
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 20 March 2003] 

 p5727a-5733a 
Ms Sheila McHale; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr Rob Johnson; Deputy Speaker 

 [1] 

ADOPTION AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 2) 2002 
Council’s Amendments 

Amendments made by the Council now considered. 

Consideration in Detail 

The amendments made by the Council were as follows - 

No. 1 

Clause 4, page 2, after line 23 - To insert - 

(c) the adoption of a child should occur only in circumstances where there is no other 
appropriate alternative for the child. 

No. 2 

Clause 29, page 13, line 20 - To delete “has” and insert instead - 

is the younger of prospective joint adoptive parents who, as a couple, have 

No. 3 

Clause 29, page 13, line 24 - To delete “has” and insert instead - 

is the older of prospective joint adoptive parents who, as a couple, have not 

No. 4 

Clause 29, page 13, after line 25 - To insert - 

(iiib) is not more than 50 years older than the child in the case where the prospective 
adoptive parent is the younger of prospective joint adoptive parents who, as a couple, 
have adopted a child before; 

(iiic) is not more than 55 years older than the child in the case where the prospective 
adoptive parent is the older of prospective joint adoptive parents who, as a couple, 
have adopted a child before; 

(iiid) is not more than 45 years older than the child in the case where the prospective 
adoptive parent is a prospective sole adoptive parent and has not adopted a child 
before (whether as a joint or sole adoptive parent); or 

(iiie) is not more than 50 years older than the child in the case where the prospective 
adoptive parent is a prospective sole adoptive parent and has adopted a child before 
(whether as a joint or sole adoptive parent); 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I move - 

That amendment No 1 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Amendments Nos 2, 3 and 4 are all related so I suggest that we deal with them together.  This one involves a 
different issue so I am happy to separate the discussion.   

Amendment No 1 was moved by the Liberal Opposition when the Bill was debated in the upper House last 
week.  We are prepared to accept the amendment to the principles - as outlined on page 2 of the Bill - by adding 
a third part to the first principle.  The Opposition in the upper House wished to make it explicit that the adoption 
of a child should occur only in circumstances where there is no other appropriate alternative for the child.  The 
matter was debated to some extent in the upper House but we had foreshadowed to the Liberal Opposition that 
we would be prepared to accept this amendment, because, as a general principle, we see adoption occurring only 
when there is no other appropriate alternative for the child.  During the debate in the lower House we canvassed 
extensively the issues around adoption and that adoption is a dramatic intervention in the life of a child.  
Therefore, it is something that should occur only when there are no other options for the care of that child - be it 
care given by a relative or another family member or some other alternative.  There are instances when adoption 
is the only course of action or the last resort for the permanent care of the child.  On that basis, we were prepared 
to accept the amendment.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I would like clarification of the meaning behind this amendment.  Does it mean that 
adoption is the last resort for all children?  I do not think that is what the minister said but if it was, we need to 
talk about it some more.  Does the minister envisage a hierarchy of alternatives with adoption being the last 
resort for all children or should each child be reviewed individually?  For some children adoption might be the 
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most appropriate option and no other alternative need be considered.  We need to be clear about what is meant 
by this principle.  I am not exactly sure of its intention.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The wording of the proposed new paragraph is carefully constructed and states in part - 

. . . where there is no other appropriate alternative for the child.   

It is a matter of determining what happens to that particular child in his or her circumstances.  It is not worded in 
a way that says adoption is the last resort.   

Dr E. Constable:  You used the term “last resort” -  

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Yes, I did.  However, it is clear in the amendment before us that it is about each individual 
child. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I listened carefully to what the minister said when she used the words “last resort”, which 
concerned me a little.  I cannot clarify the thinking of members in the upper House and why this amendment was 
moved but I do not necessarily think it is a bad amendment and I can see some sense in it.   

The minister is a huge proponent of the Aboriginal child placement principle where, we are told, adoption is not 
part of the culture and does not normally happen.  I suggest that this amendment is taking away the 
discrimination, if you like, of the Aboriginal child placement principle that deals with indigenous children, and 
non-indigenous children are dealt with in a different way.  I assume that this amendment could be viewed as 
stopping that divisive attitude of dissuading the adopting of Aboriginal children, which is basically the 
Aboriginal child placement principle.  The principle sets out a range of different criteria.  We are told that it does 
not actually use the term “adoption”.  If a child needs care and the parents are incapable of providing it, there is a 
hierarchy of people who will care for the child but they will not adopt the child.  With non-indigenous children 
that is often not the case.  It is my experience that in that situation it is often in the interests of the child that he or 
she be adopted by a loving and caring couple.  In the Aboriginal child placement principle the penultimate option 
is for an Aboriginal child to be cared for by anybody who is of Aboriginal descent or in an Aboriginal 
community at large - not necessarily the community from which the Aboriginal child comes or with which he or 
she has a cultural link. 

The minister has accepted this amendment but I want to hear her views on whether this brings the legislation into 
line with the Aboriginal child placement principle for indigenous children, where adoption is not an option these 
days.  Every possible avenue or group of people must be exhausted before non-indigenous people can adopt an 
Aboriginal child.  The minister is fully aware of my views on the Aboriginal placement principle: I believe it is 
divisive and separatist.  However, at least this amendment does not discriminate between one group of children 
and another.  I assume that that is the possible thinking behind this amendment.  I am not privy to what happens 
in another place.  I was not aware of this amendment being put forward.  Sometimes members in another place 
have views slightly different from those of members in this House.  That is a good thing because we do not have 
a monopoly on brains in this Chamber.  We have some good brains in this Chamber and some excellent brains in 
the other place.   

Dr E. Constable:  We have some excellent ones here too.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I said that we have some good brains in this House.   

Dr E. Constable:  There are some excellent ones in here too.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would hate to discriminate against my colleagues on this side of the House.  We have 
even more excellent brains on this side of the House.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  I wish they would display them.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister might not be able to explain the thinking behind this amendment, but she has 
accepted it.  Why has she accepted it?  Does it have anything to do with bringing indigenous and non-indigenous 
children into the same category?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  It is worrying that the member for Hillarys has to make an assumption about what his 
colleague in the upper House said.  I have read Hansard to further my understanding of the thinking behind the 
amendment, and I am happy to explain it.  In preparation for the Bill going to the upper House, I had discussions 
with Hon Derrick Tomlinson in order to expedite its passage.  I was quite concerned that the Bill had not been 
passed late last year and a number of people wanted it to be passed.  I put a number of proposals to Hon Derrick 
Tomlinson in order to expedite the Bill through the upper House and I am pleased to say that it had that effect.  
Hon Derrick Tomlinson’s thinking behind this amendment picks up on the member for Hillarys’ point.  Proposed 
new section 3(2) refers to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders and reflects the statement that adoptions should 
occur only in circumstances where there is no other appropriate alternative for that child.  Hon Derrick 
Tomlinson thought that if it is okay to state that principle for Aboriginal children, it is okay to state it for non-
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Aboriginal children.  I accepted his logic.  Essentially, that is the thinking behind his amendment.  I am prepared 
to accept the amendment, which reflects the intent of this Government with regard to adoption.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am not trying to delay this Bill, but I just want to make a couple more points.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  If you want more time, we can move on to the other Bill because Sue must leave.  We can 
come back to this later.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have been on my feet only once.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  This is an opposition amendment.  We have accepted it.  It is unusual to ask the minister to 
explain in detail why the Opposition moved it.  I think that she has done that adequately.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I went further than that.  I wanted to know the reasons that the minister accepted the 
amendment.  Did the Government want to make the Aboriginal child placement principle, which is contained in 
this amendment, apply to all children?   

Ms S.M. McHale:  It is as stated.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am very happy to see that because I do not believe there should be one law for one group 
of children in our State and another law for another group of children.  At the end of the day, we are talking 
about what is in the best interests of the child.  The minister is aware that I am not the shadow minister for this 
portfolio any more, the member for Nedlands is.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  How you arrange your affairs is your business.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am just explaining that the member for Nedlands preferred me to handle these 
amendments because obviously I am more conversant with them than she is.  I will try to expedite these 
amendments as quickly as possible.  I have had enough to say on this amendment.  I am happy with what the 
minister has said - at least, I understand the minister’s reasoning behind accepting the amendment.  The question 
is not what Hon Derrick Tomlinson’s thinking was; it is why the minister accepted the amendment.  The minister 
has explained that and has helped by way of interjection since I have been on my feet.   

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

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I move -  

That amendment No 2 made by the Council be agreed to.   

This amendment is about the age criterion.  We had an extensive debate in this House on this matter when it was 
before us.  Several members in this House took different approaches to this issue and members in the upper 
House expressed the same, if not more, views on it.  As I said earlier, in order to expedite the passage of this Bill 
in the upper House so that it could become law and provide certainty to prospective adoptive parents, I put a 
compromise position to Hon Derrick Tomlinson during the Christmas break.  That compromise position was 
along the same lines as that which we canvassed in this House in the heat of the debate very late at night.  I 
reflected on the various positions and had further discussions about this vexed issue.  To try to resolve the issue 
in order to expedite the legislation and maintain the balance between the interests of the child and our obligations 
to children who have been put up for adoption, I proposed the compromise position.  Essentially, that provides 
that the prospective adoptive parent is not more than a minimum and maximum of 45 to 50 years older than the 
child if the adoptive parent has not adopted a child before and 50 to 55 years if the prospective adoptive parent 
has adopted a child before.  Amendment No 2 gives effect to the first part of that to provide for 45 years as the 
minimum difference in age of a prospective adoptive parent or couple.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I want to be clear about what we are doing.  The minister has not addressed the detail of 
these amendments, which is why I want to go through them clause by clause.  I do not intend to take much time.  
Proposed subparagraph (iiid) of clause 29(1) will now read, the prospective parent -  

is not more than 45 years older than the child in the case where the prospective adoptive parent is a 
prospective sole adoptive parent and has not adopted a child before . . .  

The minister would agree that she has made a major shift in her thinking on this matter.  Previously, with regard 
to a married couple, the provision referred to the older member of the couple.  Some members felt there was 
discrimination in that case with regard to the marital status of, for example, a younger woman.  That meant that a 
45-year-old single woman could apply to adopt, but a married woman of 37 whose husband was 45, for example, 
would have been discriminated against.  I am pleased that in the spirit of Christmas the minister was able to 
reflect on this matter.  It is music to my ears that that has happened, because we debated this issue in this House 
less than four months ago.  I will take a moment to remind the minister of some of her words -  
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The Labor Government has adopted a very practical, sensible approach that the age difference between 
the parents and the child should be no more than 45, or 50 in the case of a second or subsequent child.  

To some extent, that has been maintained.  The minister went on to say - 

I have considered ways of overcoming what is perceived to be discrimination between a single person 
and a married couple.  If an age criterion is stipulated, there is no way around that perceived 
discrimination.  

The minister has come a long way in the past four months in agreeing to a way around that.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  The potential for discrimination still exists.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  We will come to that a little later.  In this particular instance, the discrimination really 
occurred when talking about the marital status of the younger member of a couple, because the legislation would 
have allowed a single person to apply to become a prospective adoptive parent but not a married person of the 
same age.  We have come some way towards addressing what some of us saw as discrimination.  I thank the 
minister for seeing the light.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  We have come some way, but we have also inverted the discrimination, which is what I 
argued in this House.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I know.  That is why I wanted to quickly skip through these amendments this afternoon.  
We agree entirely on that.  We want it to be clear that while we are addressing some aspects of the 
discrimination, we are potentially narrowing other situations for some couples.  That must be made clear.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Together, the amendments introduce provisions so that the younger member of a couple can 
be no more than 45 and the elder member no more than 50 in the case of couple who have not adopted before.   

Dr E. Constable:  We will get to that in a minute.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I want to provide the totality of the changes, so that members can understand what we are 
doing.  In the case of a couple who have adopted before, the younger of the two can be no more than 50 and the 
elder no more than 55.  The amendments from the upper House also go on to say that the age criteria for a single 
adoptive parent would be 45 and 50.  Over the Christmas break I considered a way to break the impasse.  I knew 
that the Liberal Opposition’s amendments, which were along the same lines as those put forward by the member 
for Churchlands, would go before the upper House 

Dr E. Constable:  No, they were not.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  One Nation members thought 45 was too old.   

Dr E. Constable:  I did not want any age limit at all, so they were not along the same lines as my amendments.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Sorry, I will be precise.  The member for Churchlands attempted to put forward an 
alternative view, which was that the age criterion for the younger member of a couple should be 45 and that there 
should be no upper age limit.  That was one of the options that I understood the Liberal Opposition had put 
forward.  The Greens had different views again.  In this instance, it is a little difficult to articulate what they 
were.  I proposed a compromise position to Hon Derrick Tomlinson, because I thought it was important not to 
delay the legislation any further.  We should now get it through this House.  It got through the upper House in a 
short time.  I am grateful to the members of that House for not wasting time on this Bill.  Amendments Nos 2, 3 
and 4 give effect to the ages of 45 and 50 for a couple who have not adopted before; 50 and 55 for a couple who 
have adopted before; 45 for a single applicant who has not adopted before; and 50 for a single applicant who has 
adopted before.  I have moved some way.  As the member said, I wanted to approach this in a practical and 
sensible way.  I considered how to get this legislation through, recognising that this was a vexed issue.  That is 
what I proposed as a compromise position and why I proposed it.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Hon Derrick Tomlinson obviously has much better persuasive skills than I.    

Ms S.M. McHale:  He is logical and you can have a conversation with him. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is very uncharitable of the minister to say that about me.  I thought that the minister and I 
got on quite well.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  I said that he was logical and -  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  And that you could have a conversation with him, which implied that I am not and that the 
minister cannot have a conversation with me.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  The Leader of the Opposition said that I tell the truth.   

Mr P.G. Pendal:  A bit of cheer!   
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Dr E. Constable:  Some Christmas charity!   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I know!  Seriously, however, Hon Derrick Tomlinson obviously has better persuasive 
powers than I.  I accept that, because the minister was right in what she said at one late hour when we discussed 
this Bill in this House.  I moved this as a compromise.   
Ms S.M. McHale:  No, I suggested this to you.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, I asked the minister whether she would accept this.  I was arguing for a 10-year gap. 
Ms S.M. McHale:  Let’s not go over this; let’s just get this through.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We will get it through.  I ask the minister not to be impatient.  For goodness sake, this is a 
very important Bill.  We will have our say in this House.  If the minister gets stroppy with us, we will take a little 
longer.  I suggest that we have some pleasant talk and be civil with one another.  I promise the minister that I 
will not delay this Bill, because it goes some way towards the amendment that I put forward on behalf of the 
Liberal Opposition in this House.  I still believe that the amendment that we put forward was more acceptable to 
the people who wish to adopt children.  I did not see that it would be in any way detrimental to the children who 
would be adopted.  I can now accept, as the minister has accepted these amendments from my honourable 
colleague in the other place, that -   

Ms S.M. McHale:  These are actually Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s amendments.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister just said that she had spoken to the Liberal Opposition.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  I said that I put the compromise to Hon Derrick Tomlinson to ensure that he would be 
supportive of it, rather than this being his amendment.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is even better, because I have a lot of time for Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich.  She is a very 
active member of the other place and very often speaks with commonsense.  I am delighted that she obviously 
saw this, or the original Bill -  

Ms S.M. McHale:  This was my amendment that I asked her to move.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister asked Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich to move this amendment after she had spoken to 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson.  The politics come into play here.  Rather than let Hon Derrick Tomlinson move this 
amendment after the minister had spoken to him, she got one of her colleagues to move it.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  No, you have it wrong.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is what the minister just said.   

Dr E. Constable:  It doesn’t matter.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is what the minister said.  This is probably the last time that I will speak on this Bill, 
unless the minister says something that I feel requires more attention.  I want to put on record that this is an 
important amendment.  I am delighted that it was moved and accepted in the other place.  It will certainly receive 
the Liberal Opposition’s approval in this place, because it goes halfway to what we were looking for in the first 
place.  It also stops the discrimination against what would normally be the younger woman of a couple, who 
could be aged 33, 35 or even 40.  It stops that discrimination.  That will help many couples in this State in the 
adoption process.  More importantly, it will help the children who are in desperate need of and are looking for 
adoptive parents.   

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

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I move -  

That amendment No 3 made by the Council be agreed to. 

This amendment continues the process through which we must go to amend the original Bill.  Once amended, 
clause 29 will read -  

(iiia) is not more than 50 years older than the child in the case where the prospective adoptive parent 
is the older of prospective joint adoptive parents who, as a couple, have not adopted a child 
before; 

This gives effect to the 45 and 50 age limits.  Unless members need me to explain this amendment, I will sit 
down.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  This is where the crunch comes.  What this amendment tells us is that a 45-year-old 
woman cannot be married to a man older than 50, because if she is, he is too old to adopt, or between them they 
are too old to adopt.  That is where the crunch comes.  There is a strange assumption that people never marry 
people more than five years older than themselves.  They had better not do so if they want to adopt a child at the 
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age of 45.  The amended clause states that the older person of the couple cannot be more than 50 if the younger 
of the couple is 45.   

Once again we slip back into the situation in which we discriminate against the younger of a married couple on 
the basis of marital status.  A single woman of 45 years can still apply to adopt.  However, a 45-year-old woman 
married to a man who is 52 years old will be considered too old to apply to adopt.  That is what this provision is 
saying, and that is where the crunch comes.  This gets back to what we went into at length during the earlier 
debate in this House; that is, when we try to set arbitrary age limits, we get into trouble.  When we discriminate 
against people on the basis of age and, in this case, marital status, we get into trouble.  It would have been much 
simpler if the Government had not gone down this track of discrimination and allowed the adoption processes 
and procedures to deal with issues such as age.  This is still very discriminatory.  This is where my 
disappointment starts.  It is very important that we put on the record that this is what we are doing through this 
legislation and these amendments.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The question is that amendment No 3 be agreed to.   

Dr E. Constable:  I think it deserves some explanation.  

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

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I move - 

That amendment No 4 made by the Council be agreed to.   

This amendment continues the rollout.  It provides that the younger of a couple that has already adopted a child 
must be no more than 50 years old, and that the older of the couple must be no older than 55 years.  I did not 
respond to the member for Churchlands earlier because we have canvassed this extensively.  Her principle that 
there be no age criteria was discussed and rejected.   

Dr E. Constable:  I am not asking you to discuss it again.  All I want you to do is put on the record that we are 
still discriminating against the younger member on the basis of age.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I respect that this is not an exact position, and I ask the member to respect that even other 
States without legislated age criteria have an age policy.   

Amendment No 4 provides for an age limit of 50 and 55 years for couples adopting a second child.  Proposed 
section 52(1)(iiid) and (iiie) deals with single applicants.  There is an upper age of 45 years in the case of an 
applicant who has not previously adopted and 50 years in the case of an applicant who has.  This is a 
compromise position.  It does not deal with everybody’s expectations.  No legislation can deal with everybody’s 
expectations.  However, this is a reasonable position that brings together the disparate views and diverse 
attitudes about the issue of age.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I agree it is a compromise.  In some ways it is a good compromise and in other ways it is a 
poor compromise.  It is a good compromise in that the problem in the way the age limit applies to married 
women, which we have discussed, has been recognised.  We have dealt with that; however, in so doing we have 
imposed another strange new age limit.  All I am asking in this very short debate is for that to be placed on the 
record and recognised, particularly by the minister.  I do not want to debate this again.  The minister is right in 
saying that this has been extensively canvassed.  Today I read some of the debate from last November, and we 
dealt with the issue at great length.  That was properly done because it is a very important issue.  However, it 
must be recognised that in trying to do away with one layer of discrimination we have imposed another layer.  
We are now saying that there cannot be an age gap of greater than five years between the members of a couple, 
be it a married couple, lesbian couple or homosexual couple.  All are able to apply to adopt.  I think we are 
running around in circles.  This has become more and more complicated.  I say once more that when we start 
trying to impose arbitrary age limits, we get into serious trouble, and that is what we have here.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  This will be my final comment on these amendments because I do not want to delay the 
House.  I put on record that half a loaf is better than no loaf at all.  The Government has gone halfway with this 
amendment.   

Dr E. Constable:  And half wrong.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It depends which way we look at it.  I think that if the member talked to those members of 
the general population who are interested in adoption and who want to adopt children, she would find that they 
would be happier having this amendment than no amendment at all.  Without the amendment, the legislation 
contains a far more arbitrary discriminative age gap.  I put on record that I am very pleased that the minister has 
accepted this amendment because it goes halfway towards what we believe would be a more ideal situation.  Our 
position does not go as far as that of the member for Churchlands, who wants no age limit whatsoever.  The 
amendment I put forward was for a 10-year gap between the members of the adoptive couple.  That was rejected.  
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I asked the minister to consider a compromise between our position and her position, but she said no.  I am 
delighted that she had a wonderful Christmas period and superb summer holiday and has come back with a fresh 
mind.  She has listened to the words that were spoken by the people on this side of the House about this Bill and 
had a good chat with Hon Derrick Tomlinson.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  It was a nice chat.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is the best way to go.  I am delighted that she has come halfway towards a position 
that I think would have made this Bill even better.  Half a loaf is better than no loaf at all.  This will help at least 
some people who are trying their best to adopt a child and give a child a loving and caring home.  I am delighted 
the minister has accepted the amendment, and the Liberal Opposition will agree with it.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I thank the member for Hillarys and the member for Churchlands for their input.  These 
amendments were constructed in a desire to expedite the Bill and get it on the statute book.  People have been 
waiting for the changes since 1997.  It is good that we have delivered this piece of legislation.  It has 
compromises.  Hon Giz Watson indicated in her contribution that she has been lobbied more on this issue than 
she has been on any other Bill discussed during her time in the Parliament.   

In conclusion, I anticipate that this will in practice make no difference to local adoptions.  We believe that 
because of the research and data that is available.  It should not make a difference to overseas adoptions because 
of the age restrictions and quotas that exist in other countries.  In fact, the number of applications in Western 
Australia is greater than the quota.  Nevertheless, adoptive couples around that age will feel relieved by these 
changes and will welcome them.  I believe this will lead to an increase in the number of applications.  I hope that 
it will not lead to longer waiting times.  We will have to monitor that.  I also hope it does not lead to 
disappointment for couples who think that once they have met the criteria, a baby will be provided.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  At least they will have the opportunity.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  That is right.  However, we should be realistic about this.  These amendments will not 
result in an increase in the number of babies or children available for adoption.  The legislation contains a review 
clause, and we will monitor the effect of these amendments closely.   

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

The Council acquainted accordingly.  
 


