitting, and the
fact that this legislation is considered to
be interim legislation pending the com-
mittee’s final report. The committee may
take cognisance of the point raised by Mr.
Wordsworth in its total summation of the
whole problem. It ecertainly is irritating,
to say the least, to find that one cannot
ohtain up-to-date figures of maintenance
payments or ensure quick transit of pay-
ments from one person to another.

I was interested in the fact that the
legislation seems to have brought together
those most concerned with this particular
problem. It is as a result of conferences be-
tween officers of the court, the Crown Law
Department, and representatives of the
Law Society, that this legislation is before
us. and particularly the reference to the
ultimate aim to set up family courts,
Over the years difficulties and problems
have occurred in connection with the
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maintenance situation of people who have
suffered estranged marriages. The desire
of parties to have access to their child-
ren is indeed a current problem. The pre-
sent legislation will endeavour to take care
of these situations quite apart from con-
taining many other proposals, I thank
members for their support of the Bill and
commend it to the House.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Commitiee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees
(The Hon. R. F. Cleughton) in the Chailr;
The Hon. W. F. Willesee (Leader of the
House) in charge of the Bill

Clauses 1 to 14 put and passed.
Clause 15: Section 22 amended—

The Hon. W. F. WILLESEE: I do not
quite know the point of this, but in my
copy my attention has been drawn to sub-
section (1) ¢d). I have a notation “line
19” and I wonder if the clerks have any
knowledge as to why the paragraph is
marked in this way.

The Hon. R. Thompson:
refer to the principal Act.

The Hon. W. F. WILLESEE: I have the
Act in front of me now. The figure 19 Is
in the principal Act and if should be 19
in the BIll.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (The Hon.
R. F. Claughton) : I will leave that for the
Clerk to edjust.

The Hon. W. F, WILLESEE: Yes; I
merely wished to draw attention to it.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 16 to 38 put and passed.

Title—

The Hon, D. J. WORDSWORTH: For
the sake of the record I would like to
point out to Mr. Ron Thompson that if he
reads the Minister's second reading speech
he will realise what is contained in clause
6.

That would

The Hon. R. Thompson: But it refers
to the clerk of courts; there is no clerk
of courts in the Summary Relief Court.

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: The
Summary Relief Court is responsible for
the keeping of the records.

The Hon. R. Thaompson: No.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and
the report adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by
The Hon. W. F. Willesee (Leader of the
House), and passed.
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IRON ORE (McCAMEY'S MONSTER)
AGREEMENT AUTHORIZATION BILL

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly: and, on
motion by The Hon, W. F. Willesee
(Leader of the House), read a first time.

NOISE ABATEMENT BILIL
Second Reading
Debate resumed from the 9th November.

THE HON. K. H. C. STUBBS (South-
East—Minister for X.ocal! Government)
[1052 pm.}: I wish to thank Messrs.
MacKinnon, Abbey, Dans, Berry, Clive
Griffiths, Leeson, Wordsworth, and
Withers for their contributions to the de-
bate on this Bill. Most members signified
their support of the measure and some, by
implication, said they would support any
provision relating to industrial deafness
that was incorporated in the Workers’
Compensation Act Amendment Bill.

As a means of pollution, nolse has in-
creased over the years progressively since
the industrial revolution in England, and
the more sophisticated the mechinery the
more hoise it seems to mak2. T do not
agree with Mr. MacKinnon that not much
is known about noise. Nolse has been
known ever since 1950 and thousands of
books and references have been written
on this subject. Many people are skilled
in the detection and the measuring of
noise. We can draw on experiences
throughout the world, The Monash Unj-
versity in the Eastern States is speclalis-
ing in this subject and it has produced
many prominent men who are specialists
in this fleld. Several of them are in this
State now.

In Perth we have an expert committee
working in the field of noise. I think it has
met on 12 ocecasions. Two of the members
of this committee are members of the
Australian Standards Association. At pre-
sent they are working around Perth re-
cording noise levels and gaining a great
deal of knowledge on this subject. Mr.
Dans said that the investigation of noise
should be carried out by a panel of ex-
perts. I could not agree more, because
these men are spending a great deal of
time in this field. I take issue with him
on one aspect that he raised; namely, the
cost of the machinery used to record noise.
Equipment used for this purpose costs
between $350 and $500 and will carry out
the work very well.

I envisage that inspectors will be fully
trained to record noise measurement with
noise level meters, and if they are in
doubt they will refer to the more sophis-
ticated equipment that will be kept In
the Public Health Department. After all
is said and done we could compare them
with health inspectors. They take samples
of food, milk, and water but they do not
analyse all these samples,
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The Hon, G. C. MacKinnon: It would
be Interesting to see Inspectors taking a
sample of noise in a bottle.

The Hon. R. H. €. STUBBS: The
analogy I am drawing is that if we have
an officer measuring noise he can refer
the measurement taken to the FPublic
Hezalth Department in the same way as a
health surveyor relies on the Public Health
Depariment when he takes his samples.
The depariment is a hackstop.

The Hon. R. F. Claughton: The actual
reading taken becomes the sample that is
referred to the Health Department.

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: That is
right. If the reading is disputed they can
refer back to the Public Health Depart-
ment which has more sophisticate@ equip-
ment and draw on its knowledge and
know-how,

As I have said, Mr. Berry indicated his
support of the Bill. He said that noise is
something that we are noft greatly aware
of in these times. Many people are not
aware of it. Perhaps we, as members of
Parliament, should be more aware of if,
but because noise is fairly nebulous, we
do not do much about it. I would like to
know a great deal more about if because
I am interested in the subject. However it
is a highly technical field. The World
Health Organisation has published a book
on ncise pollution. It has 350 references
to works by other people. We must be
proud of the fact that Australia is one
country that has contributed to this book
entitled, Noise—An Occupationa! Hazard
and Public Nuisance, by Alan Bell. Mr.
Alan Bell is the “Director, Division of Oc-
cupational Health, New Socuth Wales De-
partment of Public Healih, Sydney, Aus-
tralia, and Member of WHO Expert Ad-
visory Panel on Occupational Health.”

So it can be seen that we certainly have
some know-how in Australia about noise.
In this book Mr, Bell deals with—

Anatomy, physiology and pathology

Effects of noise on hearing, communi-
cation and behaviour

Hearing impairment in the general
population; occupational deafness

Hearing—conservation preogrammes

Measurement ahd engineering control
of noise

Personal protection devices
Audiometry

Assessment of disability
Damage—risk criteria

Legislative control of noise, and com-
pensation for noise-induced hear-
tng loss

Community nhoise.

On page 13 he makes the following
woint:—

Industrialists must learn to place

noise control in the same category as,

{COUNCIL.]

for example, the control of toxie
fumes and machine-guarding, if only
because this is good business in terms
of health, accident prevention and
industrial relations.

Workers are entitled to be protected
against loss of hearing as much as
they are against injury and other oc-
cupational diseases. It Is important
to educate industrial managements
and staff, as well as the general
public, to regard noise as a possible
cause of hearing impairment as well
as a distressing nuisance. That public
opinion is awakening in some countries
is attested by conferences at various
levels, of which those originating
within industry are particularly valu-
able. An increasing number of
papers on the problem are read at
national safety conferences.

Mr, Berry described industrial deafness
very well. This is a peculiar form of deaf-
ness. A person suffering from this com-
plaint can hear conversation with a person
close by, but if another person comes up
and there is background noise the words
are drowned out. Furthermore, certain
words cannot be heard. If the sufferer is
in the company of others, or is in a hotel
where there is a backsground buzz, he can-
not hear. This is a very distressing and
very embarrassing complaint. I know,
because I happen to suffer from industrial
deafness through working for many years
on machines in the mines. That is the
reason that audiometry is essential in
industry. This is required to check the
hearing of persons when they first com-
mence work, and each year thereafter.

I have some literature which I brought
back from Canada relating to audiometry
tests. The first relates to a test on the
left ear ranging from 500 to 8,000 cycles
per second. On the right ear the same test
it taken; this is a pre-employment audio-
metry test. There is a blank space on the
card for each following year to record the
results of further tests. By that means it is
possible to trace any defect in a person’s
hearing. This practice benefits hoth indus-
try and the employees, and it is something
like the chest X-ray tests which are
undertaken by miners here to detect any
deterioration in their lungs.

Workers are encouraged to wear ear
muffs and ear plugs. Mr. Berry questioned
the effect of noise on the wellbeing of
people. In this respect I refer to a pub-
lieation entitled “Noise Final Report” in
which the following appears:—

There are many definitions of health,
but here perhaps the most appropriate
is that used by the World Health
Organisation:—

Health is a state of complete
physical, mental and social well-
heing, and not merely an absence
of disease and infirmity.
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For the most part, people’s well-
being is diminished by noise, so in this
sense of the term there is no doubt
that noise affects health.

This publication contains a wealth of in-
formation dealing with the subject of im-
paired hearing.

The important aspect as far as com-
munity noise is concerned is that under
the =Rill people will be provided with a
means through which to make complaints
with the object of abating the nuisance.
Now, there is no channel available, be-
cause local authority has no jurisdiction
in this matter. If the people go to the
police to lodge complaints they find the
police have no jurisdiction either. No
action can he taken other than through
the civil courts.

Under the terms of this legislation we
envisage that when complaints are made
inspectors will visit the premises concerned,
and use meters to take readings of noise
levels. This is similar to the work that
is done by the health surveyors, who in
the performance of their duty seek and
obtain co-operation. They do not merely
rush in and prosecute people.

I have before me an illustration of a
noise level meter that the health surveyors
probably will use. It is a pretty cheap in-
strument and it is designed on decibel A,
the scale which is most suitable for the
human ear.

Under the regulations to be made cer-
tain criteria will be esteblished, just as is
done in many parts of the world, in rela-
tien to both community and industrial
noise, as this source of pollution is becom-
ing more known to people.

Point of Order

The Hon. &. C. MacKINNON: On a
point of order, I wonder whether you, Mr.
President, can advise me if this speech of
the Minister is in order, because he Is re-
plying to the debate. This would appear
to be a speech made in the introduction
of the second reading., rather than in a
reply to the debate.

The FRESIDENT: I agree with the view
of Mr. MacKinnon. The Chief Secretary
seems to be continuing with his second
reading introductory speech, instead of
answering the points which have been
raised by members.

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: With res-
pect, I would point out that certain gues-
tions were asked of me in the debate and
1 am trying to answer them. They are
of a highly technical nature, and there
is only one way to answer them. I will
not be able to answer them adequately if T
am not allowed to answer them in the
way I am doing. I have been ecriticised
in the House for not giving information,
and if on this occasion members want it
that way they can have it.
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The PRESIDENT: 1 would point out to
the Chief Secretary that if he continues
in this manner he will be quoting from the
whole book or books, and he wlill still be
answering the points raised in debate. I
suggest that he quotes from here and there
to reply to the points.

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: I am afraid
that will be very difficult. What I am do-
ing is dealing with the points raised by
various members. For instance, Mr. Berry
said we do not know much about noise, but
%mwou]d point out that this subject is well

OWn,

Dsbate Resumed

The Hon R, H. C. STUBBS: Mr. Clive
Griffiths said that the only course available
to the people is through civil action, and
he is quite right, The Acts which deal
with noise are the Factories and Shops
Act and the Local Government Act, but
these are pretty toothless pieces of legisla-
tion. There is nothing muech that people
can do, because these Acts have nothing
to back them up. Noise levels will have to
be established to determine what is noise.
Now, legally there is nothing to show what
noise level constitutes an offence.

Mr. Leeson spoke about the position on
the goldfields, and he dealt with the deaf-
ness of miners. I support his comments,
because 95 per cent. of the people in the
town he mentioned are miners.

Mr. Wordsworth supported the Bill, but
said he did not want this to become a
witeh hunt. I can assure him we are not
out on a witch hunt; we are attempting
to do something to elleviate the present
sitbation. I would point out to the
honourable member that many people in
his electorate are interested in the subject
of noise. 1 have received many letters
from farmers in the Grass Patch area,
who are very interested in tractor noise
and that caused by exhaust and trans-
mission systems.

I am afraid that I will have to refer to
my references briefly to show that nolse
can be abated. This can be done by mask-~
ing the machinery. A book which is pub-
lished in Canada gives the noise criteria
of every type of machinery. It mentions
the dangerous level and the safe level, and
it also sets out the regulations. I am
afraid, Mr. President, that you will not
permit me to tell the House about that.

I have also before me several publica-
tions containing technical data which tell
people how to reduce noise, ahd how to
bring about noise reduction in pneumatic
tools, I have seen these tools In use in
Canada in the underground mines. A
person can be working next to a piece of
machinery and feel quite comfortable. This
machinery is encased in a muffler of In-
sulating material, and the hose runs behind
the operator in the drive so that the noise
does not make an impact on the ears of
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the operator. I have here a pamphlet
showing the type of mufller that covers the
machinery.

The Hon. L. A. Logan: How do they get
on with rock drills?

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: These are
the mufflers that are used to mask the
rack driils, so as to reduce the noise. Little
is known of noise.

The Hon, G. C. MacKinnon: Wiil you
repeat that?

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: Little is
known of noise.

The Heon. G. C. MacKinnon: A few
minutes ago you said a lot was known
about noise.

The Hon. R. H, C, STUBRS: Little is
known ahout the measurement of noise.
The honourable member said noise was
measured geometrically.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnen: I meant
measured in decibels, and the measurement
is squared all the way up.

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: It Is dcne
with the use of legarithms.

The Hon, G. C. MacKinnen: I stand to
be corrected, but will you explain that?

The Hon. R, H. C. STUBBS: It is worked
out in logs of 10, and an interval of 10
means the doubling of & sound, An in-
crease in the reading from 80 to 90 decl-
bels gives an interval of 10, and this
means doubling the level of the sound.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: That is
what I meant.

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: I knew the
honourable member meant that, but he
used the word “geometrically,’”

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: Can you con-
vert that reckoning into the descimal
system?

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: Noise in-
creases twofold with an increase of 10
decibels, and similarly noise decreases to
half of its level with a reduction of 10
decibels in the reading. Some people do
not seem to realise this, When one refers
to the reduction of the noise level of a
piece of machinery by a certain number
of decibels it may not sound much, but in
fact it could mean a reduction of 50 per
cent. with a reduction of 10 decibels,

The noise level of machinery can also
be reduced. To give an illustration I refer
to what a large Canadian company did.
It ordered the suppliers of certain
machinery to reduce the noise level, but
the suppliers said that the noise could
not be abated. The company then said it
would obtain the machinery from some
other source. However, within six months
the suppliers were back with new equip-
ment the noise level of which was reduced
considerably. For that reason the com-
pany began to buy its machinery from
those suppliers again.

[COUNCIL.]

The same Canadian company is very
keen to reduce noise and conserve hear-
ing. It has educational films which it
shows to the workers. It is mandatory for
the workers to wear ear muffs and if they
are found not wearing them, on more than
two occasions, they are put off the jab.

Industry and labour will have to work
together in an attempt to abate noise,

The Hon. G, €, MaeKinnen: I am glad
the Minister agrees with me. That is the
purport of a lot of my remarks.

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: I am sure
that labour and industry will work to-
gether because both sides are aware of the
effects of noise.

When legislation has been introduced
overseas a period of 12 months has elapsed
before it has been put into effect. In the
meantime the workers and the manufac-
turers of machinery were contacted and the
problems were sorted out. At the end of
the 12 months' period everyone was geared
to the new legislation.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: Does the Gov-
ernment propose to follow that example?

The Hon. R. H. C, STUBBS: Yes.

The Hon, A. F. Griffith: It will not pro-
claim the legislation for 12 months?

The Hon, R. H. C. STUBBS: As far as
I am concerned, I would like to see &
peried of 12 months.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: That is the
first time we have heard that remark.

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: I am hot
in charge of the legislation.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: You are,
in this House.

The Hon, R, H. C. STUBBS: Yes, I am
in this House. I would like to see a period
of 12 months before the legislation is
proclaimed.

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: I think the
Minister has made & good suggestion.

The Hon. R. H. C, STUBBS: I think a
period of 12 months will allow everyone
an opportunity to get adjusted.

The Hon. G. C. MacKinnon: My only
worry is that this is the flrst time we have
heard those remarks,

The Hon. A. F. Griffith: I think it might
be a good idea if the Bill read that way.

The Hon. R. H. C. STUBBS: As we go
through the Bill, it might read that way.
Getting back to the problem of noise, the
measurement is by decibels. One bel
equals 10 decibels. The measurement in-
creases on a ratio basis, and 100 bels
equal 20 decibels. One thousand bels equal
30 decibels. It can be seen that it is a
pretty complicated way of measuring noise,
and that is why it has to be left to experts.

I really hope that all members will sup-
port the Bill and allow its provisions to
be triled. Our workers should be given
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an opportunity to enjoy the benefit of
noise abatement. I commend the Bill to
the House.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

House adjourned at 11.19 p.m,

Wegislative Ass-mhly

Tuesday, the 14th November, 1972

The SPEAKER (Mr. Norton) took the
Chair at 4.30 p.m., and read prayers.

LOAN BILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr, J, T.
Tonkin (Treasurer), and read a first time.

Second Reading

MR. J. T. TONKIN (Melville—Treasurer)
14.33 p.m.]: I move—
That the BEill be now read a second
time.
A measure of this kind is introduced each
year to authorise the raising of loans to
provide finance for the works and services
detailed in the Estimates of expenditure
from the General Loan Fund.

As I have already outlined the capital
works programme for the current year
when speaking to the Apprerriation Rill
(General Loan Fund) I propose to confine
my remarks to certain aspects of loan rais-
ings.

The public borrowings of the Common-
wealth and each State are co-ordinated by
the Australian Loan Council which is con-
stituted under the 1927 Financlal Agree-
ment hetween the Commonwealth and
States.

The Loan Councll determines the annual
borrowing programmes of the Common-
wealth and the States, together with the
terms and conditions under which loans
are to be raised.

Subject to the decisions of the Loan
Couneil, the Commonwealth arranges new
borrowings, conversion, renewals, redemp-
tion of existing loans, and the consolida-
tion of the public debts of the Common-
wealth and State Governments.

The Loan Council also determines the
aggregate semi-governmental borrowing
programme under what is khown as the
“"Gentiemen’s Agreement’' originally en-
tered into in 1936. Individual loans raised
by each of the authorities in this sector are
subject to Loan Council approval,

Since 1962-63, the Loan Council has
placed no overall limit on the programmes
of anthorities for which State Governments
approve individual loan raisings of $300,000
or less.
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Members will no doubt recall that this
amount was raised to $400,000 at the
meeting of the Loan Council which took
place in June this year, This is a signifi-
cant ctep forward and will benefit those
local authorities that were finding it difi-
cult to manage on a borrowing allocation
of $300,000.

As a number of Government instrumen-
talities are also included in this group, the
decision to increase the individual alloca-
tion to $400,000 will assist the capital
works programme of the Government.

For the financial year 1971-72, the Loan
Council approved a horrowing programme
of $672,900,000 for State works and hous-
ing projects which was financed from—

$
Cash loans in Australia ... 581,300,000
Special bonds in Australia 35,400,000
State domestie railsings ... 24,500,000
Commonwealth subscrip-
tions to a special loan 31,700,000

In addition, the Commonwealth provided
the States with an interest-free capital
grant of $219,100,000 which was financed
from—

3
Cash loans in Australia 148,600,000

Overseas loans .. 26,200,000
Treasury notes and
special honds ... 44,300,000

At the June, 1972, meeting of the Loan
Council, the total 1972-73 State works and
housing borrowing programme was fixed
at $733,500,000. In addition, the Comman-
wealth agreed to provide $248,500,000 by
way of interest-free capital grants to
finance nonproductive capital works, such
as schools, hospitals, and police buildings.
Western Australia’s share of the borrowing
programme is $68,500,000 and we will re-
celve an amount of $23,200,000 as an
interest-free capital grant. Details of the
allocation of the grant are shown on pages
13 and 15 of the Loan Estimates.

The borrowing programme for semi-
governmental and local authorities raising
amounts in excess of $400,000 was fixed at
$560,100,000, of which Western Australia
was allocated $32,800,000.

Authority Is being sought by the Bill now
under consideration to raise loans amoeunt-
ing to $67,090,000 for the purposes listed in
the schedule to the Bill,

I should point out that the new authority
does not necessarily coincide with the esti-
mated expenditure for that particular item
during the current year.

Unused balances of previous authorisa-
tions have heen taken into account and in
the case of works of a continuing nature
sufficient new borrowing authority has
been provided to permit works to be car-
ried on for a perlod of approximately six
months after the close of the financial
year,



