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The SPEAKER took ile Chair at
4.30 pam,, and read prayers.

QUESTION — ESTATE REPUR-
CHASE, HARVEY.

Mr. 5. STUBBS asked the Premier :
1, Have the Government purchased the
Harvey Estate? 2, If so, the price paid
for same? 3, How many acres are in the
Estate? 4, What priec did the Advisory
Board recommend the Government to pay
for 1t?

The PREMIER replied : 1, Yes, sub-
jeet to the approval by Parliament. 2,
Price asked for is £3 per acre.

3, Ap-
proximately 8,000 acres. 4, £2 8s. per
aere.

QUESTION—PUBLIC SERVICE AP-
POINTMENTS.

Mr. GILL asked the Premier ; 1, Is
he aware that temporary employees in
the pnblic service when appointed to the
permanent staff are compelled to {ake a
lower salary than that previonsly re-
ceived? 2, Will he see that in all transfers
from the temporary to the permanent
staff the officer affected shall receive
a commencing salary of not less than
his original daily wage? 3, Seeing that
applications are being called for the
vacant positions in the service under the
reclassification, do the Government in-
tend inviting applieations for the new
position of Publi¢c Serviee Inspector? 4,
If so, when?
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The PREMIER replied : 1, Many tem-
porary officials arve paid a higher rate
of salary than permanent officials for the
same work, and on appointment to the
permanent staff lhe salary paid to the
permanent staft for similar work, and the
advantages gained by temporary officials
by sueh appointments wust be taken into
consideration. In all general eases tem-
porary officials are appointed at a salary
being the nearest range within the classi-
fied position, thus, temporary officials at
11s. per diem, that is £171 12s. per an-
nwn, who remain stationary, would be
appointed at £168 and then rise by an-
nnal inerements to £204. 2, The salary
of 1he officer, when appointed to the per-
manent staff, is subjeet to the classifica-
tion under the Public Serviee Act, 3 and
4, The matter has not yet heen decided.

RAILWAY DEVIATIONS, SELECT
COMMITTEE.
Extension of Time.

Mr. B. J. STUBBS (Subiaco): Owing
to a little unforeseen delay he was com-
pelled to ask that the time for bringing
up the report be extended for another

week. He moved—

That the time for bringing up the re-
port of the select commitiee be extended
for a week.

Mr. D'WYER (TPerth) seconded the
motion,

Question passed.

BILL—TIMBER RAILWAYS AND
TRAMWAYS,

Inireduced by Mr. O°Loghlen, and read
a first time.

BILLS (5)—THIRD READING.

1, State Hotels.

2, Roman Catholic Church Property
Amendment.

3, Fremantle Reserves Surrender.

4, Edueation Aet Amendment,

Transmitted to the Legislative Couneil.

5, Inter-State Destitute Persons Relief
(passed).
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BILL—INEBRIATES.
Report of Committee adopied.

BILL—-TRAMWAYS PURCHASE.
Council’s Amendments.

Schedule of two amendments requested
by the Council now considered.

In Committee.

Mr, Holman io the Chair; the Premier
in charge of the Bill

No. 1, Clause 2, add the following
words—“and may and shall be carried
into effect”:

The PREMIER moved—

That the amendment be made as re-
quested.
The clause as it stood originally, merely
raiified the agreement and did not give
power to carry it into effect, The addi-
tional words would give the necessary
power. .

Question passed; the Council’s amend-
ment made, ’

No. 2, Clause 8, after the word “pur.
chase,” in line 1, insert *“‘nntil the year
1939 and thereafter”: .

The PREMIER: The amendment, if
agreed to, would bind the Treasurer to
yay 3 per cent. on the gross takings of the
tramway system until the year 1939, that
was, the system at present in operation,
not any extensions that might be made,
and after the year 1939 the payment
would continue until Parliament other-
wise determined. When the Bill was pre-
viously before the Assembly we objected
(o hinding Parliament, Now he was sur-
prised at a certain seetion taking up fhe
position that Parliament until 1939 shounld
be ecompelled to do a certain thing, be-
rause it was not so many years ago that
we heard the same people complaining
bitlerly at the action lo attempt to bind
future Parliamenis. No Parliament eonld
bind a future Parliament, and even if the
amendment were agreed to, the next Par-
liament, or even the next session, could
amend the measure by striking out these
words, and if Parliament did so that
would be the end of the payments, but the
inelusion of the words would bring about

1717

something iu the nature of an agreement
whereby the payments would be carried
out for the period specified, and it would
be pretty diffieult to obtain the consent of
Parliament to annul the agreement. The
Goverument now had to view the position
from- the standpoint whether they would
pay this amount for the term stated or
nol. The city council were not satisfied
that this was a fair compromise for what
they claimed to be their rights, and they
were not satisfied with the aection of an-
other place in agreeing to the amendment,
On the other hand, the Government were
quite safisfied that the municipal authori-
ties were fairly treated by the Bill as it
left the Legislative Assembly, The posi-

‘tion however, now was that the insertion

of the words suggested by the Legislative
Council might be accepted in the nature
of a compromise. The Government had
lo view the matter from the standpoint,
not only of the city counecil, who after all
were only a body acting on behalf of the
ratepayers, but also from the standpoint
of the ratepayers and the others who
made up the people who used the tram-
ways, and if the Government were com.
pelled to draw a certain proportion of the
earnings of the tramways to pay to the
city couneil, or anyone else, that amount
of money would have to be made up; it
wonld have to be earned in some way,
either by compelling the people to pay
more than they otherwise would have to
do, or compelling those who were work-
ing on the trams to aceept less in the way
of salaries and wages. That was the posi-
tion the Ilouse would have to take mto
consideration. It was not his intention,
however, to ask the House to object to
the amendment, his reason being that he
was doubtful in the event of the Assem-
bly not accepting it, whether another
place would agree to alter their attitude
with regard to this partiecular clause. It
was a maftter of urgency that the Bill
shounld become law, or dropped altogether.
There were certain matters which the
Government, eould not proceed with now
until it was known whether the Govern-
ment were going to control the tramway
system or not, and if there was much fur-
ther delay there would be another sum-
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mer on us without sofficient accommoda-
tion being afforded to cope with the
traffic of the city and the suburbs, and
the Government would then have to carry
the responsibility of having failed to pro-
vide that which was recognised was ab-
solutely needed. The Government had
arranged, subject to the Bill being passed
to have a certain number of car bodies
constructed at the workshops at Midland
Junction, but it would be understood
that ihe Government did not propose to
employ men who were at the present time
engaged on the construction of rolling
stock, on this partieular work, if there
was no intention to complete the pur-
chase of the trams. If the Bill were not
to become law the Government would pre-

fer the tramway company to get their

own rolling stock from wherever they
choose.

Hon. Frank Wilson: Would you pre-
fer them to get it out of the State?

The PREMIER: It did not matter
where they got it, and it would be better
that they should get it out of the State
than that the Government should held
up the men who were engaged on the
coustruetion of rolling stock for the rail-
ways at Midland Junction in ogder to
build new cars for the tramway service.
But if the Government took over the sys-
tem it would be necessary to provide the
travelling publie with proper facilities to
get about, and this was what the Govern-
ment wanted to determine immediately.
When the matter was first diseussed with
the local authorities the offer was made to
them with regard to the payment of the
3 per cent. on the gross takings, that the
payments should be made until the ex-
piration of the various agreements and
the local anthorities were almost in ae-
cord in stating that it would be better
if the Government fixed no stated term,
that the amount should be paid and Par-
liament skould be allowed to determine
for how long those payments should con-
tinune. Under those circumstances, there-
fore, the Government eould not have
much objection to paying the 3 per cent,
until 1939, as provided in the amendment.
Some people might have an objection to
binding future Parliaments. Personally,
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be had that ohjection, but he was so ear.
nest in his desire to nationalise the tram-
way system to-day, that rather than make
a blunder similar to that in connection
with the attempted purchase of the
Midland rajlway a few years ago—
and everyone counld see to-day that by
not making that purchase it was a blun-
der—and knowing the value of the fram-
way system to the Government and to the
people of the city and suburbs, he thought
the time was most opportune for com-
pleting the purehase. This money also
would not go outside the State. There-
fore, the same objection would not lie in
this ease as might bave been raised in
the other, that the money would go out
of the State,

My, Thomas: WWhat money would not
go out of the State?

The PREMIER: The payment of the
3 per cent. This amendment would be
accepted more in the nature of a definite
agreement to pay the municipalities three
per eent. until 1939,

Mr. Thomas: It would be absolutely
binding, honourably so,

The PREMIER: No, but it would be
in the nature of a contract, The people
conld amend the Bill if they desired. If
they elected a Parliament next election
pledged to amend it, they conld do it and
no one counld say them nay.

Mr. S. Stubbs: Would that not be a
breach of an honourable understanding?

The PREMIER: Every time we
amended an Act there was a breach of an
honourable understanding according to
the member for Wagin. We could only
bind this Parliament for the term of the
Parliament. This clause would be looked
upen as an arrangement between the Par-
liament and the local authorities and Par-
liament would have to consider it as such.
The three per cent. amounted at the pre-
sent time to about £2400 a year and it
would go on inereasing, until in 1939, it
would amount to about £10,000 per an-
num. Jt was only three per cent. on the
gross earnings of the existing system, We
provided that any future extension should
not carry the three per cent. to the local
authorities. For instanee, if we made an
extension along Rokeby-read to Joliment,
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and traffic were carried over that line, we
wonld pay no three per cent. to the Subi-
aco council for the running over that line,
but we would pay on the balance of it.
It was three per cent. on the gross earn-
ings of the existing system and not{ any
extension which the Government might
make; that being the case there was not
the same objection to pay as there might
be to pay on what the Government made
in the future. He moved—

That the amendment be made g3 rs-
quested.

Hon. FRANK WILSON : All along
he had contended that the various muni-
eipal bodies were entitled to full con-
sideration at the hands of the Govern-
ment in this transaction, and, there-
fore, he was going ‘to support the Coun-
cil’s amendment, but not beeause another
place had inserted it. The least we
could do was to conserve to the local
aufhorities the three per cent. they were
now receiving on the gross earnings un-
til the expiration of the period over
which they had contracts. As to whether
it should bind future Parliaments or not
mattered very litile. Parliament was
all powerful. It could pass Acts to-day
and repeal them to-morrow. Parliament
could repudiate their just debls and
liabilities if they thouglt well to do so,
but he doubted if any Parliament in the
British community would go so far as
that. He did not think any Parliament
in Western Australia that might come
after this one would think of repealing
the elause which we now proposed to in-
sert in the measure.

Mr. Underwood : YWe will put it out
now and save them the trouble.

Hon. FRANK WILSON : No, the hon.
member would not do so. He did not
think any succeeding Parliament would
dream of departing from the clanse we
now desired to insert. It certainly had
a very strong moral effect, and he thought
it went further and that it was something
really binding on the people of the State
in the nature of & bard and fast agree-
ment. Bo far as he was coneerned he
was prepared to nccept it as such. We
were here to make the best terms in the
nationalisation of the tramways, and we
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should see that the interests of all those
concerned in the system were properly
safeguarded, at any rate to the extent in-
dicated in the amendment. As to the
necessity of rushing the matter to get
the car bodies completed in the railway
shops, that curried very little argument
in regard to the proposed amendment,
becanse no doubt the Government had
entered into an arrangement with the
company that if the Government made
the car hodies and the purchase was not
completed, the company would take those
car bodies over. It was to be hoped the
Committee wonld look at the amendment
from the point of view of what was
equitable and just. As to the statement
that we ought not to bind fature Par-
liaments, we should adopt such equitable
terms as we thought were just to-day
when we were purchasing the system.
The question was whether it was just
that the local bodies should receive 3
per cent. until 1939,

Mr. Munsie : Tt is 20 years too long.

Hon. FRANK WILSON : One ¢ould
not agree with the hon. member; but we
had thrashed out that aspect of the ques-
tion. It had been econclusively proved
that these local bodies had certain righis
under their agreements with the tram-
way company; rights that were valuable,
everyone had conceded that.

Mr. Foley : No.

Hon. FRANIKK WILSON : Qpnz would
qualify that by saying every right-minded
individual conceded that we should not
hesitate to put into the Bill something
in the nature of a binding clause. We
were getting a valuable property in the
interests of the people of Perth and of
the State, and, therefore, we should not
confiscate any rights belonging to local
bodies without reasonable eompensation.
This was not compensation, because the
local bodies had that right now. It was
to be hoped the Committee wonld not
haggle over this. It was only a small
matter to accept this amendment and
have the tramway taken over by the
Government and as fuiekly as possible
put into good working oider and run in
the interests of the publicc. We knew
what lack of faeilities there were at the
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present time, Not sufficient cars were
running at certain periods of the day
and persous, even on short journeys, had
to stand on the platform, All these
difficulties would be obviated, it was to
be beped, when the Government took
possession of the trams.

Mr. THOMAS: For once in his
lifetiine the leader of the Opposition had
grown quite reckless. While he (M,
Thomas) was as anxious as any member
to see the tramways nationalised, he had
strong objection to placing too heavy a
burden on the Government who had to
run the frams. When we were naiion-
alising the tramways it was for the State
as a whole, but we were rushing in
ard taking up liabilities which at a later
prriod might be very irksome fo carry.
The three per cent. was from the gross
Hahilities. We did not take into con-
sideration what success would meet us
in the running of the trams. It was pos-
sible there would he a strong clamour
of public opinion which might induce or
compel the Government to go into exten-
sions which wounld be a convenience to the
publie but which might not be a suceess
finaneially; .and it was almost certain
thal better eonditions would be conceded
to the men who were working the trams,
and no doubt there would be an irres-
istible elamour for a reduetion of fares.
The people of Western Aunstralia were
shouldering responsibilities, and as mem-
hers we were here fo consider a fair deal
to Western Ausiralia as well as a fair
deal to Perth. Ii amounted to this, there
was a big probability that there would be
a deficit in the running of the trams for
some years to eome. The Government
might even lose a substantial sum of
money, but no matter what their losses
might be, they still wonld be expected fo
find 3 per cent, of the gross earnings for
the Perth and other councils.

Mr. Dwyer: Why should there be a
deficit when the Government take over
the system? R

Mr. THOMAS: The Government would
have to shoulder liabilities that the pre-
gent company had not to bear. At the
present fime the tramways were run
purely in the interests of the company
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as a money-making concern, but when the
Government took over the system, it
would be run purely in the interesis of
the people as a first consideration, and
the financial aspeet would be attended to
afterwards. We were rushing into this
deal too recklessly. He was desirous of
seeing the trams nationalised under con-
ditions fair and equitable to the people
of the country as a whole, but it was not
nationalisation when a benefit was given
to one section only. Those who were sup-
porting the amendment were urging Par-
Iitament to adopt government by the dead
hand. It was presumptuous to say that
we to-day were better able to judge of
the requirements of the future than a
future Parliament would be.

Hon. Frank Wilson: That is an absurd
argument.

Mr. THOMAS: For his own part, if
he were in Parliament for twenty years,
he would feel himself bound by what Par-
liament to-day undertook to do. If a
subsequent Parliament were to repeal
what the Legislature of to-day was grant-
ing, repudiation would be howled from
the house-tops.

AMr. 8. Stubbs:
tion,

Mr. THOMAS: No Parliament of hon-
ourable men would do that. If the Com-
mittee were going to earry the Bill in this
way, they were direeting future genera-
tions as to how they were to govern their
own affairs.

Hon. Frank Wilson: Tt is not a ques-
tion of government; it is a guestion of
paying for a certain thing.

Mr. THOMAS: Well, the Committee
would be directing future generations
against their common sense to pay this
3 per cent. for 27 years. He would vote
against the amendment, and he would con-
tinne to oppose it as vigorously as he pos-
sibly could, because he would he failing
ip his duty to the people of Western Aus-
tralia if he assisted in placing a burden
upon them ag a whole in order to give s
benefit to & small section.

Mr. S. Stubbs: Then why take over
the tramways?

Mr. THOMAS: In paying the price
originallv provided for in the Bill the

It wounld be confisea-
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Government would be paying all that
could be expected. If three per cent. of
the gross earnings of any {ramway system
in the Commonwealth was taken away,
it would mean that thal tramway system,
even the Sydney tramway system, wonld
be run at a loss; and if the Sydney tram-
ways could not make a profit with their
enormons turnover, how eould a profit be
made on the small system in this State?

Mr. GEORGE: It was to be hoped
that the Committee would endorse the de-
cision of the Legislative Council, beeause
it was a simple act of justice to the eiti-
zens of Perth, and no injustice to the
people of Western Australia. When nego-
tiations were first entered into by the
councillors of the city for the installation
of a tramway system, they, on behalf of
the people, made the best terms they pos-
sibly could with the concessionaires. It
was realised that the tramways would be
the means of developing the city and sub-
urbs, and that a municipal system could
not be brought about for a number of
years. The citizens were with the couneil
in the action that was then taken.

Mr. Munsie: How do you know?

Mr, GEORGE: Becanse every one of
the councillors who made the agreement
with the company was returned at the
ensuing election. When the time came
for the extension of the tramways into
the suburbs, those who desired the exten-
sions were not as careful as the city
council had been, and did not obtain as
good terms. In the debates which took
place in the Legislative Assembly ai the
time, the difficulties in regard to these
eoncessions were pointed out, and it was
desired that the working concessions of
the city couneil should not in any way
be abrogated, and that the whole of the
concessions outside of Perth should har-
monise; because it was realised that,
sooner or later, Perth would extend its
boundaries; a Greater Perth would come
into existence, and the tramways would
then be one big municipally-controlled
scheme, Amongst the rights obtained by
the ecity council was this provision for
three per cent. of the gross earnings in
return for the concession, and in eonsid-
eration of the fact that the council had
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no power to rate what was a business eon-
cern using the streeis. That right was
conceded tv the ecity council, and now
that the GGovernment were taking over
the trams, they were not prepared to con-
tinue the payment of three per cent.
without some restriction. Surely, if the
loeal bodies were to be encouraged to do
their best for the people whom they re-
presented, there must not be an repudia-
tion of what they had done years ago.
What was the proposal to stop the three
per cent. payment, if it was not repudia-
tion? The Government would not gunar-
aniee to the eity couneil that which be-
longed to that body if the concession con-
tinued until 1939.

Hon. W. C. Angwin (Honorary Min-
ister}: What will the trams be like then?®

Mr. GEORGE: Under the conditions
of the original concession, the company
had to keep the lines and equipment up to
date, and it was for the city couneil, if
the concession continued, to see thab the
company did that.

Mr. Lewis: They are not doing it fo-
day.

Mr. GEORGE: If the city councillors
did not do their work it was for their
electors to deal with them and make
them do it, but there was no reason for
thinking the e¢ity councillors wonld not
be prepared to carry out their part.
Many members held the view that it would
be doing wrong to the rest of the people
of Western Australia if the Government,
in taking over the trams, continued the
concession Lo tlie munieipality ; but it must
be remembered that the city eorporation
had a large business to carry on and was
losing a large amounnt of revenue by los-
ing the rates from the extensive property
the Government were resuming. And why
should we take away from the Perth City
Council what they, by their business acu-
men, secured to the ratepayers of Perth,
namnely, an income out of the tramways?
No doubt the ratepayers of Perth would
get advantages through the Government
taking over the trams, advantages in the
shape of penny sections, a better service
and cheaper fares for the through ser-
vices; but were not these advantages they
might reasonably expect to get even if
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the company carried on, or, better still,
if the trams were run by the munici-
pality? It must not be supposed that the
city eouncillors were absolute fools. They
were elected by the ratepayers beeause
they were-the best men offering, just as
the electors of the Legislative Assembly
elected the best men offering. Why should
we suppose it was impossible to have in
our municipal councils men just as eap-
able of dealing with matters as hon. mem-
bers of the Legislative Assembly? In ten
years’ time we would not know Perth, so
great its growth would be, and no doubt
in this direction the assistance tramway
extension would give would be a great
factor, so there need be no qualms that the
Government would be working the trams
al a defieif.

Mr. Monger: They will not get a show
if my vote will stop it.

Mr. GEORGE: If the trams were good
enongh for a eompany to work at a pro-
fit, if they were good enough for the city
couneil to try to aequire, if they were
good enough for the Government to ac-
guire, or for any syndicate anxious to get
them, where was the recklessness (hat
the member for Bunbury spoke of9
The hon. member alse considered that we
could mot legislate for five years hence
better than a Parliament five years hence
conld do for itself; but every day we were
altering legislation passed in previous
years, and we did not epndemn previous
Parliaments on that score, we simply said
that eircumstances were not the same pre-
vipusly as now existed. Perth undoubtedly
had a right to the three per cent. for the
full period of the unexpired term of the
eoncession, Perth had other rights that
were to eventunate at the end of the term,
but there was no need to say anything
about them, as he would be satisfied if
the three per cent. on the gross earnings
was guaranteed until the end of the term.
It was said that three per cent. would
make the Sydney trams unpayable, but
that had no bearing on the question, be-
canse we knew that three per cent. on the
earnings of the Perth’ trams did not mean
a loss to the framway company, and wa
had sufficient faith in our officers to realise
that they would not wilfully make a loss
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to prove the correctness of the assertion
of the member for Bunbury. The Gov-
ernment should take over the trams; it
would be better for the State; but they
should not take them over with a blot
which, if net repudiation, was very much
like it. The mayor and councillors of
Perth were right in deing their hest to
fight for what was fized when the conces-
sion was granted.

Mr. SWAN: The hon. member was
always booming the city council of days
gone by, when, as a matter of faet, they
were sadly lacking in foresight. If the
present eity councillors had no more fore-
sight than past city counecillors had, it
said very little for them. If, in 1hose com-
paratively benighted days, when the con-
cession was granted, the people had been
appealed to, they would have decided
against granting the concession which the
member for Murray-Wellington, as one
of the city councillors at the time, took
eredit for granting. It was doubt-
ful whether the city council of that time
worried very much about the future; more
likely was it that many councillors had
a sharp eye for the then present. No in-
sinuation against the member for Murray-
Wellington was intended, but certainly
there were in the city council of fhat
day counecillors who had their attention
centred on the then present, and who
cared very little about the future or about
the interests of the ¢itizens of Perth. He
wonld vote for the requested amendment.

Mr. ALLEN: It came with very bad
grace from members of Parliament o
adversely criticise the work of local gov-
erning bodies, especially when we con-
sidered the work done by these loeal gov-
erning bodies without fee or reward, and
then reflected that members of Parlia-
ment were receiving a substaniial re-
muneration for doing very little more, if
any. Although not a member of the city
council at the time the agreement was
made with the tramway company, he eon-
sidered that the councillors of that day
had, on bebalf of the citizens, made a
business-like contract. The amendment
represented the recommendation of a
select committee in another place, the
members of which, after having heard a
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mass of evidence, had come to the con-
.clusion that the reversionary rights of
the loecal governing bodies were of great
value.

Hon. W. C. Apgwin (Hongrary Mini-
ster) : I think their coneclusions were very
much in the wrong.

Mr. ALLEN: Still, that was the opin-
ion of the select commitfee, and, in view
of this, the amendment seemed almost ridi-
culous. In exchange for these valuable
reversionary rights it was proposed to
give the loeal governing bodies three per
ceni. until 1939. It was merely giving
the local governing bodies what they al-
ready had. Without any intervention on
the part of the Government the local gov-
erning bodies wonld receive threes -per
cent. until 1939.

Mr. Munsie: And the ratepayers would
pay the penalty for it.

Mr. ALLEN: Much had been said aboui
the anticipated penny seections; we had
penny seetions now.

Mr. Heitmann: And a hybrid system
i is.

Mr. ALLEN: At all events, to his
thinking, the penny sections provided in
the city of Perth were fairly satisfactory.
Even if the requested amendment were
apreed to, there was nothing at all to
prevent a future Parliament, at the in-
stigation of some impecunions Govern-
ment, from res¢inding it. We had been
told that when the time came for the
city couneil to take over the plant it
would be in pitiable order. However, it
-should be remembered that unless the sys-
tem were in real good working order and
condition, according to the terms of the
agreement, the council would refuse to
take it over. The company had no alter-
native to keeping the system in good
‘working condition.

Hon. W. C. Angwin {Honorary
Minister): They do not do it to-day.

. Mr. ALLEN: That was because they
were praying to God that the Government
would purchasze it.

Mr. Munsie: There are only two men
in Perth who are not—yourself and the
Mayor.

Mr. ALLEN: No one had ever heard
the people of Perth protesting in regard
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to the tramways; they were satisfied to
leave the question with their representa-
tives in the city council,

The Minister for Works: You should
take a referendum on the question.

Mr. ALLEN: It would have been satis-
factory to hear more from the Premier
in regard to the coniract for the building
of the new car bodies. Mr. Somerset had
recently told the city counecil that the
Government were going to build these
additional cars for the company, and that
whether or not the Government took over
the system the cars would be available to
the ecompany. However, the Premier had
since denied this.

The Premier: Who said we were going
on with it?

Mr. ALLEN: Mr. Somerset had told
the city council that the Government
were going to build the ears in any case.
As to the advantages to be expected from
the Government conirol of the system,
he had heard no assurance given that the
penny sections would be extended.

Mr. Munsie: The seleet committee evi-
dently thought we would get it.

Mr. ALLEN: It wounld be found that
the capitalisation of the affair would be
raterially inereased under the Govern-
ment eontrol, and it would not be so easy
to provide ali these advantages. He hoped
that when the Government took over the
trams they would give the people a tram-
way service very different from the rail-
way service at present provided, which
was an absolute disgrace to the State.

Mr. GILL: There was ne doubt that if
we accepted the requested amendment
future Parliaments would be influenced
by our aection. Therefore he wonld
support it.  Apparently the member
for  Bunbury was doubtful as to
the finaneial results to be obtained
from the Government control of the
system.  There should he uno [fear
on this secore. The company had made
good profits out of the system, and if
the Goverhment took over the trams, al-
though the cost of the serviee would eer-
tainly increase, still it would return a very
bandsome profit from the outset. He
joined issue with those hon. members who
were of opinion that by laking over the
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tramways we wounld be doing a serious
wrong to the eitizens of Perth. There
was liftle doubi that the people of Perth
were perfectly satisfied with the proposi-
tion before Parliament. The member for
Murray-Wellington considered that the
city of Perth had suffered eonsiderably
through the recent resumption of s0 mueh
property with the city boundaries. It
would be found, however, that these re-
sumptions had resulted in a marked in-
crease in rent, which meant also an in-
crease in the ratable value up to, perhaps,
fifty per eent., and therefore it would
seem that the ecity of Perth had bene-
fited rather than suffered by the resump-
tion of these properties.

Mr. TAYLOR: The amendwment would
bave his opposition, hecause if it were
adopted, it would be obligatory on Parlia-
ment for 27 years to give three per ceunt.
on the gross earnings of the present sys-
tem to the councils. Why should this
Parliament place future Parliaments in
such a position? This was the only Bill
which songht to bind future Parliaments
in that way. Why should we depart from
the fundamental principle of legislation¥

The Premier: We cannot.

My, TAYLOR: If the amendment were
aceepted, we would be morally binding
future Parliaments for 27 years. An-
other place, jealous of rights and privi-
leges, knew full well that this would be
the effect of the amendment. With the
amendment, the measure would provide
that after 27 years the three per cenis.
should continue until Pavliament other-
wise decided. Why should not the three
per cents. be discontinued after that time?
The Government were not justified in
giving the three per cent. on the gross
earnings to the counncils without first pro-
viding intevest and sinking fund, and
even after that it was gquestionable
whether that percentage shounld be granted
them. If a referendum of the people of
the State were taken on the franchise of
the Legislative Assembly, the amendment
would be rejected by a large majority,
but naturally the people of Perth would
favour it. )

Mr. Mupsie: T do not think they wounld.
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Mr. TAYLOR : The people of the State
would reject it by a five or six-to-one
majority, The people of the Stiate were
asked to accept the financial obligalions
without receiving the same benefits which
would result to the people of Perth.

Mr. George : Then the eity couneil
have no rights. :

Mr. TAYLOR : TUnder their agree-
ment. they have reversionary rights, but
the Government have said they have no
rights against ihe Crown.

Mr. George: Why should they be
placed in a worse position?
Mr. TAYLOR : The would be in a

belter position by tbe Goveroment taking
over the system even if they were given
no percentage at all. Under a Govern-
ment system the people must be belter
served, The capitalisation of the system
wonld be iucreased, and we had not the
inereased population to lift. The traffie
would not inerease in anything like pro-
portion to the capitalisation, and there
was a possibility that the Government
wonld be compelled, by the pressure of

residents in the metropolitan area, te

grant penny sections and run cars more
frequently. The present system was ap-
palling. Only at short intervals during
the day could one depend on getting a
seat on a jonrney from the city practic-
ally to Subiaco. The system was not
equal to & city like Perth, and the Gov-
ernment would have to increase the roll-
ing stock.

Mr. Lewis : Will not the additional
facilities ereate traffie

Mr. TAYLOR : Not sufficiently to
pay the extra expense. If we had treble
the population we inight thiuk about
penny seetions, but he questioned whether
hey could be profitably granted at pre-
sent.

Mr, George : Wonld you agree to the
three per cent. after providing for in-
terest and sinking fund?

Mr. TAYLOR : Not to legislate for
27 vears ahead, and not to bind the hands
of future Parliaments.

Mr. George : The tramways are prae-
tieally doing that to-day.
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Mr. TATLOR : The matter being
dealt with was one which was allowed
14 years ago.

Mr. George: Apy money which the
Government expended in improving the
tramways would increase the iraffie.

Mr. TAYLOR : That militated against
the amendment. After extending the
lines to more distant areas, the passen-
gers would be brought over the existing
lines and the three per cent. would have
to be paid on that traffie. The outside
people would participate in any loss, but
not in the perceniage of gross earnings.
The extensions which wonld probably be
made would be likely to rednce the earn-
ing capacity of the system. We did not
expect railways to pay until after four
or five years in some instances and that
must apply to tram systems, though not
in such a large degree. When the Gov-
ernment took over the trams any 30 or
40 people in a new disirict would want to
have the lines extended fo serve them.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Mr. TAYLOR: It was said thai the
city couneillors, in making an agreement
with the tramway company, had not suffi-
ciently safegnarded the interest of the
ratepayers of Perth. If members of this
Parliament were as jealons of the in-
terests of the people they represented as
the city fathers of Perth were in making
the agreement with the tramway com-
pany, they would reject the amendment.
The city fathers did safeguard those
whom they represented as faithfully as
they counld. The ngreement had that
stampied on its face, If the representa-
tives of the people in Parliament con-
sidered the interests of the people they
represented and guarded them as jeal-
ously as the city councillors had done. ihe
amendment would not be accepted. Who
was to father the burden of the financial
obligation entailed in this proposition?
The people as a whole; they were to ac-
cept the finaneial success or loss, while
the ratepavers of Perth and the metro-
rolitan avea. o handful of people, wonld
be on velvet. They would receive three
rer cent, first eall on the gross earnings,
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and any shortage in working expenses, if
there be any, would be a eall upon the
consolidated revenue of the State—an al-
together nnfair proposition. It was said
that if the amendment be rejected, the
Bill would be lost. He was not quite sure
that that would be an injury to Western
Australia; he was not satisfied that the
people would suffer by the loss of the
Bill; ke was not satisfied that a majority
of the people of the State were content
that half a million of money should be
spent on this purchase, Before all ve-
quirements were met it would mean three-
quarters of a million pounds within the
next three years. If a referendnm of the
people of the State were taken as to
whether half a millign shenld be spent on
the purchase of these trams, as against
spending it on railways for the develop-
ment of the eountry, in the development
of our mining aveas, and in giving better
services to the people in the interior, there
wonld be an overwhelming majority in
favour of stayiog the hands of the Gov-
ernment in regard to the purchase of
the trams, and in favour of laying out the
meney in developmental work. No injus-
tice would be done if the amendment were
rejeeted and it led to the loss of the Bill.
Purchasing a going coneern would not
crenle any new work except so far as the
necessaty extensions were concerned, but
spending the money on the development
of the State would mean that the workers
wonld receive a large proportion of the
half million. In faci, the loss of the Bill
would be an advantage. It would cer-
tainly be a disadvantage to the metro-
politan area, because the people believed
that the tram service should be national-
ised. The electors of the State at lhe lusi
election voted for nationalisation gener-
ally by retarning the majority repre-
sented on the Government side of the
House, but the propoesition now hefore
Parliament was not nationalisation. The
people did not return the present party
to power to bring in hybrid nationalisa-
tion, nationalisation with a lhnitation,
by which a small section of the people
made a certain profit, namely, three per
cent. on the gross earning of the trams,
and the people as a whole were to aceept
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the chances of -a loss. That was nob earry-
ing out the mandate for nationalisation
that the people had given to the party at
present in power. The people of the
State would be pleased at the loss of the
Bill, and those looldng for work would be
satisfied to Lknow that the Government
were about to spend half a million in
opening up new ateas and giving railway
facilities to the people in the interior, and
in fostering the industries of the State,
rather than in laying out the money in a
proposition which would give no more
work to the workers, though it might
give better conditions to those employed
in the tramway service. As the member
for Murray-Wellington bad pointed out,
under the agreement the eity council had
ample provision to keep the tramway
company practically to a point of per-
fevlion.

Mr. Lander:
bone.

Mr. TAYLOR: They had the power
to make the company give fair conditions
and better facilities for the travelling
public. The member for East Perth was
formerly a eity conncillor; was his back-
bone weaky If the city councillors were
weak the ratepayers were weak to elect
them, and the fault lay with the ratepay-
ers. Because the tramway company had nn

. agreement, and becanse the city couneil,
who had the right to enforce the agree-
ment, failed to enforce it in the interests
of the people, it was unfair for Parlia-
ment to step in and buy up the service.
He would not vate to tie the hands of
futare Parliaments for 27 solid years. It
was absurd; it was a bad precedent to
establish for any Parliament to pass a
law stipulating a moral obligation and an
honourable understanding that no future
Parliament could touch for a given period.
Parliament was the representative of the
people, and after each general election
the voice of the people should be heard,
and the people desired amended ihe laws
which had been passed, the Governor’s
hands should be free to amend those laws,
Here, however, we were saying that for
27 years the hands of the Government
should be tied, unless, of course, we de-
clared that we would repudiate what was

They have not the back-
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supposed to be a moral obligation or an
honourable understanding. He wondered
what was in the minds of hon. gentlemen
in another place when they suggested the
amendment. Was that in a democratic
Parliament the view that should be ac-
cepted by the representatives of the peo-
Ple in the Legislative Assembly? No,
emplatically, and he was confident that
the great bulk of the people wounld like-
wise say no if they had the opportunity
of expressing their opinion. He chal-
lenged the supporters of the Government
to submit the amendment to a referen-
dum. They dared not do it. It was to
be hoped that the Government were not
so wedded to the amendment as to accept
it, and that hon. members would take the
view he took and which he believed to
be the right view in the interests of the
people. Members were not justified in
accepting the amendment, which would
tie the hands of Parliament for 27 years,
and he hoped it wounld be rejected.

Mr. DWYER: The opponents of the
amendment bad been arguing on atterly
wrong premises. They seemed to think
that the Government were giving away
something and getting nothing in return,
Such, however, was not the ecase. This
was nationalisation with eompensation. If
the member for Mount Margaret only
considered the facts as they were pre-
sented, Le would see that while nationali-
sation was no new principle, that wher-
ever it bad ecome to be adopted as a prin-
ciple, hand in hand with it ran the ques-
tion of compensation to those who had
any rights which nationalisation swal-
lowed up. Hon. members might refer to
the report of the select committee whicl
dealt with the mwatter, and on pages 10
and 11 the evidence of Mr. Norikmore
would be found.

Hon. W. C. Angwin (Honorary Min-
ister}: Is he an official of the council?

Mr, DWYER: Mr. Northmore was the
city solicitor, and like other members of
that profession when he gave an opinion
he did@ so conscientiously. Mr. North-
more’s evidence was not given in the heat
of debate, bui bore the stamp of the evi-
denee given by a man who had considered
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well all sides of the subjeet. Mr. North-

more said—

At the present time the company
have for sale a thirteen years’ franchise
and, in addition fo that, the present
value of what their land and buildiogs
and plant will be worth in November,
1925. That is all that the company
have to sell, and that, therefore, is all
that the Government can buy, and
apart from this preseni Bill it is all
that they ean possess themselves of. The
price to be paid for the tramways with-
in the city of Perth should represent
the present value of thirteen years’ pro-
fits, so far as the working of the trams
in Perth is concerned, plus the present
valne of what the company’s plant and
land would be worth in 1925, that is all
the company have to sell. If, therefore,
the price to be paid exceeds the value of
those two items, then the Government is
paying the company for something
which helongs to ihe council. If, on
the other hand, the price which is to
be paid represents the true value of
those bwo items, then if the Bill is
passed, the Government, while paying
for a 13 years’ franchise is geiting a
perpetnal franchise because, as soon as
the city acquired under this clause and
took over the undertaking of the com-
pany, it would bhave a right in per-
petnity. I think it follows that in any
cirenmstances if this Bill goes through,
the council is being deprived of the dif-
ference between the present value of a
13 years’ franchise and the present
valne of a perpetual franchise, and
that, T would suggest to the committee,
is the measure of compensation to which
the council should be entitled if the
Bill is to pass in its present form, be-
canse if it does not get compensation
for that, undounbtedly its rights are be-
ing confiscated, and T submit, as a mat-
ter of law there is no more justification
for Parliament confiscating the rvights
and property of the city council than
there would be for confiseating the
rights and properties of the tramway
company itself.

Most people wonld agree that the Gov-
ernment were buying from the couneil in-
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directly this perpetual franchise, and that
no rights were being confiscated. A fair
offer was being made to the metropolitan
councils for their interests on their vari-
ous agreements, and after all, our argu-
ments tended to the point that the Gorv-
ernment had decided, with the approval
certainly of the people of the metropolis
and he believed of the State, to nationalise
the tramway system, and the only ques-
tion that remained was, should that na-
tionalisation be effected without paying
any compensation whatever for rights or
should it be nationalised by merely tak-
ing over the coneern. The only just way
of deciding the question was that the
Government should do what a private
individual would do when making a
purchase; it ought to give the person
who possessed that which was being
bought something in ecompensation for
what was being taken from him. No
Government would be worthy of the name
if they look from any body, private or
publie, any rights which were theirs with-
out recorapense. That was the erux of
the whole position. Reference had been
made to the faet that Mr, Northmore’s
opinion in vegard to the extent of the
franchise which the city council pos-
sessed differed from that of Mr. Pilking-
ton, Mr, Pilkington’s opinion, dated 23rd
March, 1910, turned on the question of
what right, if any, the counecil had in
reference to goodwill. Two years later,
in 1912, Mr. Northmare, with Mr, Pilk-
ington’s opinion before him, and having
carefuliy weighed it with all the evidence
which had been given, said that the eity
council had a. perpetnal franchise whieh
the Government were purchasing from
them. In view of the cirenmstances it
might reasonably be said that in all pro-
bability Mr. Northmore’s opinion of 1912
was the correet one. A strange point
about the debates seemed to be that we
had coineciding, at least in method, all the
reactionary forces of the city counecil
and somc members on the Government
side of the House. Although differing in
prineiple, both had reached the same end,
and agreed upon what ouglht te be done,
If the principle of nationalisation were
the bad thing for the couniry which som.
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hon. members, particularly the members
for Bunbury and for Mount Margaret
had alleged, we were laying ourselves
open to the retort by the reactionary ele-
ment of the city council ‘*Well, leave it
alone, and we are willing to take it over:
we will conelude terms with the company,
and run the tramway system.” But il
was not a bad thing for the company. It
was well known that of all portions of
onr railway system the metropolitan paid
the best; therefore there was no reason
why a defieit should follow the running
of the tramway system. At present the
trams were being run at a profit, and
ihere was no reason why that satisfactory
state of affairs should not be continued,
In securing the tramway system the Gov-
ermmment would be securing something
whieh would prove to be one of the best
and richest assets of the State. The Gov.
ernment would have the opportunity of
extending the system indefinitely, and, as
the years went past, the trams would be
still more largely availed of, and the rev-
enue wonld go on inereasing, The mem-
ber for Monnt Margaret had declared that
if a plebiscite were taken on the Bill the
measure would be defeated. He (Mr.
Dwyer) felt equally confident that if the
Bill were placed before the metropolitan
electorates it would he carried by an over-
whelming majority. He believed also that
the sense of justice of the people in the
metropolitan centres would meove them to
tell the Government that it was only fair
and equitable that the 3 per cent. or its
equivalent should be paid to the local
governing hodies. In regard to the other
portions of the Siate, he thought that they
also would carry the principle of nation-
alism of the tramways, although, per-

haps, loeal selfishness might lead some of

them to deny the necessity for this pay-
ment of compensation. He urged hon.
members not to Took at the question in a
parochial light, but rather to take the
view that Parliament was entering into
a contract with the various municinalities,
under which those municipalities would
lose certain rights, in respect to which,
therefors, they deserved compensation.

Me. CARPENTER : As a special
pleader e hon. member had excelled him-
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self. It was easy to imagine the hon.
member arguing with equal logic and a
good deal more sincerity on the other side
of the question. The whole of the hou.
member’s argument was based on the fal-
lacy of regarding the local governing
bodies in exactly the same light as he
wounld regard the owner of a freebold
block of land. Manifestly the hon. mem-
ber could not conscientiously bring him-
self to believe that the cases were at all
parallel. The hon. member had merely
followed a practice well known to the
legal profession. It reminded one of
the eloguent speeeh made by the Attorney
General on the seeond reading, when the
Minister bad pointed out that the ecity
couneil simply existed as the creation of
Parliament; that they were the repre-
sentatives of the people for the time
being, but were not by any means lo he
regarded as a body of men having vested
interests at stake, and that whatever
rights they had been given as representa-
tives of the people, Parliament could take
away, In aceepting the suggested amend-
ment the Government had apparently lost
sight of that fact. The real position was
that a change had taken place, a change
to the benefit of the metropolitan area
particularly. Those people were going fo
get the chief advantage of this change in
the bettering of the tramway system, and
the several eouncils who represented them
for certain purposes were coming along
and saying, ‘‘Now you ratepayers, we are
going to do something for your advant-
age; we see you are going to get the na-
tionalised trams that vou want and a
better system altogether, but we are not
going to be satisfied; we are going to take
advantage of the opportunity to take
some money from the rest of the State
and pat it into your eoffers.”’

Mr. George : Oh, no.

Mr. CARPENTER : The hon. member
would find that that was so when the
Government were called vponr to meet
demands for higher wages, enormous ex-
tensions, and a quicker service.

Mr. George: How much per day are

you gaing to give the men to bring abont
this deficit?
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Mr. CARPENTER: By agreeing to
this three per cent. members were im-
posing a fresh charge on the scheme from
the begioning.

Mr. George:
getting it now.

The Chairman : Order! The hon.
member for Fremantle must address the

“hair and not the member for Murray-
Wellington.

Mr. CARPENTER: The Premier had
made it clear when he introduced the Bill
that he expected to be inundated with de-
maunds for extensions, penny sections,
quicker services, and higher wages and
better conditions for the men. The Com-
mittee must know the influence which cily
and suburban members had when they
combined forces to obtain eoncessions of
this sort, and the rest of the State would
have to make good the loss. If the peo-
ple were asked whether they would have
nationalisation without this three per
cent. limitation they wounld say “Yes, we
are prepared to pay our rates hounestly
for the services we get, and we do pot
want {0 make the tramways purchase a
lever for getting money out of the porkets
of other people.” The amendmeni, if
carried, wounld disecount a large amonnt of
the good which the nationalisation of the
trams would bring about.

Mr. FOLEY : Another place had placed
reservations on the rationalisation of the
tramways, and as a believer in nationalisa-
tion he had no desire to take the other
Chamber’s opinions in this matter. The
nationalisation of the trams would be a
good thing for the State, but, if the trams
were taken over subject to this amend-
ment, it would be-a considerable time
before the service was a paying concern.
The system was very heavily capitalised.
many improvements were necessary, and
the Government would be seriously handi-
capped from the commencement. If =
referendem was taken the people wonld
still vote for nationalisation, becanse they
would believe that by nationalisation
good would acerne to the whole of the
people. and not to one small section. To
date the trams had been worked by the
company for profit, but he hoped that the

But the ecouncils arc

1729

Government would not work the service
for profit, but would give the people a
better service, Some hon, members had
said that in the past the city council had
looked after the people's interest, but no
one who rode on the trams at the present
time could say with any truth that the
gervice was good or that the eity couneil
bad been discharging their responsi-
bilities. As a legislative body, this Par-
liament had no right to say what condi-
tions should obtain at any stated period
in the future. 1f the Government paid in
money for the trams, the trams should be.
long to the people, and the Government
should have the right at any time to say
that the three per cent. should be paid
no longer. As a believer in nationalisa-
tion, he hoped that the Bill would be
thrown out, rather than that members
should accept a system which was not na-
tionalisation, and then the matter could
be brought forward again, when the pea-
ple had been so far educated up to nation-
alisation as to consider the State as a
whole first.

Hon. W. C. ANGWIN (Honorary Min-
ister) : The Committee had already
agreed to three per cent. being handed
over to the city council. In his opinion,
instead of that percentage being handed
over to the loeal governing body, it should
have heen reserved for the reduetion of
fares in econnection with the tramway
system. It was not the Government, hut
the people who used the trams, who
would have to pay the three per cent.,
and he was econfident that, no matter
what Governroent were in power, ihe
people of Perth and suburbs might ery
out as munch as they liked, but the fares
would not be reduced if the trams were
to be run at a loss. If members would
refer to the select committee’s report they
would find that the committee had not
read the Bill carefully, and that the conn-
cils were losing nothing.

Hon. Frank Wilson: Are you opposing
the Government?

Hon, W. C. ANGWIN (Honorary Min-
ister): The Committee’s attention lLad
been already drawn to the faet that the
payment of the three per cent. had been
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agreed to. The select committee’s report
stated—

Under the original agreement the

council have, in addition to the re-
versionary rights, the following bene-
fits:—{(a) Three per cent. of the gross
earnings on existing lines and all ex-
tensions. (b) Repairs of tracks. (e)
Right to use poles for lighting pur-
poses. (d) Right to use lines for
seavenging and other purposes at might
time, The Bill takes these away, and
gives three¢ per cent. on the gross earn-
ings on the present lines, and the right
to use the poles for street lighting pur-
poses until Parliament otherwise de-
termines.
The Bill, however, stated that the local
authorities should reeceive the three per
cont., that the track should be maiutained
and repaired by the Governmont to the
extent of the liability of the company
under the agreemenis mentioned in tle
fourth and fifth sehedules, so that no-
thing whatever had been taken away from
the city eouncil. All the advantages set
out in the agreement were embodied in
the Bill. The report of the committee
went on to state that while thera were
certain reversionary rights, those rights
would be of little value, and, in fact. of
almost no value whatever. The manager
had pointed out in a communication to
the Press that before the expiration of
the concession the people who used the
trams would have to pay for the eonces-
sion. Therefore, no rights existed to-day.
The committee had further stated that,
in view of being deprived of the rever-
sionary rights, certain concessions would
have to be given by the Government for
the benefit of those who used the trams.
These consisted of a reduction of fares
and a better service, and in those res-
pects the residents would benefit greatly
by the Government taking possession of
the system. Some members seemed to
think that the State was robbing the local
authorities. To run the trams during the
next few vears would not be such an
easy matter as some members seemed to
imagine. A large inecrease in capital ex-
penditure would be necessary; the lines
were in a bad state of repair; new cars
were required, and a large inerease in the

[ASSEMBLY.]

wages paid to the running staff would be
necessary. In faet, the Arbitration Court
had almost decided that such should be
the case,

Hon. J. Mitehell: Almost?

Hon. W. C. ANGWIN (Honorary
Minister) : Tt was recognised that that
would be so in every part of Australia.
The tramway men in Melbourne were
earning more than the men in Perth under
an agreement whieh had just been entered
into, so that from the start the under-
taking would not produce the handsome
profit which representatives of the eity
thought probable. There was another
advantage to be gained by State control
The tramways were being run in various
distriets, and there was a possibility of
dual eontrol. If dual control once came
about, the same satisfaetion could not be
given to the public as would result from
having the system under one head. This
House had decided that the councils
should receive the three per cent. for a
certain period. The objection now was
not so mueh to the payment of the three
per cent. as to binding another Parlia-
ment,

Hon. J. Mitehell: Are you agreeing to
it?

Hon. W. (. ANGWIN (Honorary
Minister): The House had already
agreed to 1l. He was surprised at the
opposition of representatives in the eity
proper, because the people of Perth would
derive the greatesi benefit from the Gov-
ernment running the trams. The most un-
fortunate part was that fhose who wsed
the trams would have to pay the tliree
per cents. The Government had done
right by accepting the amendment, but
he was astonished that members of the
Legislative Couneill had adopted such a
recommendation. Parliament ecould re-
view any action taken by a previous Par-
liament, and he was surprised at the
learned gentlemen of the Legislative
Council trying to impose on a future
Parliament something which they had no
power legally to do. He trusted that
members would agree to the amendment,
whieh would remove the possibility of dual
control, put the system under one head,
and thereliy make it beneficial to the
people who used it.
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Mr. LEWIS: The amendment would
have his support because he did not de-
sire the opportunity of seeuring contrul
of the iramway system to be lost. Nation-
alisation bad been urged to ensure exien-
sions of the system, an improved service,
a reduction of fares, and fair and equii-
able eonditions for the employees. It
had been urged in the case of public
utilities, in order that the workers might
gecore fair conditions in eontrast to those
given by a private monopoly which ex-
isted solely for profit. The members for
Bunbury, Fremantle, and Mount Mar-
garet had indulged in pessimistic pro-
phecies, bni we had the experience of
other cities in the Commonwealth. In
Sydney every possible advantage vras
conceded to the people. The member for
Bunbury doubted whether that system
would pay three per cent. on the gross
earnings. The figures for the year ended
June, 1911, showed that the Sydney sys-
tem could have paid three per cent. and
shown a profit of £7,000, in additior to
‘giving the advaniages referred to. Mr.
Somerset had stated that once the popu-
lation of a city reached 50,000 there was
little doubt about its tramway system
paying. The population of Perth was
65,000 or 70,000.

Mr. Taylor: That is the metropolitan
area.

Mr. LEWIS: That was the city of
Perth. The member for Perth had re-
ferred to the suburban railway traffic as
being the best paying portion of the rail-
way system. Taking the station of May-
lands, the fare to which was threepence
return, the figures for 1911 over 1910
showed an inecrease of £1,466, and for
1912 over 1911 an increase of £2,595.
That demonstrated the growth of sub-
urban traffic. Many localities were handi-
capped for want of tramway communi-
.cation. The population of Subiace was
8,026; that of North Perth, 4,391; that of
Victoria Park, 2,267, These were loca-
lities supplied with a tramway service.
On the other hard, South Pertk had a
population of 1,197, and Queen’s Park,
with the largest area of any metrepolitan
‘municipal area, had only 1,207. These
“two municipalities were not supplied with
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trams, Ti was urged time after time that
agricultural railways wonld create de-
velopment and promete settlement, so
would it be with the tramways. Every
year the population would increase, and
the trams would become a more valuable
asset, so that there would be nothiug to
fear as to a loss. We should seize the
opportunity of purchasing the trams, L'ne
opportunity might not occur again, We
should agree to the amendment.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: The report of
the seleet committee of the Legislative
Council contained the following :—

It will be seen that they (eertain
witnesses) consider the reversionary
rights of great value. There is mo
doubt that they are if the present high
fares are allowed to be continued, for
the Government are paying the tram-
way eompany £475,000 for book assets
that the Commissioner of Railways
values at £200,000 at the present time,
the difference of £275,000 being praeti-
cally goodwill for what is, aceording fo
the opinion of Mr. Northmore, the City
solicitor, only a 13 years’ franchize.

This was an astonishing fact that the
Government were paying £275,000 for
goodwill, and that goodwill over a short
number of years. The report of the select
committee was a little contradictory.
‘While making this statement on the one
hand that the goodwill to the owners was
worth £275,000, the recommendation was
that the rights of the city couneil were
worth only 3 per cent. until 1939. If
the city counncil were paid 3 per cent.

for all time they would be very
well paid for the tram service,
but that did not justify our

paying £475,000 to the tramway company
for their interest in the concern, The
member for Mount Margaret made a
reasonable request in asking for an as-
surance from the Government that the
3 per cent. to be paid to the municipali-
ties would be earned by the tramways,
and that the general taxpayer would not
be asked to contribute any part of the
working expenses or inferest or sinking
fund. There were many avennes in
which half a million could be spent more
beneficially to the State than in the por-
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chase of these trams. Many districts
were waiting for railways. The Govern-
ment would need to find £475,000 if the
tramway company did not elect to aceept
debentures. The Government should say
whether they could raise sofficient money
to purchase the trams and provide for the
works the Stale was undoubtedly com-
mitted to. We were told that the power
of the country was greater than the
power of the city conneil, and the greater
ineluded the less, and that we bhad the
right to confiscate what the c¢ity eounecil
possessed. That was already decided by
the Committee at the request of the At-
torney General, and the best thing to do
now was to see that the ecity council at
least stood where they were now, namely,
that they received 3 per cent. antil 1939.

The Minister for Works : Do you op-
pose nationalisation?
Hon, J. MITCHELL : It would be

futile to do that now, and he was merely
calling attention to the fact that the Gov-
ernment had determined to pay far more
for the trams than Lhey were worth, ac-
cording te the report of the Legislative
Couneil select committee.

The Minister for Works : When you
promised vationalisation at the elections
you had your tougue in your cheek, bad
yon?

Hon. J. MITCHELL :
mire it.

Mr. MUNSIE : It was really sarpris-
ing to hear the Premier announce the in-
tentien to make the amendment requested
by the Legislative Couneil. Not only
did the select committee of the Legisla-
tive Council recommend that the 3 per
cent. should exist until 1939, bul they
practieally laid down certain concessions
that shonld be given. Their report read,
¢¢Tt must be taken into consideration that
the present high fares will not be al-
lowed to continue.'! The people of the
metropolitan  distriet generally would
not allow the present high fares to eou-
tinue. The trams would be run at a mini-
mum of profit by the Government. In
andertaking to bind the whole of the
people of Western Australia to find
£475,000 for the purchase of the trams,
and pay interest op it, the Governmen'

I did not pro-

[ASSEMBLY.)

were doing sufficient for the people of the
metropolitan area. Some members ar-
gued that the people who used the trama
would have to pay the 3 per cent., but it
was hard to see how it would work out
in practice. If the provision suggested
by the Legislative Couneil was adopted,
the trams would be run at a loss for
many years, The mewber for Canning
refered to the Sydney trams paying 3
per cent. on the gross earnings and show-
ing & profit of £7,000, but the report the
bon. member quoted from embraced more
than the trams of Sydney. If the figures
were divided and those for the Sydney
service alone given, it would be shown
conelusively that the Sydney trams eonld
not have paid 3 per cent. last year and
leflt a profit. For the next few years,
at all events, the State of Western Aus-
tralia would be put to a much greater
expense in repard to exiensions of tram
services and in giving a more up-to-date
service than the people of New Sounth
Whales were put to in the matter of ex-
tensions in Sydney during the last 12
months, The Premier in his opening
remarks stated that the amount of the -
three per cents. paid last year to the
loeal governing hodies totalled £2.400.
If the amendment before the Committee
was accepted, it would mean, without
any increase in the gross earnings, that in
the next 25 years the Government would
be paying to the people of the metro-
politan area nn less a sum than £120,000.

Mr. E. B. Johnston: To the property
owners, not the people.

Mr. MUNSIE: That was so. The
member for Murray-Wellington had
waxed eloquent s¢ far as the aititnde of
the city council, when they granted the
eoncession, was concerned. At that time,
however, it was not the people of the met-
ropolitan area who were eonsulted it was
merely the ratepayers, and when the Gov-
ernment were going in for any scheme of
nationalisation those who should be taken
into eonsideration were the people gener-
ally and not merely the ratepayers. When
the loeal governing bodies on the gold-
fields made arrangements to take a refer-
endum on the question of granting a con-
cession to certain companies there to es-
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tablish a tramway sysiem practically one
municipality and 2 roads board carried
that referendum in favour of the con-
cession. If, however, the adult poulation
of that municipality had been given the
opportunity of saying whether the con-
cession should have been granted, the re-
sult would have been a five to one ma-
jority against it, and the same thing
would have applied to the municipality
of Perth it the people, instead of only
the ratepayers, had been consnlted.

Mr, (George: You are mistaken.

Mr. MUNSTE: If the municipal eoun-
cil of Perth kad been reasonable they
would bhave submitted this propesition to
the people or even the ratepayers. If the
question had been put to the people as to
whether they were in favour of the Gov-
ernment taking over the tramway system
without the council receiving anything at
all, or whether they were prepared to
allow the tramway company to run the
system to the end of the agreement, when
the City Couneill would be able to take it
over, the people would have voted by ten
o one in favour of nationalisation, and if
. the question of nationalisation, without any
compensating rights, had been submitted
to the people, they wonld have voted
twenty to one in favour of it. It was
difficult to understand why some members
were such strong advoecates of the pay-
ment of this three per cent.

Me, Allen: Beecanse they honestly he-
Heve the eily council are entitled to it.

My, MUNSIE: The sincerity of ihe
hon. member who interjected was not
doubted, but the Perth City Couneil and
other local bedies, when they granfed a
concession to the tramway company did
something that they lad neither the moral
nor the legal right to do.

The Minister for Works:
never had the trams going.

Mr. MUNSIE: The trams would have
been running and the Government would
hare had them, At the present time if
the people thought that after the Govern-
ment paid £475,000 to nationalise the
tramway service they would not get a
more efficient service, and that they were
not going to gzet redueed fares, there
would be an outery to turn down the pro-
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position, It was his intention to vote
against the amendment made by the Leg-
islative Couneil, even if it meant turning
down altogether the whole proposal. If
anything had to be nationalised he wanted
it purely nationalised and not anything
in the form of a hybrid scheme, If the
amendment was earried, he would feel it
his duty, the first time he addressed a
meeting in his constitueney, to place the
matter before the electors and he was
sulficiently optimistic to believe that they
would veturn him at the next election, and
he would oppese the question again in
the future.

Mr. B. J. Stobbs: You ocught to tell
them also that the State pays £80,000 a

vear to the goldfields water supply
scheme.
Mr. MUNSIE: The hon. member

might be interested to know that the
Eastern Goldfields railway pays £180,000
a year towards the revenue of the State.
With regard to many of the extensions
which the Government will have to put
in if they purchase the iramway system,
it will be necessary for them to spend
many thousands of pounds, and for the
next four or five years the amount of
money that wonld have to be spent on the
system would certainly mean that it wonid
be run at-an ahsolute loss. and it would
be the people of the whole State who
would have to bear the deficiency, It was
unjust to ask the people of Western Aus-
tralia to find £475,000 to grani certain
privileges to the people in the metropoli-
tan area, and the people of the metro-
politan ares did not expect that to be
done. Statements had been made that if
the amendment was carried it would be
binding on future Parliaments until 1939.
He failed to see the argument, but if it
held good, the measure passed in the cios-
ing session of the last Parliament redis-
tributing the seats, should alse hold good
for many years to come. Hon. members
could not justify that kind of thing and
therefore he would claim the right, re-
presenting not only the people of his con-
stituency but in the State as a whole, to
oppose at all times any scheme for
nationalisation whieh was a hybrid scheme
such as the one before members,
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Mr. B. J. STUBBS: Some extra-
ordinary arguments had been used that
evening, but the most extraordinary of
all were those of the hon. member who
had just sat down, Hon. members
claimed that this was not a nationalisation
scheme because the Government had de-
cided to pay 3 per cent. for a specified
time. The member for Mount Margaret
zave a high falutin dissertation on
nationalisation and inferentially acensed
members of the Ministry and others on
the Mlinisterial side of the House of hav-
ing deserted their prineiples regarding
nationalisation becanse they favoured the
amendment, He would ask those hon.
members how it came about that the Gov-
ernment had differentiated between the
lines already in existence and any further
extensions that might be made, and how
it was that it was proposed that the three
per cent. would only be paid on the mile-
age already existing, while on future ex-
tensions there should be nothing paid.
That very fact alone showed that the Gov-
ernment recognised that the locel bodies
had a right which it would not be just or
proper to take from them. Hon. mem-
bers also seemed to forget that in fur-
thering their ideals regarding nationalisa-
tion, no Government had the right to step
in and take away from any other person
that whieh they possessed for the purpose
of bringing about nationalisation. ¥f the
Government in establishing a steamship
service had attempted in any way to step
in and take vessels belonging to a com-
pany withont paying for these vessels,
they would have been doing an act of
injustice which no one would have toler-
ated. In the case of the trams, the Gor-
ernment were eompelled to grant a con-
cession to the loeal bodies, which they
undoubtedly were entitled to. Practically
all the unbiassed witnesses who gave evi-
dence before the select commiiiee had
agreed that the Perth City Council were
getting a quid pro quo for their rever-
sionary rights, that the people were going
to gain an improved service, and the city
council an inereased taxable value on the
property in the metropolitan area. All
the witnesses had recognised that under
the agreement the loeal governing bodies
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had to get something in return for the
concessions given. Originally the three
per cent. had been paid in lien of rates,
The member for Hannans seemed to im-
agine that the whole of the people of the
State would be ecalled npon to pay this
three per cent.

Mr. Muasie: In the event of a loss, yes.

My, B. J. STUBBS: The real position
was that the people who used the trams
would have to find the money to pay for
the trams, and to pay the three per cent.
also. On the introduction of penny post-
age in Australia we bad been told that
we would lose thousands of pounds per
annun by the innovation; but we already
realised that the benefit secured to the
people largely ¢ompensated for any pe-
cuniary loss there might be. Goldfields
members seemed lo forget that the Gold-
fields Water Scheme, initiated for the
benefit of the people of the goldfields, iad
cost the people of the State as much as
£30,000 per ammum to make up the in-
terest and sinking fund oo that under-
taking. Even to-day the charge amounted
to some £26,000; yet the goldfields mem-
bers seemed to be sorely afraid that the -
goldfields districis might be called upon to
contribute 2 small amount towards the
tramways. Mention had been made of
the large returns from the Eastern gold-
fields railway. It was to be remembered
that the freights and fares on that rail-
way were lower per mile than those ob-
taining on other lines. Therefore it wounld
be seen that the large retwrns from this
railway were accounted for by the larger
traffic on the line, and did not represent
any imposition on the districts served by
the railway. People residing around the
present termini of the tramway system
could not hope for any reduction in fares,
even thongh the Government took over the
trams, while, if the three per cents. were
to be wiped ont, those people would as-
suredly be called upon to pay increased
rates to their respective municipalities.
He was pleased that the Government had
aceepted the requested amendment. We
had n¢ right to nationalise any public
convenience at the expense of those pos-
sessing any rights in such convenience.
If we desired to nationalise, without hav-
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ing to pay the three per cents., let us build
a new and separate tramway system alto-
gether.

Mr, McDOWALL: There was no ap-
parent reason for so much objeetion to
the adoption of the suggested amendment.
There had been a great deal of unneces-
sary discussion. The Bill as sent to the
Legislative Council provided that the
Government should pay three per cent.
te the eily conuneil until Parliament other-
wise determined, and the Premier in his
second reading speech had said that pro-
vision might mean that the percentage
would be paid for all time. If the amend-
ment was inserted there would be a sort
of moral obhigation to keep the agreement
until 1939, but one Parliament could not
bind another, and if a great change of
opinion teok place Parliament, with the
overwhelming foree of publie opinion be-
hind it, conld amend the Act to meet
the aitered cireumstances. The Bill had
left the Committee to be sent to another
place with a clause practically the same
as the amendment which was creating
all the disturbance, becanse the Bill prac-
tically provided for a three per cent.
pavment for all time. Another plaep
had said that the City of Perth had et
tain privileges which did not expire tilk
1939, and in the ecirenmstances, it was
only fair to stipulate that the munici-
pality should be in no worse position
under the Government than it was ander
the company. The Committee were talk-
ing over a most trifling subject.

Mr. Munsie : Yes, £120.0009

Mr. McDOWALL : Where was the
£120,0009  According to the figures
quoted by the Premier, the largest amouni
received by the loeal authovities had
bheen £2,272 in 1904; in 1910 it had been
£1,914, and last year’s payments were
about £2,500.

Mr, Munsie :
will be £120,000.

My, MeDOWATLL: What did it matter
if in 27 years the amount was £300,000,
sinee it was a question of proportien all
the time. He hoped that the Government
would be paying £100,000 to the munici-
palities in and around Perth at the end
of that term, because that heing only

In 27 years the amount
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& percentage of the takings of the tram-
way service, it would mean that Perth
had grown to be the finest city in the
Commonwealth. Some members argued
that it wnas against the principle of
nationalisation to allow three per cent.
to the municipalities, but the loeal bodies
had certain rights which shonld be
honoured fairly and squarvely, and the
payment of the percentage was only a
reasonable thing. It was a ridiculous
argument to say that the money was
heing taken out of the pockets of the
people of the State,

Hon, W. C. Angwin (Honorary Minis-
ter) : Wlere does it come from?

Mr. McDOWALL: The money came
from the people in and about the eity who
used the frams, and they were paying
for the commodity they received. The
people in the other parts of the State
were not using the trams and therefore
were not paying for them. Then it was
said that if theve was a loss the people
of the State would have to bear it. If
he thought there was likely to be a loss
he would support these who were oppos-
ing the amendment; but with the in-
crease of population and better manage-
ment, there was certain to be a profit,
and, while the profit was obtained. there
could be no hardship on the people in any
other part of the State. As to the argu-
ment that the amount of the purchase
meney should be put inte agrienltural
railways, the Government were horrow-
ing money on a profitable concern, one
that was returning interest, sinking fund,
and working expenses, and having an
asset of that description the Government
were not doing wrong by borrowing money
to make this purchase.

Hon, W. C. Angwin (Honorary Minis-
ter) : You are aware that thev have
never provided for depreciation?

Mr. McDOWALL: That might be so,
but the Premier had informed the House
that out of the profit of £41,000 a year he
had provided for depreciation. Members
were making a song about nothing. He
would vote for the amendment becaunse
it was a fair and just thing that agree-
ments entered into hy muanicipalities
should be respected, and because the
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amendment represented a fair compro-
mise. It would be a national calamity
if the Bill was not passed, and the op-
portunity of nationalising the tramways
at the preseut time was lost.

Mr. MULLANY: The only point the
Committee had to consider was whether
it was advisable to accept the recom-
mendation of another place binding
future Parliaments for 27 years. To his
mind thai proposal was against all the
principles of democracy, and he was sur-
prised and disappointed that the Govern-
ment had accepted the amendment. He
most decidedly objected to attempting to
bind those who were to come after ns.
Many members had said that the people
who used the trams were those whe would
pay the three per ceni. To a great ex-
tent that was so, but there was a large
floating population of visitors to the
melropolitan area who were respoasible
to a large degree for the money which
the Tramway Company earned. 1t was
not right to make these people pay higher
fares for the next 27 years to bolster up
the finances of the couwcils. The argu-
ment regarding the goldfields water
scheme and railway were beside the ques-
tion, but the people outside the metro-
politan area had the right to as cheap
and efficient a service when they visited
Perth as could be given them. Those
who had in the first place given away the
street rights to a private company for
profit should be pleased for the Govern-
ment to take over the tramways, and have
the agreement wiped out of existence.
Instead of that (hey were now clamour-
ing to have it continued in order that
they might eontinue to make a profit out
of the rights of the people which they
sold years ago. He regretted that the
Government had not fought the question
out with the other Chamber. Tt had
been well discussed in this House which
represented the people, and an over-
whelming wajority of the population of
Western Australin would support the
Assembly in fighting to abolish the three
per cent. altogether. However, we had
deeided to pay it, and he was content to
abide by the decision, but he would have
preferred it if the Government had
allowed the other Chamber fo take the
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responsibility. He hoped the amend-
ment would be rejected. He did not
think the other Chamber would have the
eourage to insist on it if it was sent back,
kat he would sooner see the Bill lost than
that an attempt should be made to bind
future Parliaments. He would vote
against the amendment.

Mr. TURVEY: It was his intention to
vote against the amendment, not because
he was opposed to the nationalisation of
the tramways, but because he was opposed
to nationalisation as proposed with this
amendment. Provision bad been made by
this House for the paywent of three per
cent. to the municipalities, but no definite
time had been fixed. The amendment
definitely stated that it should be paid
{ill 1939, and thereafter until otherwise
determined. He was surprised at the
argument of the member for Cnnlgardie,
particularly in view of the speech he
made on the Bill in whieh he stated that
he objected to any period being fixed.
He said Parliament should have the power
to alter it when necessary; yet on this
oceasion he vociferously advoeated a
limit.

Mr. MeDowall: Only beeause it was a
reasonable compromise.

Mr. TURVEY: The hon. member's
attitude should have been consistent, and
he should have voied to send the amend-
ment back.

Mr. B. J. Stubbs: To wreck the Bill
Mr. TURVEY : No. Thers was mno
reason why the Government should be
penalised by baving to pay three per
cent, fo the municipalifies for 27 years.
The three per cent. was paid by the com-
pany for work which the Government
now undertook to perform.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
debate had been a surprise to him. No
new principle had been introduced by
the Couneil's amendment, and yet we
heard repeatedly this talk of hybrid or
mongrel nationalisation.

Mr. Munsie: So it is.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
Council's amendment had not added any-
thing to the mongrelism.

Mr. Munsie: It has compelled it {0 2o
on for 27 years.
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The ATTORNEY GENERAL: It had
limited it to that time.

Mr. Taylor: It states “and thereafter.”

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: As ii
stood before it was ad infinitum.

Alr. Turvey: Until Parliament other-
wise determines,

The ATTORNEY GENERAL:
was now,

Mr. Lewis: Why put these words in?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Be-
cause another Chamber made it a sine
gua non. It meant nothing. The security
they asked to be put in the Bill would last
as long as the lifetime of this Palia-
ment, and no longer.

Mr. Lewis: We do not like to fool the
poor old fellows.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Mem-
bers of another place were fooling ti.em-
selves. As to the supposed mongrelizm
of the measure the municivality was part
of the Government of the State, and
municipalisation was a phase of nation-
alisation. It was part and parcel of the
same principle. A maonicipality was no
more than government by delegation, or,
as we called it, local government. the gov-
ernment in a loeality. ‘Therefore. tne
municipality of Perth was part of the
government of the State. TIi was not by
the admission or recogmition of any right
or ¢laim that this was done, bui by a
mere form of munieipal subsidy from the
head government to the loeal government,
recognising that the local gevernment had
to carry on the work of government by
the receipt of that amount. TE we did nof
do it in this way, we would have to do il
in other ways. In this insiance we gava
them money from the tramis by the pay-
ment of three per eent. to carry on the
government, and that was part and parcel
of a national seheme of government for
the whole State by virtue of delegated
government.

Mr. Muosie: Allow them, then, to pay
the interest on the money borrowed, and
I will have no objection.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL:
people paid the money.

Mr. Munsie: The whole cf the people.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Did
oot the whole of the people comprise the

So it

The

1737

State? The money paid to the munici-
pality to do the work of ihat distriet
wonld have to be paid by the wlole of
the people of the State if they gor be-
hind. The whole of the State was res-
ponsible for carrying on the Perth muni-
eipality. In the case of bankrupley, the
Treasurer would have to mweet the lia-
bility. The people of Perth in their con-
tributions to the general taxes helped in
other matters cutside their manicipalities,
as, for instance, the water scheme and

“ railways. All bad to bear a share of these

general burdens. The trams were jusi as
mueh a national concern as agrieuitural
railways, becanse they tended to the gen-
eral welfare of the people of the Biate.
On these grounds there was no reason for
carping at this coneession given as a mere
convenienee to meet the emergencies of
the hour and confer a boon upon the
people more rapidly.

Hon. M. F. TROY : Having listened Lo
the arguments advanced, so strongly did
he feel on the question at issue that he
intended to vote for the amendment. The
City Couneil should be allowed a certain
pereentage of the gross earnings from the
trams until the year 1939.  Members
seemed to forget that if the trams were
not purchased the people using the trams
wonld still have to pay, under the agree-
ments betweeen the tramway eompany
and the municipalities, three per eent on
the gross earnings wilhout getting thc
superior service and accommodation the
Government would undoubtediy give, By
the high rates they paid the tramway
company it was the people who paid the
three per eent., and they would do it for
all time unless the trams were nation-
alised or municipalised. He was ineiined
to think that mueh of the opposition to
the amendment was due to the fact that
it came from another place. If membess
were to be guided by prejudice towards
another place, they would frequentiyv re-
jeet amendments of advantage to the peo-
ple. He had no quarrel with another
place provided amendments were in the
interests of the people. It would be
time enough to fight another place
when members were satisfied the amend-
ments were not in the interests of the
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people.  The amendment sunggested by
them merely secured to the City Couneil
that to which the City Council were abso-
lutely entitled. It was an extracrdinary
thing that the members of the Govern-
meni, who had the aid of financial ex-
perts, and the select committee of another
place, which made full inguiries, hoth
eame forward with the same proposition.
Those who made the fullest inquiries sup-
ported the amendment. The amendment
was opposed by those who had not the
opportunities for making inquiry. The
similarity between this debate and the
dehate seven vears ago in regavd to the
proposed purchase of the Midland Rail-
way (Company’s property was very strik-
ing. If ever there was a national ¢al-
amity, if ever a Parliament did anytbing
against the interests of the people of
Waestern Australia, it was the aetion of
that Parliament seven vears ago. The
member for Mount Margaret should bear
this in mind and, recollecting the short-
sighted view he took on that oecasion.
not repeat the wrong on this oceasion.
Members considered the price asked hy
the Midland Railway Company to be too
bigh, but everyone now recognised -that,
had the Government purchased on the
ferms put forward at that time, it weuld
kave been the best deal possible for the
State. A mistake was made on that occa-
sion; he would use his vote to prevent a
similar mistake to-day. Though the Mid-
land company had sold half their land
since the purchase was before Parliament,
their property could not be purchased to-
day at the same sum. If the purchase of
the trams was allowed to pass, in two
years hence with the great progress the
State wonld make, it wonld be absolutely
impossible for the Government to secure
the trams on the termms now offered,
Sinee he knew the country was going Lo
grow and that the system was goinx to
expand, and that the popunlation of Perth
would vastly inerease, he felt the Gov-
ernment’s proposition was a good one and
he would support it.

Mr. TAYLOR: It was all very well for
members to rise in righieous indignation
and talk about compensation. Where had
the Government compensated any private
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enterprise where they stepped in and com-
peted? When the State put a publie bai-
tery alongside a private battery was the
private proprietor eompensated? Did we
eompensate the numerous owners of con-
densors on the goldfields when the water
scheme was established? Even in the last
fortnight, had the Government dreamt of
compensafing any butchers from whom
they certainly took a lot of trade? It was
said that if we did not give the three per
cenf,, the municipalities would have to
increase their taxation. The Bill did not
leave the Chamnber with the same pro-
vigion as the Legislative Couneil now
asked us to make. As it weni down fo
the Legislative Council the very next ses-
sion of Parliament would be justified in
allering it, bul the Legislative Council,
with their speeific object of protecting
property, now asked that the conecession
be fixed for at least 27 years, and it was
to be regretted members of the Assembly
were 50 eager to accept the dictum of Lhe
Legislative Council on the point. It meant
a moral obligation and an honourable un-
derstanding with the loeal governing
badies that Parliament would not alter
the concession for 27 years, no matter how
straitened the finances might he. The
Attorney General said it meant nothing
and that the very next Parliament eould
alter it. If it meant nothing, how was it
that this was all the select committee of
another place, after so mueh considera-
tion eould decide on? The select com-
mittee said that if they got the amend-
ment inserted in the elanse it wonld mean
that the City Council and the loeal gov-
erning bodies would be protected for 27
vears. The leader of the Opposition, teo,
was satisfied that if we accepted the
ment Parliament would not alter it fov
27 years. DBut would members tie the
hands of future Parliaments for 27 years?
As the Bill left the Legislative Assembly
previously, it gave Parliament a freer
hand. Tlhe Premier acknowledged that.
Comparisons have been made with the
Sydney tramways, bat it was shown that
as the latter increased their mileage, their
profits decreased ontil they reached 151
miles, when their profits were 5.44. Later
on, however, when they reached 190 miles,
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they eleared 4.33, and that was what they
were doing in Sydney with their up-to-
date system, which hon. members declared
to he (he best in the Commonwealth,
When we were dealing with a small com-
munity such as ours, we could not hope
with improved facilities and inereased
volling stock and the increased wages
which the Government would have to pay
to be able to make profits. If the loss of
the aroendment meant the loss of the Bill,
the people would not shed many tears.

The PREMIER : Hon. members seemed
to think that by carrying the amendment
we would be doing something which we
had not been in the habit of doing; that
was, binding futore Parliaments to some-
thing that they might not be in agreement
with, That was an absurdity, because
we were doing that every session. This
segsion the Government would probably
introduee a Loan Bill, anthorising the
raising of money to build railways and
ofher works, but it was not intended
that this Parliament should pay that
money, or that it should pay the interest
and sinking fund eharges. We passed
that on to future Parliaments, so that

when members talked about the small sum _

of £2000 per annum being passed on,
they were not asking that very much
should bhe done by fnture Parliaments.
There was absolutely no argument in this
point which had been made so mnch of
by some hon. members. The present Gov-
ernment were paying interest and sinking
fund on many works which had been
authorised in the past. It was being paid
on the money that had been sunk in lhe
dock at Fremantle.

Mr. Taylor: I opposed Lhat.

The PREMIER: That might be so,
but the faet wonld not relieve the Gov-
ernment of its responsibility. So it was
with all measures of this description.
We must, to some extent, pledge future
Parliaments. These Acts of Parliament
did not end immediately Parliament was
dissolved ; they continued until such time
as Parliament altered them, and they
could not be altered unless Parlinment re-
pudiated its responsibilities and liabilities.

Mr. Taylor: In this rase you are not
ear-marking any of your gross earniugs.
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The PREMIER : The first ¢harge on all
our undertakings was the payment of
interest and sinking fund.

Mr. Taylor: That is whal I want you
to do here,

The PREMIER: The first charge we
made on our revenue was for (he payment
of interest and sinking fund on nur loans.
We could not get away from that posi-
tion, and potwithstanding the fact that
the words of the amendwnent were to be
put in the Bill, next session, Parliament,
if it desired, could amend the Bill and
refuse to continuwe to pay the three per
cent.

Hon. Frank Wilson: [t would look like
repudiation if you did.

The PREMIER: It lLad already been
pointed out distinetly that tlis amendment
would be accepted as anmething in the
nature of a contract between Parliament,
as representing the people, and the rate-
payers. He had already explained that,
on behalf of the Government, he had
offered the loca! authorities to pay three
per cent. on the gross earrings ov the ex-
isting system until the present agreement
expired, which was 1939 in the case of
the Perth City Council. The decision
to make it payable until Parliament other-
wise decided had been arrived at in com-
pliance with a suggestion from ecertain
of the loeal authorities. Under the ecix-
cumstanees the requested amendment
would not pledge a future Parliament, any
more than did the Bill as printed. The
recommendation of the select committee,
as embodied in the requested amendment,
had not been accepted by the City Coun-
cil as a reasonable recompense for the
loss sustained by them owing to the pro-
posed taking over of the system.

Mzr. Hudson:
anything.

The PREMIER: They would accept a
Inmp sum of money, but the Government
were not prepared to adopt that form of
recompense.

Mr. Allen: You would sooner give it
to the tramway company.

The PREMIER: No.

Mr. Allen: You are paying them more
than the system is worth.

They would not aceept
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The PREMIER: No. The hon. mem-
ber knew well that if the City Counecil
thought they eould raise the money lo
purchase the coneern at the same yprice
they would do so without any question,
and the hon. member would be the first
to support them.

Hon, Frank Wilson: The mayor had
already arranged for the money.

The PREMIER: By refusing to aceept
the requested amendment we would jeo-
pardise the Bitll. Hou. members desir-
ous of seeing the system nationalised had
only to accept the amendment. Was it
worth while refusing to nationalise the
trams rather than pay three per eent. lo
the local governing bodies seeing that,
perhaps, it would be necessary to nation-
alise the system later on, even at the cost
of paying more in inereased priece than
would represent the payment of the
three per cent. from the present time?
1f we were to lose this opportunity of
purchasing the framway syslem, which
must grow with the State and the City,
we would never apain have so favourahle
an opportunity, Pnblie opinion wounld in-
evitably compel the tramway company fo
make extensions and provide better taci-
lities, in which ease the price would go
up out of all proporiton to the actual in-
ereased capitalisation.

Mr. Allen: Their concession expires in
1939,

The PREMIER: The hon. member was
very desirous of leaving to his children a
heritage, sueh as was represented in the
tramway system, for he himself was not
likely to enjoy the benefits to be derived
from it when the council should take it
over in 1939, Was it not more reasonahle
that we shonld consider the present, and,
in the interests of the people, nationalise
the trams without further delay?

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

Ayes e .- .. 24
Noes .. - .. 14
Magority for ... 10
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AYES.

Mr, Angwlo Mr. MeDonald
Mr. Bath Mr. McDowall
Mr. Broun Mr. Mitehell
Mr, Collier Mr. A. E, Plesse
Mr. Dooley Mr. Scadden
Mr. Dwyer AMr. B. J. Stubbs
Mr. George Mpr. 8. Stubbs
Mr. Johnson Mr. Swan
Mr. Lander Mr. Troy
Mr. Layman Mr. Walker
Mr. Lewls Mr. F. Wilson
Mr. Male Mr. Heitmann

(Teller).

NOES,
Mr., Carpenter ) Mr. Munsle
Mr. Foley . Mir. A. N. Plesse
Mr. Harper Mr. Taylor
Mr. Hudson Mr. Thomas
Mr. Johnston Mr. Turvey
Mr. Monger Mr. Underwood
Mr. Mullany Mr. Gardiner
{Teliery

Question thus passed; the Council's

amendment made as requested.

TResolutions reported, the report adopt-
ed, and n Message accordingly returned
to the Legislative Couneil.

BILL—BILLS OF SALE ACT
AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL (Hon.
T. Walker) in moving the second reading
said: This Bill is intended to cover the
result of a judgment delivered by His
Honour Mr. Juslice MeMillan very re-
cently. During the course of an action
the point was raised that the notices of
bills of sale were invalid, and conse-
quently the bills thernselves were also in-
valid, because in the notices there had not
been ineluded an expression of the fact
that the bills of sale would include future
aequired property, The omission in this
respect has invalidated all bills of sale
that have been lodged pursuant to such
notices prior to the delivery of this judg-
ment. Ii is a serions thing to make in-
valid so many seeurities. This Bill pro-
poses to validate those seeurities, neither
more nor less than that, exeept that it
preserves all existing judgments that have
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been given under the old order of things.
I bex to move—
That the Bill be now read a second
fime,
Question put and passed .
Bill read a second time.

In Committee.

Mv. Holiman in the Chair, the Attorney
(General in charge of the Bill.

Clause 1—agreed to.

Clause 2—Validation of notices under
the Aet:

Hon. J. MITCHELL: Would the At-
torney General expiain a little more fully
the intention of the clause? Apparenily
it was lo validate votices that had heen
igssuerl. hut had no relation to future bills
of sale,

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Cer-
tain bills of sale had been registered

pursuant o notices which were not tech-
nieally correet because they failed to in-
elude words covering future acquired
propecty. The effect of the clause was
that, notwithstanding that defect, the
hills of sale registered pursuant to snch
notices should be valid, There were hun-
dreds, and perbaps thousands of such
Lills of sale. and it would be a sevious
thing if pursnant to the judgment on a
point that was taken by Mr, LeMesurier
before M. Justice MeMillan, all those
bills of sale were to be so mueh waste
paper as securities.

Mr. George: Future bills stand on
their own merits.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
Rill practically made it unnecessary to
mention future aequired property in the
notice because it was only the notice that
was defective, Surely if a persou were
wiving notice to register a bill of sale,
a mere verhal defect in that notice as to
the property that the bill covered should
not invalidate the bill.

Clause put and passed.

Title—agreed fo.

Bill reported without amendment, and
the report adopled.

House adjourned at 10.50 p.m.

Pirre.
Mr, O'Loghlen
Mr. Green

Mr. Moore
Mr. Wisdom
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The PRESIDENT tovk the Chair at
4.3¢ p.m., and read prayers.

BILL -— FREMANTLE - KALGOORLIE
(MERREDIN-COOLGARDIE SEC-
TION) RAILWAY.

Report of (‘ommittee adopted.

BILL--INDUSTRIAL ARBITRATION.
Second Reading.

Debate resumed from the 12th Septem-
ber.

Hon. M. 1., MOSS (West) : 1 listened
with a great deal of interest to the mode-
rute speech made by Mr. Dodd in support
of the seecond reading of this Bill, but,
uotwithstanding bis moderation, he has
not convinced me that the conelusion at
which 1 arrived some four or five years
ago that ecompulsory arbitration for the
seltlement of industrial disputes should
not he continued on the statute-hook of
this State. is not a good thing. Compul-
sory arbitration is a form of dealing with
industrial disputes which 1 strongly ad-
voeated for many years. I sat in Par-
liament before there was any law dealing
with this question, and T was a strong
supporter in this Chamber of the first
Bill which was introduced to deal with
this question. T also supported the con-
solidating measure whieh is now known
as the Industrial Conciliation and Arhi-
tration Act of 1902, hut 1 have eontended
from time to time in this Chamber dur-
ing the last four or five vears that in-
dustrial dispules eounfd not be settled by
compulsory arbitration, and that compul-
sorv  arbitration had signally hroken
down, and T did my best for a number of
vears to induce the two Governments
which praceded the present Administra-
tion to repeal the present Aet. As I



