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retary, treasarer,
always be held by separate persons. The
present Act does not provide for that,
and it is not necessary for these offices
to be held by separate persons, although
the Registrar has always insisted on
these offices being held by different per-
sons. This provision 18 found in the
English Act of 1896. The amendment
of Section 12, Subsection 2, is to regu-
late the following: in cases where, upon
the death of a member, the body is not
or cannot he recovered, as a certificate of
death cannot be issued, no sum at death
could at present be legally paid to the
survivors, The amendment gives the
trustees discretion to pay in such cases.
If a member of a lodge is lost at sea, and
the body is not recovered, then the trus-
tees of the society may pay the amount
which is due to the person entitled. The
last amendment embodies a provision
which is found in the Imperial Act of
1896, to bring the effect of a marriage
upoun & previous nmomination, into line
with the effect of a marriage upon a will
previously executed. In each case mar.
riage annuls. At present, under the Act
a person who is a member of a society
registered under the Act not of the age
of 16 may, by writing, nominate any
person, not an officer of the society, to
whom any moneys payable by the
society on the death of such mem-
ber shall be paid at his death.
The intention of Clause & is to revoke
that order in the event of the member
being married, so that any money may
be paid to the person most entitled to it,
the widow. There is no material altera-
tion made in the Act by the present Bill.
It is brought forward merely for the
purpose of allowing associations to become
registered, and there are one or two
smull amendments made which the Regis-
trar has found to be necessary. In 1902
an effort was made to amend the Friendly
Societies Act, and o great deal of dis-
cussion took place in the House. The
Bill did not pass at that time. All the
contentious matter has been taken from
this measure, because we find in the
Truck Act there is provision to do what
an endeavour was made to be domne by
the Friendly Societies Bill previously.
We intend, as far as we possibly can, to
enforce the Truck Act, and therefore it ia
not necessary to briog forward conten-
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tious matter into the Friendly Bocieties

Bill. I do not anticipate any opposition
to the measure. T move the second
reading.

On motion by Mr Rason, debate
adjourned.

ADJOURNMENT.
The House adjourned at 26 minutes
past 9 o’clock, until the next afternoon.

fegislatibe HAgsembly,
Thureday, 22nd September, 1904.
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Tare SPEAKER tovk the Chair a
3'30 o’clock, p.m.
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Prayers.

QUESTION—THEATRICAL PERFORM-
ANCES ON SUNDAY.

ME. A. J. WILSON, without notice,
asked the Colonial Secretary: 1, Was
permission given recently to the J. C.
Williamson Cempany to hold a theatrical
performance in Kalgoorlie on Sunday ?
z, Wag siinilar permission refused to the
Charles Holloway Company? 3, If so,
on what ground ¢

Tee COLONIAL SECRETARY
replied: The Williamson Cowmpany were
grauted permission to play ' The Sign of
the Cross,” a sacred drama, in Kalgoorlie
lagt Bunduy night. I do not remember
the name of the company to whom
permission was refused, but the hon.
member may be right. If be refers to
the company who applied for leave to
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play ¥ Two Little Vagabonds,” the ground
of refusal was that this was not a sacred
play. I refused the request.

BILL, FIRST READING.

Licensing Birn, introduced by the
Premier.

TRAMWAYS ACT AMENDMENT BILL.

Read a third time, and transmitted to
the Legislative Council.

METROPOLITAN WATERWORKS ACT
AMENDMENT BILL.
Read s third time, and transmitted to
the Legislative Council.

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES ACT AMEND-
MENT BILL.
SECOND READING.

Debate resumed from the previous day.

M=z. ¢. H. RASON (Guildford): I
moved the adjournment of the second
reading because, although the Minister
in charge of the measure gave us a fairly
good explanation, I did not gather from
him what power was bebind this Bill,
who it was or what society it was that
induced him to introduce it. It appears
on the face to be a harmless Bill; but I
may take this opportunity of saying how
much it behoves this House always to be
very careful that there is an interim
between the second-reading speech, be-
tween the introduction of a Bill and
the absolute passing of that Bill. No
one would gather for a moment, by read-
ing this comparatively harmless measure,
that Subclause 2 of Clause 2, which reads
that, “ the principal Act shall be amended
by inserting in the proviso after the
word ¢ week’ the words ‘or for the pay-
ment of a sum at death or for defraying
expenses of burial from any one fund
exceeding in the case of a member £25,
or in the case of any other person £15'”
would have any far-reaching effect; but
if we turn to the principal Act we find
that Section 7, which Clause 2 of the Bill
seeks to amend, sets out the friendly
societies that may or may not be regis-
tered, and it provides that certain
gocieties that do certain things cannot be
registered under ihe Bill and cannot
claim the privileges of u friendly society.
The Bill provides, among other things,
that no society which contrasts with
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any person in any contingency for the
periodical payment of a rate exceeding
40s. a week shall be registered under
the Bill. There is no provision as to the
sum that may be payable at death after
payment of the funeral expenses. Tf
this Bill aa it stands be passed, it will
provide that no friendly society can be
registered if the society provides for the
payment of more than £25 on the death
of & member. The answer that T may be
allowed to anticipate to that argument,
on the part of the Minister in charge of
the Bill, will be that he has inserted the
words here “from any one fund.” I
submit that any one fund, for the pur-
poses of a friendly society, must be a
burial fund or a payment-after-death
fund. There can be only one fund for
this one purpose. Therefore it will
follow that, if this Bill passes, no
friendly society can register which pro-
vides for the payment of more than
£25, in the case of death of a mem-
ber, to the widow or children of such
member, or more than £15 in the case of
a funeral. Why should that be? If we
take certain amendments embodied in
later clauses of this Bill we find it noted
that they are copied from the English
Act, If the English Act is worth follow-
ing in one respect, it is worth following
in others. The limit in the English Act
in cases such as I have referred to is
£200. In Enpgland, I submit with all
respect, wagos are far lower and the tax
upon a lubourer to pay into a friendly
society is far heavier than it is here. It
is o bardship, a comparative hardship at
all events, for an English labourer to pay
his few pence a week into a friendly
society, but it is little hardship for a
labourer here to do so. Yet subject to
all this hardship, the English Act pro-
vides o limit of £200 as the payment
which a friendly society way make to the
widow or orphans of u labourer who is
a member of that society. Here, if this
Bill be passed, no society which provides
for a payment of more than £25 from
any one fund can register ; no such society
will be able to elaim the privileges of the
Bill. 'What can be the object? TIs it
becanse—T do not say it is so--the limit
of the Gtovernment Railway Association
is £257 s it for the reasun that there
shall be no competition with that associ-
ation? Is it that there shall be no
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friendly ussociation offering greater in-
ducements than are offered by that associa-
tion ? Surely I am entitled to know the
reagon why the limit has been fixed at
£25, whereas in the parent Act there is
no such limit, and whereas under the
Euglish Act, amendments from which
bave been taken into this Bill, the limit
is £200. I simply ask for information
on that point. Then Clause 3 of this
Bill provides —and here we are told,
if we read the marginal note, that it
has been copied from the English Act
——thet “ societies may be registered under
this Act for any purpose which the
Minister may wauthorise as a purpose to
which the provisions of this Act, or such
of them as are specified in the authority,
ought to be extended.” If we are to
believe the marginal note, this is an
exact copy of the English Act; but it is
not so. Important words in this Bill
are not io the Bnglish Act. But before
I proceed to that I should like to know
what Minister is referred to here as the
Minister who may include any societies
without any of these limitations which
apply to other societies. What Minister,
I ask? I presume the Minister who
introduced this Bill, the Minister for
Labour. This is the firat time we have
had a Minister for Labour. It by no
means follows that in the course of time
we may bave another Minister for
Tabour. [Interjection.] I am not
dealing only with events which may occur
within the next few days. I wish the
Minister had not interjected. We may
in the pear or distant future, as the case
may be, have no Minister for Labour.

Then who is the Minister on whose

option may rest the decision whether
gocietive may or may not register under
this measure? That is only a trifling
point, and T merely mention it becaunse in
the English Act certain societies are
referred to which are spoken of as
specially authorised societies. T am sure
the Mmister will follow me in that.
There are, T say, specially authorised
societies which may be registered, but
these specially authorised societies and

indeed all friendly societies are subject

to the supervision of the Treasurer.
They are subject always to actuarial
examination. No friendly society can
register—and rightly so—unless it is first

determined that the basis of its opera-
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tions is actuarially sound, T can imagine
no more unfortunate thing than that
a labouring man should pay year after
year into a so-called friendly society, and,
when accident befalls him, render a
claim upon that society only to find out
that after all he has been paying into
something which was financially rotten;
that his payments were absolutely of no
avail, and that it would have been just
as well, or far better, if he bad kept the
money in his own pocket.

Me. Hevsraw: Have you read Sub-
clause 9P

Mz. RASON: I have.

Mg. Hexsgaw : That deals with it.

Mr. RASON : I know; but the point
I I wish to emphasice is that specially

authorised societies which are without the

' scope of this Bill, that may be specially
I authorised by the Minister, shall be
| subject to an actuarial examination before
} being registered, and shall be periodically
subject 10 examination by some competent
person to see whether the mode of their
transactions is sound ; whether they can
carry out the obligations they entered
into. The difference between this clause,
which purports to be a copy of portion
of the English Act but is not, is in the
words which have been added and do not
appear in the English Act: * with or
without any of the purposes enumerated
in Bection 7.7 Ho although we
expressly set out here the purposes for
which friendly societies may be registered,
and for which alone they can be re-
gistered, this Bill puts it into the power
of the Minister to register a society
without any of these purposes at all.
We are told in the marginal note that it
is copied from the English Aect. It is
nothing of the kind, ln the English Act
these words to which I take exception,
“with or without any of the purposes
enumerated in Section 7, do not appear.
The Minister in charge of the Bill might
have told us that he had added shese
words; be might have told us the reason
. that actuated bim in adding them. For

my part I give him credit for the besi
, intentions. I do not think he bas added
them from any bad purpose at all; but I
think he should have told us why he put
them there, why he introduced this Bill
at all, and whether the friendly societies
are agking for it. 8o far as I can gather
they are not.
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Tae Mivisrer vor LaBour : I think
T told you that.

Me. RASON : It may be my dull
understanding that I did not gather it
from the hon. gentleman. If in his
reply he will tell us that the friendly
societies have urged him to bring this
Bill forward, ¥ shall welcome the informa-
tion; but so faras I can gather, with
tbe poor means I have of gathering
information, no friendly societies have
asked for any measure such as this;
and so far us I can gather, no mem-
ber of any friendly society has asked
for it, unless it be one association, and
one only. So far as I can understand
the Bill, it would be distinctly and most
decidedly against the interests of any
friendly society, except une, to allow this
Bill to pass. Now let us pass on to the
next clause : * The same person shall not
be secretary or treasurer to a registered
society or brunch and a trustee of that
society or branch.” With that I am most
wholly in accord. I am very glad of
this opportunity of being sble to agree
with the Minister in charge of this Bill.
I think that is a most beneficial clause to
insert; but why should the Minister have
gone on in the same clause to seek for a
farther amendment by striking out the
words, * who dies at sea™ and substitu-
ting the following worde “whose body
is not or cannot be recovered, or who
dies or is drowned at sea” It seems to
me to be a perfectly purposeless dis-
tinction. “ Or who dies or is drowned at
sea!” I submit, with all respeect, that
the man who is drowned at sea dies.

M=z. Bare: The lawyers find a dis-
tinction.

Mxz. RASON: I am, of course, subject
to correction, but the lawyers in England
find no such distinction. I do not wish
to detract in any way from the legal
advantages of my friend the Chairman
of Committees (Mr. Bath); but why it
ghould be found necessary to amend the
Act in the same clause in the direction of
the English Act, and seek to make more
explicit an Act that haa stood the test of
time for mauy years in England, and to
emphasise that a man who is drowned at
sea does nof necessarily die, is beyond my
comprehension. However, if it geems, in
the opinion of hon. mermbers opposite,
necessary to make it perfectly explicit
that & man who is drowned at sea does

[ASSEMBLY.}

Second reading.

not necessarily die, I have vo objection to
raise.

Tee MiNistER For LaBour: It
does not say that if a man dies he is
drowned.

Mr. RASON : Unfortunately, no. All
that you have to prove is death, and if
you prove that a man dies, I do not
know that if is incumbent wpon you to
prove that he was drowned at sez. He
gtill might not have died, but did die.
The next eclause is, in this instance,
copied from the English Act. I wish
to be perfectly fair to hon. members oppo-
gite: in this case they have done what
they purport to do, they have copied the
English Act. Section 14 of the principal
Act is amended by adding at the end of
Subclause 3 the words: * The marriage
of a member of a society or branch shall
operate as o revocation of any nomination
theretofore made by that member under
this section.” As the Minister in charge
of the Bill explained, he bas to deal with
the case of a man who, under the pro-
vigions of the Act, makes a nomination
that in case of his death any sum of
money he would have been entitled to
should be payable to his nominee. Very
wisely so, I think, thie clause will follow
the English Act and will make marriage
revoke any nomination of that kind.
But, unforfunately, the Government have
only gone so far, and not quite far
enough. They have copied the English
Act to a certain extent which revokes the
nomination ; but what about the friendly
society which has paid on the nomination
unaware of the marriage of the nomin-
ator ? Manifestly the friendly society is
liable. The friendly society has a nomina-
tion to pay to a certuin person any money
to which the nominator might have been
entitled. The friendly society pays it
Bubsequently it is found ou$ that the
nominator was a warried man ; and this
Act makes the payment wholly illegal.
The friendly society is hable. The Gov-
ernment have copied the English Act in
one respect; they might very well have
copied it another; because, although
lawyers in England may not know so
much as lawyers in Awustralia, they
evidently bave more regard for the benefits
of their clients than some lawyers in Aus.
tralia. The English Act,a very good Act,
and from which this clause is copied,
goes on to say, in Section 60, Subclause
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2: “Where a society or branch has paid
money to & nominee in ignorance of a
marriage subsequent to the nomination,
the receipt of the nominee shall be a
valid discharge to the society or the
branch.” T recommend to the Minister
for Labour that it would be just as
well to add that subelause also to this
Bill. Above all things I should like to
know who it is—what party, or what
gociety, or what association—that is
responsible for the introduction of this
Bill. T should like to know why the limit
of payment is fixed at £25 here whereas
in England, where wuges are admitiedly
less, the limit is fixed at £200. I should
like to know why it is said that any
Minister can include societies for any
purpose not the purpose set out in the
parent Act, but for any purpose that in
his mind he thinks right. I should like
to know why a person who is drowned at
sea i3 not admittedly dead, and T should
like to know why it is that, in copying
one section of the English Aect, it is not
thought fit to protect friendly societies
by copying another,

Tue PREMIER (Hon. H. Daglish) :
I do not intend to enter into a long
defence of this measure; I do not think
its importance demands it. The member
for Guildford has made, I admit, a clever
speech in attacking it—a speech I would
not be able to refrain from admiring as a
tactical move, but for the fact that I have
before me a measure introduced two years
ago in Parliamen: Ly a Ministry with
which the hon. member was associated, a
wmeasure which, therefore, had the con-
currence of the hon. mmember. Tt.is word
for word in all its clauses identical with
the measnre now before the House.

Me. Rason: Asa tactical move, yours
is good.

Tae PREMIER: The only difference
between the measures is that certain
clauses have been omitted from the
present Bill; but otherwise it is word for
word a copy of that introduced by a
former Administration, of which the hon.
member was a Minigter. Therefore, if
there be any justification for the hon.
member's attack, there is as much justi-
fication for an attack on himself and his
former colleagues as on the Minister for

Labour and the Government of which he-

is a member.
Mx. Rason : I plead guilty; do youn ?
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Tee PREMIER: I have not the
same reagons for pleading guilty as the
hon, member, In regard to this measure
there have been applications for registra-
tion by several associations of friendly
societies. In my hands, at the present
moment, I have one of those applications
for registration from the Perth United
Priendly Societies Association. There is
another one from the Northam Friendly
Societies Council. It has been held by
the late and by the present Attorney
General that no power exists under the
Act to enable these associations to be
registered. There has been no advantage
to be gained by refusing them registra-
tion other than compliance with the law,

Mg. Rasor: Why the limit P

Tee PREMIER: Then I understand
that the hon. member is quite agreeable
to the registration of friendly societies ¥

Mgr. Rason: Of friendly societies
entitled to register under the Act.

Tee PREMIER:; I mesn agsociations
of friendly societies. That is one of the
points in this measure—the power of
friendly societies, not only to regiater as
friendly societies, but to associate in
associations and register as such so that
the work of friendly societies may be
more efficiently carried on.

Mr. Kason: For the purposes set out.

Tue PREMIER : For the purposes seb
out in the Bill, and in the original Act
which it proposes to amend,

M=. Rasorn: You say, * for any other
purposes.”

Tee PREMIER: Which may be auth-
orised by the Minister; and, by the way,
I did the hon. member an injustice when
I said the two Bills arc identical. They
are not identical. The difference is, the
word '“ Minister” appears in this Bill,
and the words * Attorney General ™
appeared in the Bill of two years ago.
[Mr. Rason: Infinitely better.] It way
be infinitely better, and it 1s bot an
amendment to which I ghould offer any
strong objection—the addition of the
words “‘or Attorney (Feneral” to the word
* Minister.” As to the limitation of the
amount to be paid from any one fand,
the amount to be paid can he increased
at any time when the friendly societies
are in a position to raise higher subscrip-
tions from their members.

Mgz. Rason: They cannot register.
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Tee PREMIER: No friendly society |

hae yet made application for authority to
pay & larger sum than that specified in
the Bill; and we are simply enabling
them to work as they desire to work, and
as they have been working under their
existing contributions. As to protecting
the members by an actuariel check, I
would remind the hon. member that this
ia provided in the original Act, which
requires these societies to submit periodi-
cally to the registrar statements of their
assets and liebilities, and empowers the
registrar to make an actwarisl examina-
tion and communicate the result to the
societies.

Mz. Rason: Would that apply to any
specially authorised societies

Tae PREMIER: It would apply to
any society registered under the Friendly
Societies Act, and would therefore apply
to any society registered under special
authority given by the provisions of this
Bill. The Bill, if passed, becomes an
essential part of the original Act; and
the liabilities and obligntions imposed on
societies by the original Act are every one
of them inposed on a society by this Bill
aunthoriged to be registered. I am some-
what surprised at my friend's attack on
the measure, which, after all, seeks to
help the friendly societies in a very usefn)
department of their work, and to meet a
want reported by the Registrar of
Friendly Societies. As to the details of
the measure, surcly we are justified in
being governed by his expert knowledge.
The Bill is based on a report of require-
ments submifted by the Registrar. I
have given particulars of the two specific
applications before us at the moment;
and I think these fully warrant our
action. The amounts specified in the Bill
are thoge recommended by the Registray
himself, aud are fixed, I understand, at
the request and with the concurrence of
the various friendly societies now in oper-
ation under the provisions of the Act.

Me. T. H BATH (Brown Hill): I
regret that the member for Guildford
(Mr. Rason), in criticising the Bill, tried
to prove that the Minister for Labour
(Hon. J. B. Holman) atlempted to
deceive the Houss by stating that certain
clauses were copied from the English Act,
when they were not really copied word
for word. I think the hon. member
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complaining has misunderstood the refer-
ences in the warginal notes; for he seems
to think that these referemces indicate
that the clauses are exact copies of the
sections in the English Act.

Mge. Rason: What does “cf " mean?

Mgr. BATH: It means *compare
with,” or “compare.” It does not mean
*“copy of,” as the hon. member seems to
think.

Mge. Rason: “Cf"” means “compare
with” P

M. BATH: If the hon. member con-
sults the dictionary he will find that my
interpretation is correct, and that he has
made an altogether incorrect char
against the Minister, and one he should
withdraw. I have no desire to criticise
the clauses of the Bill, because they are
amendments which have probably been
approved of or suggested by the officer
in charge of the Friendly Societies De-
partment; and he, having given much
time and great attemtion to friendly
societies, their registration, and their
golidity from an actuarial point of view,
I for one am prepared to defer to his
judgment. I should like to suggest to
the Minister an addition to the RKill,
namely provision for a better audit of
friendly societies” aceounts. I have been
approached, not only by individual
friendly societies on the goldfields, but
by officials of the TUnited Friendly
Societies Association, asking whether
it would be possible to insert a clause
providing for a Government auditor. It
18 regrettable that mn s0 mwany instances,
either through lack of knowledge of
accounts or from other causes, there have
been 80 many shortages and so many
defaleations in friendly societies; and
while the question of expense must cer-
tainly be considered, I think the depart-
ment could provide a Government auditor
to andit the societies’ aceounts at certain
periods of the year, without any very
heavy charges to the individual societies.
I know that the idea is approved by many
of the high officials in friendly society
circles; and T malke this suggestion to
ascertain whether the necessary provision
can be embodied in the Bill. As to the
other clauses, the mere fact that they
have received the approval of the
Ministry of whick the member for Guild-
ford was once a member, is sufficient to
confirm me in my opinion that the
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measure is most desirable, and ome to
which I can give my hearty support.

Tae MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS
AND LABOUR (Hon. J. B. Holman, in
reply) : Inreply to criticisms, I do not
think it necessary to suy wmuch. It is
evident on the fuce of it that the member
for Guildford (Mr. Rason) has, whether
intentionally or not, endeavonred to mis-
lead the House. I do nol pose as a
TLatin scholar, and I regret that I am not
a very good scholar of any sort; but 1
am speaking on the authority of the
Attorney General, and that ought to
carry a little more weight on legal
questions than the opinion of even the
member for Guildford. As to the
letters “cf” on the margin of the Bill
they mean: compare with a certain
section in the Act referred to, not
followed verbatim, but taken as a guide.

Me. Rason: How did you get that
information ?

Tae MINISTER: From the Attorney
General.

Mz, Rason: By telephone?

Tre MINISTER: No matter. We
got it here in time to refute your mis-
leading statement, .

M=r. Rason: Will you tell us what
the letters “ cf "' stand for?

Tue MINISTER: T told you all
about it. When a similar Bill was hefore
the House two years ago, it received the
solid support of the Labour party; and
we brought in this Bill because we were
prepared to take up the work which the
other Ministry could not carry through.
‘When the other Bill was iniroduced by
the then Premier (Mr. James), he said
“The first fivre clauses are contentious.”
‘Those clanses we left out of this Bill,
because we are under the impression that
they can be betler administered under
the Truck Act, and they could have been
at that time also had the desire existed.
The then Premier said, * The first five
clauses are contentious; but I wish the
House in any case to pass Clauses 6, 7,
8, 9, and 10.” Those are the very
clauses we have in this Bill, with two
alterations.

Me. Rasox: Why, do you stopat 57

Tur MINISTER : The first five were
struck out in the measure which the late
Government introdnced two years ago;
and the only alteration we make is thab
instead of empowering the societtes to
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pay only £25 in the case of death of a
member, we give them the option of
providing two or more funds.

Mge. Eason: For one purpose ?

Tue MINISTER: Yor one purpose if
they so desire; because we wish that
every man may join a friendly society on
Faying the lowest possible subseription

or certain benefits; and if he wishes to
pay into and receive benefits from two or
more funds, let him pay accordingly.

Me. Rason: From one fund if he is
drowned at zea, and from another if he
dies at sea P

Tee MINISTER: We know of men
lost at sea, of whom it is not known
whether they died or were drowned.

Me. Rasow : That is quite satisfactory.

Tre MINISTER: As to the Railway
Association, one would think the hon,
member ought to know that no one out-
side the Railway Department can join
that society ; so his remarke under that
head are on & par with the remainder of
hie statements. Seeing that the late
Government supported a similar Bill,
and that this is the same Bill with a few
alterations, and those alterations for the
better, I think it unnecessary to go
farther.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

IN COMMITTEE,

Me. Batu in the Chair ; TeE MINISTER
roR Rarnways anD LaBoUw in charge of
the Bill.

Clause 1—agreed to.

Clanse 2—Amendment of 58 Viet., No.
23, See. 7:

Mr. C. H RASON: The Minister's
explanation of the reasons for limiting
the burial payment, in case of & member
to the sum of £25, and in case of any
other beneficiary to £15, was not satis-
factory. In thie country, where wages
were admittedly much higher than in
England, why should the limit be £25
while the Boglish limit was £200°
Why should it be enacted that no friendly
society could register under the Bill or
claim the privileges under the Bill if that
gocicty proposed to pay to any of its
members more than £257 He failed to
understand why that should be so, and
the only reason that appealed to hia
unenlightened mind was the fact that the
only association of which he had any
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knowledge had that limit of £25. That
might or might not be the correct limit,
but why seek to prevent any other
friendly society that might offer greater
advantages and greater inducements to
members to join from registering under
the Bill? Why fix the amount at £257?
It might be a coincidence only that such
was the limit adopted by one association.

Tee PrEMIER: What society was
that ?

Mr. RASON: The Government Rail-
ways Association.

TeE Premige: A very dirty insinua-
tion,

Me. RASON: In no word that he had
uttered could there be any insinuation or
hint at ineipvation. The Premier had
used the word “dirty.” If that remark
was applied to him (Mr. Rason), he
asked that the Premier should with-
draw it.

Teg CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
did pot refer to the member for
Gruildford as “ dirty.”

Mz. RASON: If that were so he had
nothing to complain of. He made no
insinuation against the Government, for
he had gone out of his way to say that
he believed the mensure was introduced
with the best intentions.

Tae Premier: For one society.

Me. RASON: It was a peculiar thing
that whereas in England, where the
wages of workmen were far lower than
bere, the limit for friendly socicties was
£200, while here the limit was fixed at
£25.

TeE PrEMIER: Did not the hon.
member ioquire into the reason two
years ago ?

Mz. RASON : Surely the Premier was
not going to plead as a justification for
being on the Treasury bench what a
Government did two years ago? Why
should the Government seek to fx an
arbitrary limit of £257

Tee MINISTER: Societies in older
countries were in & much better position
to guarantee larger sumes of payment than
societies here were, The Bill was intro-
duced on the advice of the Registrar of
Friendly Societies, who bad charge of
these bodies ever since they existed in
‘Western Australia.

Mz. Rasow : There was no limitin the
principal Act.

[ASSRMBLY.]
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Tar MINISTER: There was no
guarantee that the funds of societies wera
sufficient to pay £25. When he first
read the mensure through he thought it
was rather a small limit to place on
friendly societies; therefore to meet the
case he added the words “from any one
fund,' so that other funds could be
established if it were thought desirable.
The Registrar of Friendly Societies knew
the financial position of every friendly
gociety in the State, and ought to be in a
position to know that the societies were
in a position to pay more than £25 or
not.  The clause would benefit all
membera of friendly societies.

Me. C. C. KEYSER: No reason had
yet been given to justify the Government
in fixing & mazimum amount. If a
particulur society desired to give £50 at
death, surely that society could increase
the contributions to dothat. Why should
there not be one common funeral fund,
and not make it necessary to establish two
funds? Any society should have an
opportunity of paying what amount it
thought fit, provided the contributions
received per annum from the individual
members warrapted the payment. The
contributions had first to be approved by
the Registrar of Friendly Societies, and
he had to be eatisfied that the contribu-
tions justified giving £50 or £100 as the
case might be. No reason had been
advanced yet to justify the fixing of a
maximum amount.

Me. F. GILL : When the membe: for
Guildford first referred to the Railway
Asgsociation, one thought it was & joke;
but as the hon. member aguin mentioned
the matter, he no doubt was in earnest.
As one who had been a prominent
member of the particular association
referred to, and naturally knew some-
thing of the working of that body, he
(Mr. Gill) would appear to be u coward
if he did not take execption to the
insinuation made by the member for
Guildford. TIf the Railways Asscciation
or any other association or society took
such action for its particular benefit, it
would be acting a cowardly part.

Mr. Rasow: Was not the amount
named the Limit?

Mz. GILL: Certainly that was the
limit of the Railway Association. The
hon., member knew that, having hbeen
Mipister for Railways.
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Mgz. Rasow: It was & good guess,

Me. GILL : The Railways Association
wag not looked upon as an ordimary
friendly society, neither did it desire to
come under the provisions of the Friendly
Societies Act; but it was compulsory to
do 80, otherwise it would not be under
the Act. The Ministry of which the
member for Guildford formed part
introduced & Bill similar to this two years
ago. He (Mr. Gill) was convinced no
officers or members of the Railways
Asgociation ever took action in this
respect. There was nothing io the sug-
gestion put forward by the hon. member.

Mg. Rasox : No suggestion of the kind
referred to was put forward.

Tee MINISTER FOR WORKS: It
the member for Guildford had made the
slightest attempt to gain information he
must have ascertained that every associa-
tion registered under the Friendly
Societies Act paid £25 or less, yet he
singled out the Railways Association. He
must have known that the association was
limited by regulation to the payment of
not more than £25. In 1895 s regulation
was framed by the Repistrar of Friendly
Societies that no society could register
.which paid more than £25, and the object
of the present Bill was simply to confirm
or embody that regulation in the Act.
Some assotiations which were registered
only paid £20. It was true that
the Druids bad two funds and paid
more, but then tbe mrembers con-
tributed more. The regulation was
framed in order to protect members of
societies, because, ufter caleulations, the
Registrar discovered that they could not
guarantee to pay more than the sum
specified out of the contributions paid by
members and be solvent societies, As
to the argument used about the English
law, personally he did not know the
reason how it was they paid more in the
old country, nor did he try to discover.
The experience gained in Western Aus-
tralia or Australis generally went to
show that on the contributious paid by
members of societies, those societies
could not pay more than £25. There
was n0 ulterior motive in introducing this
Bill,

Mr. RASON : The member for Balkatta
seemed to think that he (Mr. Rason) cast
insinuations on the character and reputa-
tion of the Government Railways Associa-
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tion, but the hon. member should be the
last to imagine anything of that sort.
The only association of which he (Mr.
Rason) had any knowledge that fixed the
limit of £25 was the Grovernment Rail-
ways Association.

Tee Mmister: It was peculiar to
single out one society out of about 150,

Mer. RASON: It might strike the
Minister so. He hoped the member for
Balkatta would accept the assurance that
nothing wus more foreign to his mind
than to cast insinuations on the Govern-
ment Railways Association. He still sub-
witted that the explanation as to the
limit was not satisfactory,

Tee Minister: That was because
the hon. member was not & member of a
friendly society.

Mz, RASON ; If this Bill passed, any
friendly society that might be able to pay
more than the sum specified and to
satisfy the Registraur that it could do so,
would be debaered from being registered.

Tae Mivmsrer: It would not. It
could create two funds.

Mz. RASON: Let us bhave no such
subterfuge. "What was the good of talk-
ing about having two funds? He ima-.
gined no one friendly society covld have
two burial funds or two death funds.

Tee Miviater: The Druids hed
two now.

Mgr. RASON : There might be isolated
cases, but he was dealing with principles.
He moved as an amendment that the
word ‘‘ twenty.five,” in line 4 of Sub-
clause 2, be struck out, and *fifty”
ingerted in lieu.

Amendment negatived, and the clanss
passed.

Clause 3— Amendment of Section 8:

Mg, RASON: This clause, if passed
as it stood, would give the Minister the
right to admit to all the privileges of
these friendly societies a society that
might not have any of the purposes
get out in the measure.

Tue MINISTERFOR WORKS : Some
societies registered under the Friendly
Societies Act now complied with Sec-
tion 7 of the principal Act. There wete
other societies known as friendly societies
councils. We had them 1n Perth,
Northam, Kalgoarlie, Coolgardie, Boulder,
and right throughoot the State. These
friendly societies councils were composed
of societies registered under the Friendly
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Societies Act which were affiliated to con- '
duct business or to get interchange of
opinions of the different societies regis-
tered in the district.

Me. Rasow : Did they already exist?

Tee MINISTER FOR WORKS : Yes.

Mr. Rason: Then why was the Act
wanted ?

Tre MINISTER FOR WORKS: It
was desired to get these associntions
registered to give them a legal standing.
These societies were already recognised
by the Government. The James Govern-
ment gave them grants of land to build
halls upon, halls which belonged to no
registered individual society, but to a
combination of societies, These combined
gocieties also ran dispensaries, which were
paid for by the whole of the societies,
and not by any individual society. These
combined societies to whom these grants
of land were given, not being registered,
could pot borrow mopey, and had no
standing. This Bill was framed to
enable them to register, and so get over
the difficulty that existed. These asso-
ciations and councils of friendly societies
could be legally registered and would be
able to conduet their business properly.
The difference referred to between
societies waz that one class granted
benefits as enumerated in Section 7 of
the Act, while the cther might grent no
benefits ut all. That was the object of
the clause. The Registrar of Friendly
Societies thought he wus right under the
old Act in registering one or two of these
councils ; but the then Attorney General
(Mr. James) pointed out that they were
illegally registered, and that they could
not be registered until the Act had been
amended. Several of these associations
desired to erect halls and djspensaries;
but they could not do so until they were
registered. Immediately the Act was
passed they would register and conduct
their businesses properly.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 4—agreed to.

Clause 5—Amendment of 58 Viet., No.
23, Section 4: |

M=r. RASON: Perhaps the Govern-
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ment would not object to the suggestion
offered by him on the second reading,
that as they created a lability on the
friendly society, which had been copied
from the English Act, they should take
another section from the same source to |

Inspection of Mackinery.

protect the society. No accusation of
obstruction could be laid aguinst him for
making this suggestion. The clause pro-
vided that the marriage of a member of
a society should operate as a revocation
of any nomination made by him nominat-
ing to whom any moneys owed to him
should be paid; but a friendly society
might well pay over monays due withoat
a knowledge of any marriage, and wounld
still be liable though the money was paid
in good faith. The English Act pro-
tected the friendly society by the section
which provided that, where a soviety or
branch had paid money to a nomines in
ignorance of a marriage subsequent to a
nomination, the receipt of the notmines
shall be a valid discharge to the society
or branch. He (Mr, Rason) was not
under such great obligation to the Gov-
ernment in regard to the Bill that he
should move any amendment himeseif,
nor did ke intend to do so. He simply
drew attention to this matter, and the
(Government could accept the suggestion
or leave it.

Ter MINISTER: Seeing that this
would relate to a nomination after a
man was married, the suggestion, in
his opinion, bad no great effect. [Mg.
Rasor: Oh!] Was pot that thé hon.
member’s intention ?

Mz, Rason: No.

Tue MINISTER: If the hon. member
would move his amendment, the Govern-
wment would know what to do with it.

Mg. RASON : There was no such in.
tention on his part. He had read the
English Act. The Government could
either take the suggestion or leave it.

Clause put and passed.

Preamble, Title—agreed to.

Bill reported without amendment, and
the report adopted.

INSPECTION OF MACHINERY BILL.
IN COMMITTEE.

Mgz. BaTH in the Chair; the MiNisrER
ror M1nEs axD Justice (Hon. R. Hastie)
in charge of the Bill.

Clauses 1, 2, 3—agreed to.

Clause 4—Nonapplication of the Act:

Mr. E. NEEDHAM moved as an
amendment :

That Subclause 1 be strusk out.
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The subclanse provided that—

This Act shall not apply to abny boilers or

machinery used or employed in the working of
the Government Railways under the control
of the Comumissioner of Railways.
He failed to see why we should exempt
any machinery or boilers used on the
Government Railways. Having worked
on the teilways, he knew an evil which
existed and which should be abated.
Uncertificated men and men withont
experience were in charge of machinery
and boilers. The main object of the Bill
was to protect life and property, and no
exemption should be made in the case of
the Bommissioner of Railways. The
Minister in charge of the Bill might be
under the impression that something was
already in existence protecting the lives
of men employed on the Government
Railways; but he (Mr. Needbam) knew
of nothing that was in existence to do so,
though if there were we ought not to
have two or three Acts dealing with one
matter. This Act should be made com-
prehensive, so as to deal with all
machinery and boilers in the State,
whether on the Governmént or on private
railways. We sbould extend the opera.
tion of the Bill to railway men and
railway property.

Tue Mivister: Did these men drive
engines ?

Mr. NEEDHAM : Yes; as well as
being in charge of boilers. They were in
charge of engines driving from 25 to 30
different machines.

Bl;rHE MinisreEe : They came under the

ill.

Mr. NEEDHAM : Inspectors under
the Act ought to be able to go upon the
Government Railways. The subclause
would prevent this, though a subsequent
clange provided for imspection of
wachinery not otherwise within the
scape of the Bill. This was ambiguous.
Let the Act be clear and comprehensible
by the average man, in the event of
accident through defective machinery or
boilers.

Tue MINISTER: . Clause 4 exempted
the Governmeut railways. Receotly,
when he declared that men working
Government railway engines must be
certificated, he was in error. The Steam
Boilers Act did not apply to Government

railways; and by exempting them in this

Bill also we followed the precedent, he
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believed, of the whole world, and of the
Eastern States. The Railwey Depart-
ment was practically self-contained; and
it would not pay the Commissioner to
allow careless working. Till the night
before last, when the mover of the
amendment declared present arrange-
ments unsatisfactory, no complaint had
been heard againet the departmental
inspections.

Me. NEgpHAM : That did not justify
the exemption,

Tre MINISTER : Surely it did. Why
should we pass laws io carry out mere
theories ? Experience was worth a
hundred theovies; and to justify such a
fundamental change the hon. member
should prove present arrangements in.
effective,

Mz. Negpaan said he spoke from
experience.

Tag MINISTER: Were inspection
unsatisfactory, we should have com-
plaints, To have all the machivery in
the country inspected by one set of
officers might be well in theory; but in
the intricacies of railway mapagement
an outsider would not see eye to eye with
departmental officers, and friction would
result, If it were shown that outside
inspection would lead to great improve.
ments and more effeclive protection of
life, the Act could be amended.

Mz. H. GREGORY : Better withdraw
the amendment. Independent inspection
of locomotives was needless; and 1nspec-
tors appointed under the Bill might not
have the special knowledge required.
Those familiar with the Steam Boilers
Act knew that the amendment would
vitally affect railway working. The
department had their own inspectors,
doubtless fully competent, who examined
locomotives in the running sheds. By
this Bill a person must not remove a
boiler from one district to another with-
out notifying the inspector of boilers.
How could that be applied to locomo-
tives? True, the Bill could be applied to
railway workshop boilers ; but the depart-
ment had their ewn inspectors, of whom
one beard no complaints, and the amend-
ment would not give more efficient
inspection.

Tar MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS
(Hon. J. B. Holman) opposed the amend-
ment. Since it had been tabled he had
made inquiries, and the Commissioner and
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geveral loco. drivers informed him that the
hoiler inspectors in the department were
the most expert obtainable in the world.
Since the present system of inspection
was introduced no accident had happened
to either stationary or locomotive boilers.
The departmental instryctions provided
that locomotive officers must arrange for
inspections of all boilers other than
locomotive, at intervals of not more than
four weeks, and veports must be made.
In addition, all hoilers were inapected at
intervals not exceeding six months, by the
boiler inspector or other competent
officer, and detailed reports made; but
this did not relieve local officers from
responsibility for maintenance and care
of their boilers; and while the periodical
ingpection was proceeding they had to
be present in person to note the con-
dition of each boiler. Every care was
taken to guard against accident; and
owing to the systematic reports ve-
quired, blame could at once be appor-
tioned in case of accident. We should
be unwise to interfere with the working
railways; for it was in the interest of
the department to avoid accidents. What
did the mover think of the ability of the
railway inspectors ?

Mr. NeepHAM: Their ability was not
questioned.

Mr. E. P. HENSHAW : The Minister
should give some better reason for ex-
empting the Commissioner of Ratlways.
Independent inspection of locomcotives
waos hardly necessary, but the Guildford
and Fremantle workshops should be so
inspected. The Commissioner was exempt
from the Factories Act, the Truck Act,
apd the Arbitration Act. Large sums
bad, without avail, been spent to foree
him to carry out awards of the Arbitra-
tion Court. Mutual agreements between
the Commissioner and employees were
observed by them and flouted by him.
One would not like to see o Government
department exempt from the provisions
of the Bill. If the Minister could show
that there was a proper inspection
of wond working and iron working
machinery, as well as beilers and engines,
be would be satisfied, but if that were
not done he would be compelled to
support the amendment.

Tar MINISTER FOR RATLWAYS
AND LABOUR: It was hardly fair for
a member to make a statement without
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proof. Since the inspection of Govern-
ment boilers no accident had ever
happened. It was easy to say that a
machine in & certain place was dangerous,
but there had been no accidents with
Government beoilers. It was said the
Commissioner for Railways did not come
under the Truck Act; but there was
nothing in that Aect which exempted the
Commissioner. If the power in the
Railways Act was not sufficient, then the
hon. member should endeavour to make
it so. As to the Arbitration Act, if any
proof were shown that the Commissioner
did not carry out any award that the
court had made, the House could deal
with the Commissioner. 1t might be
unwise to make the Arbitration Court
more powerful than the House, but any
award which the court bad made and
which the Commissioner disobeyed, the
House should see was carried out, or else
some other person should be placed in
the Commissioner’s pusition who would
carry out the award. Some argument
should be brought forward why the
amendment should be carried. He would
like to see it withdrawn, as it would not
do any good.

Me. E. NEEDEAM: It was not his
desire to include the engines running on
the vailways in his amendment, but he
maintained that every boiler and every
machine that was used on the Govern-
ment Railways, other than the locomo-
tives, should be brought under the
provisions of the Bill. He did not
attempt to impute any neglect or uny
want of ability on the part of the
gentlemen who had been in the position
of inspectors on the railways, but he
wanted to bring the machinery and
boilers otber than locomotive, under the
Bill, so that in the event of accidents
occurring the Government should not be
ezempt. Because no accident had oceurred
in the past was no argument that no
accident would oceur in the future.

M. R. G. BURGES: According to
Clause 52, railway machines were not
exempt. .

Mr. A. E. THOMAS : Apparently the
only reason given by the Minister for
Mines and the Minister for Labour was
that on the railways there were com-
petent drivers and engineers to inspect
machinery, therefore there was no heces-
sity for the engines und machinery to be
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ingpeeted under the Bill. The inspection '

wag made by the railway officials thewm-
gelves. Que would think by the argu-
ments advanced that in other places
where machinery was used, such ag on 3
mine, the owner of the machinery wished
to see how much damage he could do to
the machinery, how many boilers he
could blow up in a given time, or how
many people he could kill. On all works
where macbinery was used or bhoilers
and engines were erected, competent men
were pluced in charge.
bad to bear the brunt in cases of accident,
and had to replace broken machinery, was
hardly likely to be fool enough to place
m charpe of the machinery & man who
was not competent to run that machinery.
At a mine there were inspectors and
engineers, who were at all {imes examin.-
ing the Loilers and machinery to see that
they were kept in a proper state of
repuir. If we were to make an exception
of the Railway Department because the
ingpections were carried ouwt through
their own officials, then he (Mr, Thomas)
claimed that the same ezemption should
be ullowed where there was an engineer
or a qualified, certificated, first-class man
in charge of the machinery. If the Com.
mittee insisted that the ordinary users of
machinery and boilers should be subject
to inspection by officials of the Govern-
ment, we should insist that, outside of
locomotives, stationary engines or boilers
under the control of the Commissioner
for Railways should be subjeet to this
inspection alse. He bad a vivid recol-
lection of asking a series of questions
three years ago relative to the Boilers Act.
The law stated that any boiler used
should have certain fittings approved by
the Chief Inspector of Boilers. He knew
of boilers in use on the milways which
bad not these fittinga. There was one in
the station yard at Kalgoorlie, next to
the passenger platform and pear the
refreshment rcom. The boiler was not
fitted up according te the Act. The
reason for having stringent regulalions
wag that boilers were not safe without
these fittings, and if anything bad
ha.p%Jened to the boiler at Kalgoorlie it
would have been a distinct menace to
life, because a large number of people at
all hours of the day were close to this
boiler. He wuas told at ihe time that
this boiler was not subject to the pro.

Apy owner who
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vigions of the Aect. Apparently the
Railway Department could run anything
they liked, but if a mine ran a boiler
under similar conditions the mine owner
would have to close down the works until
the boiler was placed in an efficient work-
ing state. Stationary engines and boilers
in machinery sheds and repairing shops
should be under the jurisdiction of the
inspectors appointed under the Bill the
same as engines and boilers owned by
private individuals were. He supported
the principle of the amendment of the
member for Fremantle.

Me. H. E. BOLTON: As far as loco-
motive boilers were concerned, there was
no better inspection of them in any part
of the world than was carried out here.
The inspection was made periodically and
thoroughly.

Mze. THoMas:
mines also.

M=zr. BOLTON: Just so. If it were
thought necessary to bring boilers in
the control of the Commissioner under
the provision of the Bill, then the House
should have a return from the Com-
missioner in reference to them, and if
the provisions of the Bill were not
carried out by the Commissioner, the
Minister responsible to the House
could be dealt with. He thought we
should bring the Commissioner under
the Bill, but he rather favoured the
dea of stationary boilers—not necessarily
stationary machinery — beiig brought
under the mensure. The inspection of
machinery, as far as raellway matters
were concerned, was a dead letter and &
farce, for no inspection took place.

Mz, Frang Wirgon: There was no
power to enforee it.

Mg. BOLTON : The only examination
of machinery that took place was that
every driver on a locomotive made his
own examination and was responsible
from the time the engine was taken out
until it came hack to the yard again, and
should the engine-driver take the same
engine out the next day, which was not
always the case, the driver was still
responsible for anything defective in the
machinery., In charge of all depdts there
was a mechanic who was responsible for
the examination, but the driver took the
respongibility while the mechanie took
the “ecrew.” With stationary boilers
and machinery no examination took

It was the same on
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place. The inspectors in the service
made their periodical visits to examine
the boilers only, and in nearly every cuse
the inspectors were boiler makers, not
mechanics.  No inspection of muchinery
took place to his knowledge. The fore-
men in charge of the depdts were
responsible for seeing that everything
was kept roughly up to date. There wns
hardly any necessity to bring the Com-
missioner under the Bill. His idea
would be to alter the Railway Act and
to deal with the Commissioner if he
peglected to have an inspection of
boilers and wachinery made.

Tae MinieTER: Tt could be done.

Mz. BOLTON was glad to hearit, A
certain driver was in charge of an engine
only allowed to do shunting in a yard at
Midland Junction, and instructions had
been given that it was not to leave the
yard; but on ome occasion a Minjsterial
special was required to run from Mid-
land to Perth, and he declined to accept
the responsibility of taking this erippled
engine, the result being that he was im-
mediately suspended. Another wan took
it, and the engine left the road; yet the
driver who refused to take it was fined.
The flanges of the wheels of that engine
had been worn to such extent that they
were very sharp. If we brought the
Commissioner of Railways under this
Bill, that would interfere with his ad-
ministration. Wa could get what was
wanted by altering the Ruilways Act,
and leaving this clause as it stood. He
did not support the amendment. Ap.
parently one or two portions of the
measure clashed. A portion of the Bill
provided that inspectors could go.into
any works or shed, whether those places
came under the Bill or not. That was
somewhat peculiar. He would hardly
care to be an inspector under the measure,
and go on to any building or ground
subject to the control of the Commis-
sioner, because if an inspecior bad no
power to take action, and did not go off
the premises when asked, he would be
put off,

Me. H. GREGORY : Under the Bill,
power was given fo inspect machinery
even on any property held by the Com-
missioner of Railways, although no
penalty was provided to compel him to
put that machinery in order. JL was
doubtful whether we should not make
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boilers at outside stations and even in
the workshops subject to this measure.
The amendment that had been proposed
was absurd. There might be a few
amendments of the Railway Act. The
Government were alway desirous to make
their machinery and the working parts of
that machinery as safe as possible,  An
inspector of machinery under this measure
baving the power given by Clause 11,
we might be satisfied that such inspec-
tions would be made, and if it were found
that any such machinery wus unsafe, &
report would go to the Minister for Rail-
ways from the Minister for Mines, and
care betaken to ensure safety.

Me. A. E. THOMAS: Would pri-
vately-owned lines be subject to the
measure in regard to locomotives ?

Mz. GrEGORY : Yes.

Mz. THOMAS: Locomotives on pri-
vately-owned railways were subject to as
rigid inspection as those on Government
rallways. He saw no reason why we
should exempt Gtovernment locomotives
any more than the locomotives of the
Midland Railway, or those on any rail-
way of the timber companier or others.

Mr. FRANK WILSON: When the
Arbitration Bill was under discussion
members fought hard to have the Rail-
way Department brought under the
measure. It was argued on the other
side that it was ubnecessary, and that
there were other methods of dealing with
the Railway Department. We now found,
however, that recently the Railway De.
partment was very glad to tuke advantage
of the Arbitration Act. In the present
instance we hud an uttempt to remove the
largest user of machinery from the effects
of this Bill. If the measure was good
for the private owner and employer, it
was also good that the public machinery
should be inspected. The Minister for
Justice, he thonght, said, in introducing
the Bill, there was no necessity to bring
the Government Railways under it; that
they were exempt, and the exemption had
proved good. Had there been any neces-
sity shown for private owners of machin-
ery to be brought under the Bill? The
member for North Fremantle said there
were no accidents. What accidents had
there been in coumnection with private
machinery which would have been obviated
by 2 Bill of this description? The Min-
ister used the argurnent that no accidents
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happened because new machinery was
used in this State.

Tae Ministek: That was not said by
})im. He said there were comparatively
ew.

Mz. F. WILSON: The Minister said
wewerenow usingsecond-hand machinery.
If that applied to the private owner of
machinery, it also applied to our railways,
on which there was & lot of second-bhand
machinery, which should be very care-
fully looked after. :

TuEe MivisTER: And got it.

Mz. F. WILSON: The private em-
ployer always got the best servants and
paid the best wages.

Mg. Borron: The private owner got
the best job.

Me. F. WILSON: The private owver
of machinery in this State was subject to
all sorts of penalties if be injured his
employees through defective wachinery.
Were not the laws already in existence
sufficient to make an employer very care-
ful in regard to machinery he was using ?
Haq it been proved in any respect that
there was neglect with regard to the
machinery ? He thought not.

Tue Minister: What about the
Boulder accident ¥

Mr. F. WILSON : Nothiug was known
by him about the Boulder accident. But
we had the Inspector of Mines to look
after those matters. He believed the
Boulder accident, which was the first of
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itg kind in Western A nstralia, would have !

to be paid for very dearly. He agreed
with the Minister that the safety of the
public must be attended to, but he was
not in accord with the Minister if the hon.
gentleman eaid the safety of the public
was threatened at the present juncture,
‘We should go very slowly in legislation
in this direction, and should not ntro-
duce Bills to incrense the cost of
administration and retard and bhamper
employers until thers was necessity for
them. It was easy to legislate, but very
hard indeed to repeal. The member for
Leonora (Mr. Lynch) quoted Massa-
chusetts as baving laws of this deserip-
tion, but there was no comparison between
Massachusetts and Western Australia in
point of population. In 10 or 12 years
1t would be time for ns to hamper our-
gelves with the legislation required for
millions.
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Tee CHAIRMAN: The hon, member
was making a second-reading speech on
a particular clause.

Ms. F. WILSON : There was necessity
to make legislation of this description
apply to all departments. The haste in
which the Minister had introduced the
Bill had not given much oppoertunity for
discussion on the second reading, which
was to be deprecuted. The Minister,
contrary to parliamentary usage, asked
that the second reading be passed on the
first day the Bill was laid on the table,

THE MinisTER: The Bill was on the
table on Friday.

Mz. Buraes: It was no use then, as
the House did not =it on Friday.

M=z, F. WILSON: The member for
North Fremantle (Mr. Bolton) was going
to support the clause.

Mr. Borro~n denied having said he
was going to support the clause.

Mr. F. WILSON: Was the hon.
member then going to vote against it ?

Mr. Borron had not said so,

Mr. F. WILSON: The hon. member
must vote against it because he gquoted
an argoment which would make it impera-
tive vn his part to vote for the amendment,
having said there was no periodical in-
spection at present on the Government
railways. That should prove that the
railways ought to come under the Bill.
The hon. member had pointed out also
that few private owners of machinery did
not have proper periodical inspections of
their wmachinery, so0, according to the
argument of the hon. member, the Gov-
ernment railways ought to come under
the operation of the Bill and not private
owners. The hou. member had also said
that he wonld deal with the Minister
since he could not deal with the Com-
wigsioner. The private owner was subject
to a charge of manslaughter for wilful
neglect and could be gaoled, but one
doubted whether we could put the
Minister into gaol if he neglected to keep
the Commissioner up to the mark.
Members should lock at this matter in a
broad light. We should not legislate for
privately-owned machinery and leave out
public machinery. If the Bill were
necesssary at all, all classes of machinery
ghould be brought under it to fully pro-
tect individuals employed on or around
machinery.
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Mg. BOLTON : The member for Sussex | we should not have Government ma-

(Mr. ¥. Wilson) had evidently misunder-
stood him, which perhaps suited the hon.
member, by taking words literally and
misconstruing them. The hon. member
claimed that he (Mr. Bolton) said no
Government machinery was ever ex-
amined. That was not the case. He
had not said any such thing, but
had tried to expluio that it wus a con-
tinual examination without periodical
vigits, that private firms arranged for
periodical vigits, and that nothing of the
sort took place on the Government rail-
ways, but that an engine-driver, before he
was allowed to stable a locomotive, had
half an hour in which fo examine the
machinery and boiler, and that this
happened every day.

Mr. F. WILSON : That was clearly
understood. The examination was only
made by the driver. Private employers
had locomotive engineers in charge of
their engines.

Mr. BOLTON : That also had been
explained. There wasg a loco. foreman in
charge of every district and responsible
for the machinery being kept up to date.
A driver was blamed if his machinery
was not in good order.

M:. E. E. HEITMANN could not
sea why we should force on private
owners of machinery and boilers Iaws and
regulations under which the Government
were not prepared to work. Private
owners also had continual examinations.
The engive-driver examined his machinery
continually, and also the foreman fitter.
Why should we have certificated men on
privately-owned machinery and not on
public machinery? Were the men in
charge of boilers and wachinery on
pumping stations connected with the
railways certificated men? If o, they
were & long way behind drivers on mines
in point of knowledge and ability. Two
years ago one so-called engine-driver of
the Railway Department had gone be-
fore a board of examiners in Cue for
examination for u second-class certificate ;
but if the driver had sat uotil now he
would not have got a third-class certifi-
cate. This man was an old servant of the
department, but was not a locomotive
driver. We should not have uncertifi-
cated wen in charge of machinery on the
railways alongside privately-owned ma-
chinery driven by certaficated men, and

chiners examined by wen who perhaps
knew nothing about it. Who could say
the Government inspector was qualified
No doubt the Minister for Mines would
see that the inspectors under the Act were
qualified, but how &id we know that
railway inspectors were qualified? He
(Mr. Heitmano) would vote for the
amendment, because he did not think we
should exempt the Government railways
and at the same time force the Act onthe
private owner. ’

Tre MINISTER : The boilers of the
Railway Department were subject tc
proper inspection and examination.  He
could not support any proposition tc
tonke them subject to this Bill. Ever)
part of the railway system was as
severely examined as machinery ownec
by people outside. Certain members out.
side the House, pretending to be conservas
tive, came forward with such proposi.
tions—he meant the members for Susse
and Dundas.

Mg. F. Wirsow interjected that he did
not pretend to be a * conservative.”

Mr. A. E. THomas also interjected s
denial.

Tae CHAIRMAN: Order! It was
bighly disorderly to interject in such e
way.

Tae MINISTER: These member:
asked us to alter the present system
though it was known that the system ol
ingpection on the railways was correct
The member (or Dundas quoted an in
stance which occurred three years ago—
[Me. Taomas: Plenty more]—but tha
was the only instance quoted. The mem
ber for Sussex quoted no instance; but b
u little twisting and misrepresenting——

AN INTERLUDE,

Tae CuaieMaN: You must withdraw

Tue MinisTER: I withdraw the worc
‘ misrepresenting.”

[Inberjectionsﬁ

Tur CaairMaN ¢ You must withdraw
both words.

TeE MivisteR: * Twisting,” too ?

Tar CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Tae Mmisrer: Very well, I withdraw

Mr. F. Winson: Does the Ministe
withdraw ?

Tue CuateMaN: I understand he ha
withdrawn. ’
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Tue Minister: I withdraw “twisting”
and ¢ misrepresentation.”

Mz. FouoLees: They are equal terms,
The hon. member must withdraw both
expressions,

Tee CHAIRMAN: The hon. member
must withdraw both expressiona.

Mz. F. WiLson: Has the Minister
withdrawn both expressions ?

Tae MinisTER: The Chairman says I
have done so.

M=z. F. Witsow: I hope that the
Minister will withdraw.

Tee MinisTee: All members of the
House heard me withdraw both words.

Me. F. WiLson: Mr. Chairman, I did
not hear; did you?

Tee Mimister: I said that every
member of the Committee heard me
withdraw twice.

Tae CaaigMaw: The hon. member
has received the assurance of the member
for Kanowna that he has withdrawn both
words. You may be satisfied.

M=z. F. Wimsow: As long as the
Chairman is satisfied, I am.

Tae Ceatryan: I must take the hon.
member's assurance that he has with-
drawn.

DISCUSSION RESUMED.

Tue MINISTER: The member for
Sussex C{uoted the member for North
Fremantle in an unfair meuner, quoting
him as an authority and giving the
House to understand that absolutely no
inspection of machinery took place on the
ruilway aystem. That is the impression
the member for Sussex tried to convey to
the House. Needless to say the member
for North Fremantle had said nothing of
the kind, and no member believed any-
thing of the kind. The mewmber for
Sussex told us that every reliable private
employer had an inspection of machinery,
and led us to believe that such a large
and important industry as the Govern-

ment railways had no inspection of .

machinery. There was effective inspec-
tion on the railways. For the last five
or seven years, since the Steam Boilers
Act had been in force, there was not a
single instance of boilers going wrong or
of machinery being ineffective.

Me. Hensgaw : What of the machinery
in the new shops?

Tae MINISTER.: The Bill provided
for the inepection of privately-owned
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machinery and boilers, and could be
extended to the Railway Department if
good cause were shown. Apparently the
member for Sussex (Mr. Frank Wilson)
thought all inspections unuecessary for
muny years, Frow the melancholy tone
of the hon. member's second-reading
speech one would think he was trying to
persunde us that the country was going
to ruin. The hon. wember tried the
same dodge three years ago; and his
principal function seemed to be to raisea
scare.

Tae CHAIRMAN: The Minister
should confine himeelf to the clause.

Tre MINISTER: The ocuus of proof
was on those who desired change; andr
supporters of the amendment had not
shown why the present effective system
should be altered by appointing two
sets of inspectors.

Me. Herrarany : One set would do.

Tz MINISTER : The railway inspec-
tors were gqualified men,

MRg. THOMA8: And those on the mines?

Tee MINISTER: Some were qualified
and others unqualified.

Mgz. THOMAS: Why not exempt the
qualified ? :

Tue MINISTER: Ridieulous! The
Government Tailway inspectors we knew
to be qualified ; therefore why duplicate
the work? A member suggested that
those inspectors be made honorary inspec-
tors under the Bill. Would that im-
prove matters?  The Chief Inspector of
Muchinery would then be respounsible for
certain railway servants over whom he
would have comparatively little control.
Show that the amendment would do
good, and the Government would with-
draw their objection. If in future
Government railway inspection proved
inefficient, the Government wounld amend
the Act and make it apply to the depart.
ment.

Me. H. Grecory: Railway machinery
could be inspected under Clause 11.

Mg, F. Wrson: No. An inspector of
machinery could not enter railway pre-
mises to inspect,

Mz. Grrcory: He could inspect and

rt; but no penalty was provided,

he MINISTER : 'I'be inapector could
ascertain whether the provisions of the
Act were complied with.

Mz, THOMAS: The Minister for
Mines had a wonderful affection for the
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Railway Department. This was surpris-
ing, after the debate on the Inspection of
Machinery Bill of last session. The
Minister reiterated the old argument that
the inspection of Government railway
machinery wag sufficient, and that since
the passing of the Steam Boilers Act
railway boilers had been free from acci-
dent. In that period were there any
private boiler accidents ¥}

Mr. Grecory: One about 18 months
ago in Kalgoorlie.

Me. THOMAS: Due not to faulty
working, but to a flaw in construction.

Me. Greeorv: No,

IHer. THOMAS: Private engineers
were as careful as railway men. Why
wait till an accidevt occurred? Preven-
tion was better than cure. This being a
good Bill, let it apply to Government
railways s well as to private railways
and the mining industry. If a machinery
or boiler accident bappened in a mine,
prebably only one person was injured;
but a railway boiler explosion near u
passenger platform, or an accident to a
locomotive, might kill scores or hundreds.
To say that the department had efficient
inspectors of their own was foolish; for
the vast majority of private muchinery-
owners had for financial reasons eqgually
efficient inspection. He would vote for
the pmendment.

At 630, the CrAIEMAN left the Chair,
At 7-30, Chair resumed.

Mr. E. NEEDHAM : In pressing the
amendment to a division, he did not
wigh to harass the Minister for Mines.
Membeys did not seem to exactly gauge
the meaning of the amendment. He had
not beard a solid argument against the
amendment; but although under the
impression that he was fighting a forlorn
hope, he proposed to sllow his amend-
ment to go as originally moved. He did
not say that the inspection of boilers and
machinery under the control of the Com-
missioner had been defective in the past,
and he did not wish to convey that. As
far as the Bill went, the Commissioner
of Railways was not responsible for any
accident that might occur, There might
be an Act in existence that made the
Commiasioner liable; but why should
there be a number of Acts on the statute
book and an opportunity given in a court
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of law to prove something fo the con-
trary? We wanted a Bill that the
average man could understand. If the
Bill was meant to protect life and pro-
perty in the State, why not bring the
Commissioner under the Bill as well as
anyone else ?

Tar Minister: It was not passible.

Mz. NEEDHAM : If the clause were
deleted, the Commissioner would he
liable, The member for Menzies had
asked him to read Clause 11. He had
read it.

Mz. Buregs: Read Clause 52.

Mz. NEEDHAM: That alse he had
read; but neither of the clauses pro-
vided for the matters he wished to meet.
He would not have brought forward the
amendment unless fully seized of the
importance of the situation. He con-
tended that if Subelanse (1) of Clanse 4
was allowed to remain in the Bill, the
Commissioner of Railways would not be
responsible; and any man workiug on
the railways ought to be protected
against defective machinery or boilers,
This provision gave the Commissioner a
loophole of escape, and he had already
too many loopholes. The argument of the
member for North Fremantlestrengthened
the position which he (Mr. Needham} had
taken up. The member for North Fre-
mantle said that the inspection of
machinery and boilers in the Railway
Department was, in his opinion, perfect.
There was an amount of inspection in the
Railway Department, but in the event of
an aceident occurring why should not the
Commissioner be made responsible ?

Mr, Borrow: The carrying of the
amendment would not inake him respon.
sible.

Mz. NEEDHAM : It would make the
Commissioner subject to the Bill. Al
though the railways had Leen very free
from accidents in the past, thut was not
to say there would be no accidents in
the future; and we were legialating for
the future. If the Bill was to be made
perfect, then the subclause should be
deleted.

Tag MINISTER: The Comimissioner
for Railways wuas as responsible as any
other person. Iunquiries would be made,
and if he found that the Commissioner
for Railwayes was not responsible for any
accident that took place, he promised to
bring forward amending legislation ; but
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already the Commissioner was just as
respongible as any one else for any acei-
dent which took place.

M. NEEDHAM : The desire he had
was to prevent litigation which might
ensue. He wanted something in this
Bill that no one could give two opinions
about. We should insert sowmething
which would at once fix the responsibility
on one individual. If we were going to
make provisions to protect life and
property, the measure should include
every individual in this State, no matter
what position he occupied.

Mz. C. H. RASON was surprised that
the Minister for Justice had offered to
make inguiry to see whether the Com-
missioner was liable or not; but one
would have thought that a gentleman
oceupying such an exalted position would
be able at once to say that the Commis-
sioner was liable as an employer.

Tae Minister: That bad been stated
by him.

M=e. RASON: What one understood
was that the Minister said he would
inquire. If we enacted that the boilers
a.nqd locomotives engaged on the Govern-
ment railways were to be examined by an
inspector under this weasure, could we
have more competent inspectors appointed
under it than the inspectors of boilers
employed on the Government ruilways
to-day? What was the good of substitut.
ing ome inspector for another? There
was already sufficient inspection and
efficient inspection under the existing
law, and there was nothing to be gained
by striking out this clause.

Question put, ** That Subclause (1) be
struck out” The Chairman declared
the Ayes had it.

Mer. Neepram: Divide!

POINT OF ORDER.

Tre Minigrer (speaking with paper
spread over his head): When the Chair-
man declared the Ayes had it, the member
for Fremantle called for a division;
therefore he (the Miunister) claimed the
hon. member's vote with the Noes.

Tre CeatzMaN: The houn. member
nust vote with the Noes.

Mzn. Teomas {speaking also with
saper over his head) : This kind of cover
m the head, used by the Minister,
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was not the proper cover to use in calling
attention to a point of order during a
division.

Me. NEEpHAM proceeded towards the
door.

TrE CHaikMaN: The hon. member
must not leave the Chamber,

Mgr. NeepaaM left the Chamber.

TeE CHAIRMAN : The member for Fre-
mantle must vote with the Noes.

Mz. Neebuaym (re-entering the Cham-
ber) : As a new member, he claimed that
he could vote as he wished, with the
Ayes,

Tee Casieman: The hon. member
had called for a division, and must vote
with the Noes.

Mg. NggpEAM: What about refusing
to vote ?

TeEE CHArRMAN: The hon. member
must not dispute the ruling of the Chair.
Surely he must be awure, even if only a
young wmember, that he must observe
the ruling.

Mg. Neepram (bowing to the Chair-
man’s ruling) passed to the side of the
Noes.

Mz. Tromas (speaking with hat on):
One would like the Chairman’s ruling as
to what constituted a hat. The Mimster
was not properly covered in rising just
now to a point of order, and claiming the
vote of the member for Fremantle.

Tag Craieman: A rulings had been
given by him that the hon. member was
sufficiently covered for the purposes of
the Standing Orders. .

Mx. Taomas (bowing to the Chair-
man's decision and again rising) asked
whether the member for Kimberley® (Mr.
Connor) was entitled to vote, having
entered the Chamber after the doors were
ordered to be closed.

Tuk CuarrmaN : The order to lock the
doors was given just after the hon,
wember entered. The time was not
restricted to the two minntes’ interval.

DIVIBION.

Division taken with the following
result:—

Ayes e 4
Noes . 34
Majority against ... 30
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Nozs.
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Mr, Anfwin
My. Bolton
Mr. Brown

Mr. Burges
Mr.Connor

Mr. Frank Wilson
Mr. Henshaw (Taller),

Mr. Hi

Mr. Heitmann
My, Hicks
Mr. Holman
Mr. Isdell

Mr. McLarty
M. N. J. Moore
Mr, 8, F. Moore
Mr. Needham
ﬁr. Nolson

T.
Mr. w

Mr. Bcadden

Amendment thus negatived, and the
clause passed.

Clauses 5 to 10—agreed to.

Clause 11—Powers and duties of in-
spectors :

Me. THOMAS: What reason was
there for including the words in brackets,
“ whether declared to be subject to this
Act or not?” We had just had a
division; and a vast majority of the
Labour members who were fighting to
see that all were included in the pro-
visions of" this measure, Government
railways and others as well, had deserted
their prineciples.

Tee CHAIRMAN : The hon. member
must not reflect upona vote of the Com-
mittes

Mr*ITHOMAS: We had seen a division
by which it bad been declared that the
Gtovernment railwavs should be exempt;
therefore he failed to see why the
ingpectors should be able to go on these
railways and inspect. It would be a
needless waste of time. The Minister in
charge of the Bill had told us earlier that
the inspector had a right to go on to the
railways, or on farms or anywhere else
where people were ezempt under this
Bill, a.ns ingpect the machinery. What
was the good of this waste of time if the
inspector could donothing with machinery
not under his control ?

Tae MINISTER: A Iot of criticiam
had been levelled against the inspections

-
Bin, in Qummities.

carried on by the Railway Department
but by the wording of this clanse w
could see that the duties of the railwa;
inspectors were carried out. Again, 1
the Act applied to the whole Siate thi
wording of the clanse might not b
necessary ; but ag certain districts had t
be procluimed, it was necessary to hav
these words in the clause so tha
inspectors could be sent into districts no
proelaimed urnder the Act.

Me. F. WILSON : The Governmen
railways did not come within the pro
vigions of the Act, and an inspector couls
not bé sent on to the railways to inspec
machinery, as Clause 4 clearly providec
that the railways were entirely exemp
from examinations. The present condi
tion of the railways probably did no
permit of examination. The wording o
Clanse 11 only referred te machiner:
mentioned in Clause 14, by which the
Governor could declare any class o
machinery to be exempt from the Act
The Minister would find that he had n«
power to send an indepeudent inspecto:
to inspect the machinery of the Railwa;
Department. There was no objection
this clause. It was as well that th
Government had power to inspect anj
machinery whether declared to be unde
the Act or otherwise.

Mz. GREGORY: The wording wa
necessary. Clause 14 provided that only
certain machinery should be subject ta
the Act. The Governor-in-Council woulc
have power to alter the schedule so as t«
bring machinery under the Act, or reduc
the classes of machinery under the Act
An ingpector might find some new clas:
of muchivery which he would think
dangerous, and he would report it to th
department, se that the Governor-in
Coupcil might have it added to thi
schedule. This part of the Bill would
depend on ita administration. There wa
a possibility of friction being cansed, s
that people might rise in revolt agains
the Act.

Clause pul and passed.

Clause 12--Inspector may ecall in aid

Mr. THOMAS: The Minister hac
assured the Honse that only eompeten:
inspectors would be appointed; and thes:
inspectora would issue orders that com.
petent men in control of machinery mus
obey; yet this clause provided that the

.inspector wight call to his aid an)
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person he thought competent to assist
therein, and might require the owner of
the machinery to explain its working.
The inspector, who had to give authority
to a man to run machinery, was to ask the
owner to explain the machinery to him.
Sceing that we were to have competent
men as inspectors, it was rather funny to
find such language in the Bill.

Tae MINISTER: The wording was
in the Act passed last year. It was also
in the New Zealand Act of 1882, and in
the Tasmanian Act of 18892, and had
always been in the rules of the Man-
chester Boiler Users Association. A
little reflection would show that the
words were not so funny after all. The
Bill authorised the inspection of every
class of wachinery; but no mechanical
engineer was prepared to know what
every class of machinery was able to do.
It was absurd to expect it. So the
inspector was empowered to ask the
persen in charge of any machinery to
expluin its working, and the inspector
would be able to get some other com-
petent man acquainted with the intricate
working of a prece of machinery to assist
him. We eould be doing no barm in
following the good example of other
Acts.

Me. R. G. BURGES: This clause was
a necessary clause. We would not have
inspectors uwnderstanding all machinery.
On farms there were half-a-dozen classes
of machines, and it would be necessary to
have balf & dozen men to inspect farmers’
machinery if the clavse were eliminated,
while there would be the unnecessary
expense of sending different inspectors to
vigit farms. It was well that the owner
should be called upon to explain his
machinery, as the mspector could see
that the owuer was capable of working it
safely. The inspector should see that
the machinery was thoroughly tested, as
he would be responsible for it obece
having passed it, while the owuer
would be pleased to have his machi-
nery thoroughly examined. The member
for Dundas seemed to be in one of
his argumentative moods; but the Bill
had been thoroughly discussed last session.
Several members who had thought certain
clauses were unnecessary had interviewed
the Chief Inspector of Boilers, who
explained to their satisfaction that those
clanses were necessary. Nevertheless he
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(Mr. Burges) did not think and never
would think that all of the clauses were
necessary.

Me. BOLTON : The clause was abso-
lutely necessary. It would be necessary
on mauny occasions for more than one
man to be present at an examination of
machinery ; and no matter how competent
an inspector might be, he must wake
certain inquiries from the owner, such as
questions referring to the speed at which
the machinery was run, and the pressure
at which it was worked. Special inforwa-
tion must be got from the owner, and
could not be got except for ihe wording
of the Bill. Without the wording of this
clause the owner of the machinery might
simply open the gate to the inspector and
shut it again alter he had lefi, and the
inspector would simply look over the
machinery without obtaining uecessary
information,

Mr. THOMAS : The member for York
(Mr. Burges) had forgotten what he said
last session, as per Hansard, vol. 23,
page 623. Farwing machinery was ex-
empted say for six months in the year;
yet though the Bill did not concern the
hon. member, he found fault with the
criticisms of mining members, whose
interests were vitally affected.

Clause put and passed.

Clauees 13, 14—agreed to.

Clause 15—Persons having machinery
subject to this Act to notifv inspector:

Mr. FRANK WILSON: Would not
this cover electric motoras driving fans,
sewing machines, etcetera, i private
houses ? Was the clause needed, any-
how? Why not let the inspector find
the machinery ?

Toe MINISTER: Te find every
machine in this vast country would be
next to impossible. Five or six times
the proper number of inspectors wounld
be needed. The definition clause clearly
exempted small domestic machings. People
affected by the Bill must notify the -
spector within three months; but that
time could be extended to suit outlying
districts. Not one serious complaint was
made of the operation of a similar section
in the Steam Boilers Act; and this
clause could not work hardship.

Mz. RASON: The Minister's expla-
nation of the definition of “machinery”
was hardly correct; for that definition
included all muchinery worked by any
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means save treadle, wind, or animal
power,

Tax MINISTER: This was simply a
repetition of a eection in the Steam
Boilers Act. The machinery affected was
fully described in the second schedule,

Mzr. BURGES: Notification in the
Government (Gazetle was insufficient.

Me. GREGORY: Bpecial considera-
tion should be given this matier, and the
clavse recommitted. Trouble was not
likely to arise; for the machinery to
which the Bill could apply was defined in
Schedule 2; yet by regulation other
machinery might be included, the owners
of which, though ignorant of the Gazette
notice, would becowme liuble to a penaliy
if they did not notify the inspector. Tt
should be the inspector’s duty to discover
the machinery. However, this was a

question of administration; and the
clause would provide means of penalising
anyone who wilfully concealed the fact

that he bad machinery subject to inspec-
tion.

Msz. J. SCADDAN : By Clause 19 the
inspector, when he found defective
machinery, must notify the owner ; hence
the inspector should know who was
the owner, so that questions of bad
service could not arise in thecourts. The
clause would prevent this by compelling
the owner to declare himself. To say
that a kite would come under the Bill was
a quibble. Members scemed unable to
imagine that the Act would be adminis-
tered on common-sense lines.  This clause
was necessary if Clause 19 was to stand.

Tae MINISTER: If the clause were
passed he would agree to its recommittal,
and would meanwhile consult experts.
The many machinery experts in the
House might well do likewise,

Clause put and passed.

Clause 16—Young persons not to be
employed in certain cases:

Mr. GREGORY: In Subclanse 2 of
last year's Bill, was not the age limit 16
years instead of 187 The Bill of last
year provided that no one under the age
of 16 should take charge of machinery.

Tue Minister: The age was 17.

Mz. GREGORY : Since that time the
House had passed a Factory Aet, and
decided that no person under the age of
18 should work amongst macbinery. It
was not necessary to have two Bills deal-
ing with the same question. There should
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not be two different inapectors doiug the
same business. We should insert 18, the
game ag in the Factories Act. It was to
be hoped the Conmittee would agree to
the subclause as printed.

Mr. FRANK WILSON: Why should
we limit the control of machinery to
male persons; why not include females ?
In » laundry there might be cne or two
machines driven by an electric miotor;
why should a female be prevented from
taking charge of these machines, as it only
wmeant the switching on or off of the
power? In tailoring and printing estab-
lishments the same thing applied. Were
we to throw girls out of this class of
employment altogether? We kunew that
females were not employed about quartz
crughing and such like machinery, but
women could be profitably employed from
18 years and upwards, and were capable
of taking charge of such machines as he
had mentioned.

Tre MINISTER: The Bill wasbrought
forward primarily for the protection of
life, and 1t must be obvious to the mem-

" ber for Sussex that it would not tend to

the protection of life if boilers and
machinery were put under the control of
any but males.

Mr. ¥. Wirsow: Boilers were not sug-
gestod.

Tae MINISTER : The clause said that
no boilers or machinery at any time should
be left in charge of uny person unless n
wale of 18 years. It seemed to him that
until women dressed differently and wore
bloomers it would not be safe for them
to have anything to do with boilers or
machinery. It was not right to passa
Bill for the protection of life and offer
inducements to unsatisfactory people to
take charge of machinery.

Me. F. WILSON: The Minister should
have mare respect for the opposite sex,
and not desire to exclude them from
natural avenues of employweat. There
were tens of thousands of women em-
ployed in factories in the old country,
and why should they be excluded from
employment in this country ¥ He moved
as an amendment:

That in line 2 of Subciause 3 the words
“ s & male” be struck out, and the words *‘or
she is a person * be ingerted in lieu,

Amendment negatived.
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Mr. P. J. LYNCH moved as an
amendment :

That the following words be added to Sub-
clanse 3: “and in possession of certificates
géiﬁxar issued under this Act or validated by
150
If the amendment were not carried all
boilers would not be placed under com-
petent supervision, and alot of machinery
included either in the clause or the
schedules would be exempt. The pro-
posul which he made would bring boilers
and machinery directly under competent
supervision. A boiler, of all the elements
in the combination of motive power, was
the oue that required the wmost careful
attention whilst it was being used.

Mg. GrecorY: Was there any neces-
sity for a boiler, in many cases?

Mg, LYNCH: The word “boilers™
could be used. Many explosions were
due to faulty supervision. Men were
placed in charge who were utterly un-
acquainted with the character of the
work they bad to perform; therefore
boilers and machinery should be subject
to rigid examination. The proposal was
to provide that only certificated men
should be placed in charge. A casual
glance at the list of examination questions
which were always put to every grade of
engine-driver or engineer; would reveal to
any person that the questions on the
management of boilers always formed a
most prominent part of the examination,
and when the necessity existed for such
& large number of questions out of
the sum-total being put, it went
to show that those respomsible for the
institution of the examnation required
a competent supervision as an indiapens-
able necessity. Michael Cusack, a man
who rose from an humble situation to a
high position in a railway company in
the south of Eungland, said that a man
could not be » good engine-driver unless he
had firstbeen a good fireman. This author-
ity recognised that there must be a full
knowledge of every minute detail about a
boiler. It had been found convenieot to
place boilers in isolated positions, to be
away from the care of those nominally in
charge of them. On the big mines on
the Boulder Belt, and in other places, it
was found necessarily convenient to place
boilers at a point where it was utierly
impossible to expect those nomirally in
charge to be able to supervise them The
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Bill should previde that boilers should be
placed directly under someone who
understood all about them, and all about
their fixings and the pumping appliances,
go that when anything went wrong
attention could be given to them. It
wag often found in the working of
boilers that time meant everything.
Time meant the difference between avert-
ing a catastrophe and the occurrence of
a catastropbe; so in order to insure the
most competent supervision it was
necessary that a man should kmnow down
to the minutest details everything about
boilers apd their adjuncts, pumping
appliances included. With regard to
machines, air winches in shafts were not
exempt, under the Bill, from certificated
control, whereas electric hoists and air
winches, situated in places other than
shafts, were exempt ; =0 in order to cover
those two particular classes of machinery
this proposal was introduced, the object
being to bring those two clusses under
the competent supervigsion of men who
could show the board of examiners that
they could be fully entrusted with the
cbarge of that machinery. On the
Cosmopolitan Mine at present an air
winch was used on the underlay shaft for
the purpose of sinking beneath the main
shaft, and as he read the present measure
that air winch would be exempt.

Mr. Greeory: It would be exempt
under this measure, but the Minister had
promised to make every provision for
that in a Mines Regulation Bill.

Me. LYNCH: 1t bhad lately been
agreed that any machinery used on the
underlay shaft for raising material or
men should be included, so that as far as
that partictlar clags was concerned this
mensure applied; but so far as electric
hoists were concerned there was no pro-
vision in this measure which would cover
them. He had no complaint against the
measure a8 far as steam engines were
concerned. He made this proposition
simply to give authority to the adininis-
trators of the measure fo insure that
boilers and that type of things he had
referred to should be brought under
competent control.

Mr. GREGORY: Under the old
Mines Regulation Act we bhad provision
that no person should be allowed to work
any machinery of which the motive power
was either steam, water, gas, oil, elec-
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tricity, or any two or mere of those
powers, without being the possessor of
an engine-driver’s certificate ; so if that
Act had been strictly enforced, no matter
how small the machinery required to
supply the motive power, there must bave
been a certificated engine-driver in charge
of it. If we passed this amendment we
should find exactly the same condition
of things would apply again; and if one
had a small printing press driven by a
small o1l engine or electric power, even
if only worked ove or two hours a day,
a certaficated engine-driver would have to
be in charge of it. [MemBER: Did the
hon. member enforce that ?] Not unless
gatisfied there was some danger to the
men employed. He always insisted, when
an air winch was worked underground
and men were working under that air
winch, no maiter if it was employed only
one hour a day, the man in charge must
be 8 certificated engine-driver. The
Minister would make provision for cer-
tain sections of the Mines Regulation
Act to be repealed, and would not allow
winding plant of which the motive power
wag electricity to be worked by anyone
but a certificated man. The Minister
would also insist with regard to air
winches, where men's lives were at stake,
that the men in charge should be cer-
tificnted. The mensure provided that
where there was a large nest of boilers
and move than one man was required to
look after the whole, the inspector might
insist upon a second certificated man
being employed. In the Cosmopolitan
Mine an engine-driver working near the
platman was asked to assist that plat-
man, buat refused to do so and
protected himself, ho (Mr. Gregory)
believed, under rule 16 of the Mines
Regulation Act, which said he should
not leave his engine ; the result bein,
that a third man had to be employed.
[Me. Heirmaww : The hon. member
heard one side of the case.] Members
opposite would not desire that such
harassing conditions should apply.

Tar CHAIRMAN : Loud conversation
by members (as during the last speech)
was disconcerting toa member addressing
the Committee, and order must be main-
tained.

Mz. CONNOR: By the amendment,
hardships would be inflicted on several
businesses. Boilers were sometimes used
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only for & few hours once a week, such
as in soap-making and in tallow-melting,
and it would be an impossibility to carry
on these businesses if it were necessary
to employ certificated drivers. The
amendment was too drastie.

Me. T. HAYWARD: The amendment
would considerably affect the agricultural
industry. It clashed with Clause 53, and
if passed might prevent the exemption
provisions of that clause, extended to
agricultural and dairying industries,
being carried out.

Me. E. P. HENSHAW : Though in
accord with the mover of the amendment
in his desire that persons in charge of
boilers should hold certificates, he could
not see that the amendment would do
any good in compelling those working
machinery to hold certificates. The
amendment being passed would seriously
menace many industries. He (Mr.
Henshaw) had recently seen a clothing
factory where the machinery was in
perfect order and thoroughly safeguarded
though under the control of a woman.
It would be harassing ihat industry to
require the machinery to be driven by a
certificated engine-driver. Many timbar
mills and lolly factories would be affected.
It wags not necessary to have a certificated
engine-driver on a saw-bench.

Tae MINISTER: The hon. member
should withdraw the amendment. It was
altogether too serions a thing to declare
that every machine and boiler should be
under the charge of a certificated engine-
driver. The hon. member did not allege
that engine.drivers were competent to
drive all the machinery in the State.
Engine-drivers were only examined as to
their competency to look after an engine
and boiler, though they might know some-
thing also about air. Engine-drivers
should not have a monopoly of the whole
of the machinery in the State, and the
hon. member surely did not desire that.
The effect of the amendment, if passed,
would probably be that a hundred or two
hundred people wonld lose their employ-
ment, and would at once cease to follow
their callings.

*Me. A. J. Wiuson: That was no
reason why we should perpetuate the
iniquities of the present.

Tue MINISTER: The hon. member
surely did not want to add to the number
of unemployed among those capable of
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driving machinery, but mnot able to
obtain service certificates. The Bill
would increase employment on the fields.
At present persons not holding certifi-
cates could drive certain machinery on
the goldfields, in towns und on water
rights; but the Bill would require these
drivers to hold certificates, so that a
certain number of extra men would be
required. The Government expected to
introduce a consolidating Mines Regula-
tion Bill, which was already prepared
and only awaited some additional infor-
mation to be obtained by the Ventilation
Commission. The rules in that Bill
would be made to safeguard all dangerous
mychinery, which would be requred to
be under the cootrol of responsible indi-
viduals. The Committee would there-
fore be quite safe in passing the clause
as it stood.

Amendment negatived, and the clause
passed.

Clense 17—Certain machinery to be
fenced :

Mz. NEEDHAM moved as an amend-
ment :

That after the word * water-wheel ” in line
3, the words * or driving-wheel or” be added.
The clause was not sufficiently compre-
hensive, and the addition of the words
would give still farther protection to life
and limb. Straps or belts should be
fenced, but this was not provided for in
the clauge. He (Mr. Needham) had in
view a belt that passed from one wheel
to another, alongside which men were
working, Should fthat belt break it
might hit somebody. Two years ago, the
owner of g shop at Fremantle was struck
in this was and killed.

Mu. Scappan: How was the belt to be
fenced ?

Mr. NEEDHAM: That was easy.
Mewbers who would oppose the amend-
ment would perhaps “fence the question.
These belts, if exposed, should be pro-
tected in such manner as to safeguard
the men working in close proximity to
them, Tn regard to his previous awmend-
ment it was his desire to have it passed
that had led him to. call for a division by
which he had been compelled to vote
against his own amendment. He had
paid for his experience.

Mr. SCADDAN: The bon., member
evidently had not read Clauss 18, which
provided that where an inspector was of
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opinion that any driving strap or band
he deemed likely to canse bodily injury
to any person was not securely fenced or
otherwise sufficiently guarded, he could
serve s notice upon the owner, specifying
the part of the machinery he considered
dangerous, and the owner would have,
subject to penalties, to comply with the
reguisition. * Machinery,” in the inter-
pretation clause, covered almost every
machine; hence this was a matter of
administration, and the Minister would
surely have enough intelligence to ascer-
tain whether an inspector waa acting
reasonably.

Tue MINISTER: After the last
sgea.ker’s explanation the amendment
should be withdrawn. Experts whom he
(the Minister) had consulted assured him
it was unnecessary.

Mr. NEEDHAM : Notwithstanding the
expert advice of the member for Ivanhoe
(Mr. Scadden), it did not appear that
Clause 18 saved the situation. Reliance
was placed on the inspector's opivion as
to whether the fence should be erected.
The door was generally locked efter the
steed was stolen. Someone's life would
be lost, and then the machinery would be
fenced. However, as a majority opposed
the amendment, let it be withdrawn.

Amendment withdrawn, and the clause
pussed.

Clauses 18 to 21—agreed to.

Clanse 22—Boilers to be fitted with
certain fittings «

Me. P. J. LYNCH moved as an
amendment -

That the words “ when necessary,” in line
14, be struck out,

To compel the insertion of “a fusible plug
in the crown of the firebox or other suit-
able position,” sbould not be optional
but compulsory. If ““when necessary”
applied to the position of the plug, the
wording was not so objectionable; hut
then the words were needless, tor there
was little difference of opinion as to where
the plug should be. The plug was needed
in all boilers the construction of which
would permit of its insertion.

Tee MINISTER : The words were in-
tended to exempt boilers in which a
fusible plug would not be suitable, and
without the words, plugs must be inserted
in boilers of the Babeock & Wileox

type.
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Mr. GREGORY : Plugs were always
insisted on when necessary. The Boilers
Act had a similar section.

Amendment put and negatived.

Mer. J. SCADDAN moved as an
amendment :

That the words "all glass water-gauges to

be properly guarded by sheet glass of approved
thickness,” be inserted after ‘horse-power,”
line 23,
The amendment would apply to boilers
of more than six horse-power, thus ex-
empting those used in agriculture. For
the protection of firemen these guards
were as becessary as fusible plugs.
Many men lost their eyesight for want of
them, because the glasses gave no warn-
ing when they were about to explode, but
often burst when the attendant was try-
ing the boiler. Tu the Lancashire and the
Cornish boilers the glasses were on a line
with one’s face; and an explosion sent
glass, water, and steam in all directions.
On locomotive and other boilers where
pressure was considerable, guards could
be provided at a sinall cost which would
be covered a hundredfold by the saving
of damages under the Workmen’s Com-
pensation Act. A first-class guard was
advertised at £3. Firemen were conti-
nually compluining of the danger of
approaching unguarded gauge - glasses,
especizlly on a Monday morning after
the water had been shnt down, and in
winter. As the tendency on mines was
to increage boiler-pressnre, the danger
was becoming more serious.

Mz. H. E. BOLTON supported the
amendment, and hoped the Minister
would not oppose it on the score of
expense. A guard could hardly cost £3.
A ghield for a low-pressure boiler gauge-
glass conld be produced for three shillings,
The American idea was a clasp of thin
steel, and by pressing twe buttons if
opened. He personally much preferred
the glass shield. All locomotives in the
Railway Department were supposed to be
provided with glags protectors, but when
one was broken it was oot always replaced.
Since the protectors had been introduced
on the locomotives there had been no
accidents with water-gauge glasses, but
there were a number of drivers and
firernen who had been injured by ex-
plosions from sight-feed lubricators,
which were situated at about the height
of a man's eye, and wany drivers and
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firemen had been injured by explosions.
There was a case which was now sub
Jjudice in which a driver had lost his
eyesight by an explosion. He hardly
agreed with the member for Ivanhoe that
agricultural boilers should be exempted,
for gauge glass protectors could be
obtained ut 3s. each. If the Minister was
not agreeable to make the privale owners
amenable to this provision it would be
justifiable for the Commissioner of Rail-
ways to remove his gauge-glass protectors.
It was necessary that boilers outside the
Railway Department should be protected.

Mr. E. E. HEITMANN supported
the amendment. He had known many
accidents through wnot having guards.
He could not quite understand the
member for Ivanhoe wishing to cxempt
boilers of low pressure, for he liad known
just as many explosions on boilers working
at & low pressure as with those working
at high pressure. He would like to see
all boilers included. A wan working for
a farmer and engaged at a boiler where
there was only 40lbs. pressure should not
be placed under any more danger than
those working at a high-pressure boiler.

Me. GREGQORY suggested that the
mover should withdraw his amendment,
and add after the word * complete ” in line
4 of subclause (a.) the farther words““an
approved shield.” The department would
then see what class of shield was required
and specify it in the regulations.

Amendment by Jeave withdrawn.

Mz. SCADDAN moved as suggested :

That the words “an approved guard” be
inserted after *completed,” ia line 4 of Sub-
clanse (a).

Tag MINISTER: No doubt there was
a great danger in having unprotected
ganges, but most people who bad much
machinery provided guards to gauge
glasses; on the other hand wany careful
people had not the guards. He was not
desirous that this provision should apply
to small farmers and owuoers of small
boilers, for the greatest danger occurred
with high-pressure beilers. The mem-
ber for North Fremantle had stated that
gauge-glass protectors could be ohtained
for 3s. each. He had inquired into the
matter and found that the lowest price
was 308, each, and as each boiler required
two gauges, that would mean £3. If
the hon. member included in his amend-
ment any boiler over 100bs. pressare he
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would accept it, but he did not feel
inclined to necept the amendment with-
out a speciul case being stated. He was
assured that the danger was nol so great
on boilers under 1001bs. pressure. Great
danger did not exist unless there was a
heavy pressure on a boiler,
" Me. FRANK WILSON: This was an
important matter, and time should be
given to consider the question. He
moved that progress be reported.

Motion passed, and progress reported.

LEAVE TO 3IT AGAIN.

Tue MINISTER: The Committee
would allow him, in moving that leave be
given to sit again on Tuesday next, to
suy o few words in explanation. The
member for York (Mr. Burges) had
mentioned that last year, when this
measure wag before the House, a great
deal of coutentious matter was brought
to a close by some members who con-
gsidered how the Bill would affect certain
districts visiting the Chief Inspector of
Boilers and Machinery. He {the Minister)
would now stroogly advise any mem.
bers considering the particulurs of this
Bill to be good enough te call upon Mr.
Matthews, the machinery expert of this
State, whe would be glad to discuss with
members any matters conpected with the
Bill, between now and Tuesday next.

Leave given to sit again on the next
Tuesday.

ANJOURNMENT.

The House adjourned at 948 o’clock,
until the next Tuesday afternoon.
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Legiglatibe FAssembly,
Tuesday, 27th September, 1904.

Pros
Private Rill: EKalgoorlie Tramways Racecourse
Extension, petition, first reading, seloct
committee nppoin
Quastion : Mines li!;iospectcsm' Instructions to
Billa: Local Courts, change. of member on select
committes
Friendly Societies Act Amendment, third
Ipspection of Machinery, in Committes re-
sumed, Claunges 22 to 53 (drivers’ certifi-
cates), progress ...
Municipal Institutions Aot Amendment,
second reading resumed, further ndjourned 478
Tae SPEAKER tock the Chair at
830 o'clock, pan.

PRAYERS.

Several Notices given.

PETITION: KALGOORLIE TRAMWAYS
RACECOURSE EXTENSION BILL
(PrIvATE).

Mz. W. NELSON presented a petition
for leave to introduce s Bill to authorise
the Kalgoorlie Electric Tramways Ltd.
to construct and manage a line of tram-
ways on the Kalgoorlie Racecourze.

Petition received and read.

Tur SPEAXKER: The hon. member
has not brought up the petition at the
right moment; but I have allowed him to
proceed thus far. The proper time for
presenting a petition is before Notices are
called for. The proceedings this afternoon
are getting shightly irregular, and I hope
this will not occur again. The hon.
member has a notice of motion regarding
the Bill. When that is called on, he can
then move his motion that the Bill be
introduced.

PAPERS PRESENTED.

By the PremiEe: Agricultural Bank,
annual report, 1904.

By the MinisTer ¥or Worka: Port
Hedland to Nullagine Railway Survey,
report and plans. 2, Return showing
Railways under construction o6n 30th
June, 1903, moved for by Dr. Ellis.

By the Cororian SecrErary: Fre-
mantle Harbour Trust Commissioners’
hali-yearly Report.

QUESTION—MINE INSPECTORS' IN-
STRUCTIONS TO MANAGERS,

Me. GREGORY asked the Miniater
for Mines: In how many instances during



