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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

BELECTION RETURN—MT. LEONORA.

VThe'SPEAKER announced the return to
a writ issued for the election of a member
for Mt. Leonora, showing that Mr. Ernest
Cowan had been duly elected.

' SWEARING-IN OF MEMBERS.

Mr. E. Cowan (Leonora) and Mr. V.
Doney (Williams-Narrogin) took and sub-
geribed the oath and signed (he-roll.

ASSENT TO BILLS.

Message from the Governor received and
read notifying assent to the undermentioned
Bills:—

1. Pearling Act Amendment.

9. Dried Fruits Aet Amendment.

3. Navigation Act Amendment.

4. Fertilisers.

QUESTION—AGRICULTURAL BANK,
FORFEITED HOLDINGS.

Mr. A. WANSBROUGH asked the Minis-
ter for Lands: 1, How many holdings under
mortgage to the Agricultural Bank were
forfeited during the past 10 years? 2, How
many of them are awaiting reselection? 3,
How many have been reselected by Agri-
cultural Bank officials, their wives or fami-
lies?

“. [ASSEMBLY.]

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
(for the Minister for Lands) replied: 1,
3,640. 2, 530. 3, 9.

LAND AGENTS BILL SELECT
COMMITTEE.

Extension of Time.

On motion by Mr. North, the time for
bringing up the report of the seleet commit-
tee was extended for one week.

TOWN PLANNING AND DEVELOP-
MENT BILL SELECT COMMITTEE.

Report presented.

Mr. Clydesdale brought up the report of
the select committee appointed to inquire
into the Bill.

Report received and read.

Ordered: That the report and evidence be
printed; that the Bill be re-printed as
amended by the select committee, and re-
committed to the Committee of the whole
House.

BILL—QUARRY RAILWAY
EXTENSION.

Read a third time and transmitted to the
Council.

BILL—BUNBURY ELECTRIC LIGHT-
ING ACT AMENDMENT.

Returned from the Council without

amendment.

BILL—ROAD CLOSURE
(QUEEN STREET.)

Received from the Counecil and, on motion
by Mr. Sleeman, read a first time.

BILL—FEEDING STUFFS.
Couneil’s Amendments.
Schedule of three amendments. made by

the Counc1l now considered.

In Committee,

. Mr. Lutey in the Chair;- the Minister for
Agriculture in charge of the Bill.
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No. 1—Clause 4, Subelause (1). Insert
at the end of the proviso the words, “but
no such regulation shall have effect until it
'is laid before both Houses of Parliament.”

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
I move—

That the amendment be agreed to.

A regulation under the Bill would have the
effect of amending:the Second Schedule. It
is only right, therefore, that the amendment
‘should be agreed to.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: If you do not
want power to make reo'ulat.ions, strike it
out of the Bill.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
Seeing that the, cchedule is contained in the
Bill, a re"'ulatlon should not come into force
prior to bemv laid before Parliament. Such
a regnlation ‘is quite different from the or-
dinary regulation.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I am
surprised that the Minister acecepts - this
amendment so readily. It is ridiculous to
grant power to make regulations which ‘can-
not take effect until Parliament approves
of them. If that is good in connection with
regulations under the Bill, it should be good
in connection with all regulations. - Appar-
ently another place has discovered a way
of holding up regulations. The proper way
to amend an Act is to submit a Bill to Par-
liament. Regulations have the force of law
as soon as gazetted, and can only be dis-
allowed by Parliament. The amendment
seems to me utterly absurd. We are drift-
ing into very loose methods of legislation.
I hope the amendment will not be agreed to.

" Hon. G. TAYLOR: A regulation, unless
objected to by either House, has the force
of law. Our business is to put into the Bill
what we desire should be law. The amend-
ment is too absurd for words. If Parlia-
ment had to decide something after the
rezulation had been laid on the Table, T
could understand the amendment.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
As I have said, a regulation under the Bill
is entirely dxﬁerent from the ordinary regm-
lation. It is for the purpose of preseribing
a standard as'set out in the Second Schedule.
The seftiig up of a standard is a highly
technical mattet. " Previously it was done
by the Agricultural Department, and that
waq not considered satisfactory. In order
that there shiould be no doubt, the schedule
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is placed in the Bill. The standard inserted
there is not likely to be the last word. The
Bill gives power to amend a schedule by
regulation, but such amendment is not to
take effect until both Houses have had the
opportunity of objecting.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: In that case
there is no necessity for a regulation. -

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
But for that power, it would be necessary
to bring down a Bill in order to amend the
schedyle.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell :
way-to make laws.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
Personally I see no objection to the amend-
ment.

Hon. Sir JAMES, MITCHELL: I do not
think the Minister sees the point. In the
case of an amending Bill, the Minister must
state reasons; he cannot even read his ex-
planation. * In the present case he will, with-
out even a’ word, submit a regulatlon, or
rather a regulatlon without the force of law,
and thereby amend the schedule. He Will
be able to amend an Act of Parliament by
laying a paper on the Table of the House,
without a word of explanation. The pubhc
would not know what was being done, since
approval would be given by silence  One
advantage of discussion here is that the
public know what we are doing. The Min-
ister has really confessed that he does not
need regulations at all in order to amend
the schedule, but that he can amend it by
bringing down a Bill. I do not suppose we
shall ever hear of this measure again, but
there is grave danger in allowing the estab.
lishment of such a precedent. :

The Minister for Agriculture:
ciple here is entirely different.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Nothing
of the kind. The Minister may find that in
future Bills the power to make regulations
will be subject to a similar restriction. The
Minister suggests that no harm will be done
in this instance, bnt harm may be done if
the precedent is followed on a future ocea-
sion. - - -

This is a nice

The prin-

Question put and a division taken w1th
the followmo result :—
" Ayes .
Noes

TolBR

Majority for-
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AYNS,

Mr. Chessen Nr. McCatlum

Mr. Clydesdale Mr. Millinghon

Mr, Collier Alr. Munsie

Mr. Corboy Mr, Panton

Mr. Cowan Mr, Rowe

Mr. Cunningbam Mr, Sleeman

Miss Holman Mr. A. Wansbrough

Mr. Kenseally Mr. Willcock

Mr. Kennedy Mr. Withers

Mr. Lamond Mr., Wilson

Mr. Marshald (Teliler.)
Noxs

Mr. Barnard Mr. Richardson

Mr. Brown Mr. Sampsom

Mr. Doney Mr, J. M. Smith

Mr. Ferguson Mr. Stubbs

Mr. George Mr. Teylor

Mr, Griffiths Mr. Teesdale

Mr. Latham Mr. Thomson

Mr. Lindsay Mr. C. P. Wansbrough

Mr. Mann Mr, North

Sir James Mitchell (Telier.)
Pair,

AYE. No.
Mr. Coverley Mr. Angelo
Question thus passed; the Council’s

amendment agreed to.

No. 2. Clause 5, Subclause (6).—Insert
after the word *“Agriculture” in line twenty-
nine the words “on payment of a preseribed
fee.”

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
The effect of the amendment will be that
the name under which any food for sfock,
together with particulars and percentages,
is to be sold, may be registered by the seller
at the Department of Agriculture “on pay-
noent of a preseribed fee.” There would be
a fee in any event, but I have no objection
to the amendment. T move—

‘That the amendment be agreed to.

Question put and passed; the Couneil’s

amendment agreed to.

No. 3. Second Schedule.—In line one of
the standard for pollard, strike out the
words “consist of the products,” and insert
“be a by-preduet.”

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
The Council’s amendment amounts to an
alteration in verbiage. The elause refers to
pollard as the product of milled wheaf,
whereas it really is a by-product of milled
wheat, and therefore the Council’s definition
is the more accurate. T miove—

That the amendment be agreed to.

[ASSEMBLY.]

(mestion put and passed; the Councils

amendment agreed tfo.

Resolutions reported, the report adopted,
and a message accordingly returned to the
Legislative Council.

BILL—RAILWAYS DISCONTINUANCE.
Council’s Message.

Message from the Couneil notifying that it
insisted upon its amendments made to the
Bill, new considered.

In Commiitee.

Mr. Lutey in the Chair; the Minister for
Railways in charge of the Bill,

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS:
When the amendments made by the Council
were first considered by members of this
Committee, I intimated that the Government
were not prepared to accept them. We were
supported in that attitude by the Commit-
tee. The Council’s proposals represent an
entirely unfair proposition, particularly
with regard to the White Hope railway.
The object of the Bill was to enable the
capital involved in the two lines to be wiped

‘off the railway capital aceonnt. With regard

to the White Hope line, the Railway Depart-
ment has received no return whatever, and
T think the lne should have been built from
the Mines Development Vote, because the
line was necessary from that standpoint.
Mr. Thomson: How much is involved?
The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS:
About £18,000. There is no reason why the
Railway Department should continue to pay
5 per cent. on that amount for all time,
merely beeause it was decided to take over
the line in order to give the White Hope
mining district a chance. Had the line been
a profitable one, there might have been some
reason for the attitude of the Council. There
might then have been some justification for
asking the Railway Department to continue
to pay inferest on the capital involved,
It was merely because the firewood eompany
intended to pull up the kne that the Gov-
emment took over the railway, so =3 to
give the people of the distriet an oppor-
tunity to prove the value of the White Hope
mine. Unfortunately, mining in that dis-
triet did not prove smccessful, and the neces-
siby for the line does not exist to-day. That
was not the fault of the Railway Depart-
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ment, and therefore there is no reason why
the department should be forced to continue
paying interest on the capital outlay. There
may be some reason for asking the depart-
ment to continue to shoulder the respon-
sibility regarding the Kanowna line, seeing
that it has been down for 30 years, during
which it helped to build up the railway
system as a whole and ereated business out
of which the railways made a profit. In
addition to adopting the attitude I have in-
dicated, the Council also seek fo provide
that the material shall be used in the con-
struction of any other authorised railway.
1 have already pointed out that the material
will be of no use in the construetion of an-
other railway, because a firewood line is not
usnally a first-class railway.

Mr. Thomson: What is the weight of
the rails?

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS: The
weights vary. :

Hon. G. Taylor:
lot.

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS:
Yes, they were picked up all over the place
and put into the line. Some are 25lb.
rails, while others weigh up to 45 lbs. The
material would be of absolutely no use for
the econstruction of any line that would
be authorised in the ordinary way by this
House. Some of the rails might be used as
telegraph posts. It might be payable to sell
some as scrap steel. On the other hand,
the Council insist that the material shall be
used in the eonstruction of other authorised
railways!

Hon. G. Taylor:
impossible.

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS: It
would be actunally impossible. If the amend-
ment be construed literally, it means that
the Government will be limited in the use
of the material to the construction of rail-
ways, and it will be impossible to do that.

Hon. W. J. George: Were they not 45lb.
rails on the Kanowna line?

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS: I
had in mind the White Hope line, about
which I was speaking more particularly.

Hon. W. J. George: Some of the rails
might be useful in a siding.

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS:
Probably they will be used for that purpose.
We do not want to serap material that is
of any use.

The rails were a job

That would be almost
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Mr., Thomson: But the Government re-
quire to be able to use commonsense in the
matter.

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS:
That is so. In the circumstances, I do not
think the Committee will agree to the
amendment. If we had a conference with
another place, we might suggest an amend-.
ment that would be acceptable and at the
same time give us authority to do what we
desire with the material. But I do not want
the Railway Department to be debited for-
ever with a capital expenditure of £20,000
when there is no corresponding asset. I
move—

That the Council’s amendment be further
disagreed to.

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

No. 2, Title—Insert the words “the oper-
ation of” hefore the word “certain,” and at
the end insert the words “and for other
purposes.”

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS: In
diseussing the one amendment I have dis-
cussed both. There is no need for me to say
anything further. I move—

That the Council’s amendment be further
disagreed to.

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

Resolutions reported, and the report
adopted.

tequest for Conference. .
The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS: {

move

That a conferemce with the Legislative
Council be requested and that at such con-
ference the managers to represent the Assem-
bly be Mr. Thomson, Mr. Panton and the
mover,

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

BILL—EDUCATION.
Recommittal.

On motion by the Minister for Agricul-
ture, Bill recommitted for the purposé of
further considering Clauses 7, 13, 16, 20,
34, and the Third and Fourth Schedules.
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In Committee.

Mr. Panton in the Chair:; the Minister
for Agriculture in charge of the Bill.

Clause 7—Appointment of officers:

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
When in Committee, Subelause 2 was
amended by the insertion after the words
“The Minister may” of the words “on the
recommendation of the Director of Edueca-
“tion.” 1t is now found that that confliets
with the power of the board of classifiers.
If promotions are to be made, they must
be made in conformity with the regulations
under the Act. Regulation 29, dealing with
the board of eclassifiers, provides that the
board shall meet from time to time to con-
_sider matters affecting the promotion and
classification of teachers and to consider any
appeals from teachers against their classi-
fication or positions on the promotion list.
So it will be seen that if this amendment
is to be allowed to stand, we shall have to
reconstruct the whole scheme. The board
of classifiers will have to be wiped
out, and ‘the Director of Education
will take their place. To put the mat-
ter in order, I am going to move that the
words “on the recommendation of the Dir-
ector of Education” inserted by the Com-
mittee be struck out.  Complementary to
that, I will move that there be added to the
clause the words “subject to the regulation
relating to the board of classifiers.” The
clause will then read that the Minister may
transfer, ete.,, subject to the regulation re-
lating to the board of classifiers. In other
words, the clause will be as originally
drafted, with that proposed addendum.
Then instead of the Director of Education
being responsible for the making of recom-
mendations to the Minister, the board of
classifiers will make recommendations, as at
present, That board meets with the ap-
proval both of the department and of the
teachers.  The amendment seemingly was
copied from the South Australian Aect, and
the South Australian system is different
from ours in that it has no such board of
classifiers as we have. That board is work-
ing very well in this State and attends fo
all such matters.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Who are the
members of the board?

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
The board is constituted in this way: one

[ASSEMBLY.]

member is a vepresentative of the adminis
trative staff, a second is a representative ol
the teachers, and the third is a nominee 03
the Minister, from outside the service. Mr
Davy is the Minister’s nominee.  That &
how the present board is constituted and
as I say, i¢ has the approval, not only ol
the department, but of the teaching staff.
move an amendment—

That in Subeclause 2 the words ‘‘on th

recommendation of the Director of Eduea
tion’? be struck out.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Having
heard the explanation of the Minister,
suppose we cannot very well insist upo
those words remaining in the clause. Bu
there should be some consistency. Havin
aceepted the amendment—a very unusua
thing for a Minister

The Minister for Agriculture: But I wa
misled by the original draft of the Bill.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I an
glad it was not my fault that the Ministe
was misled. Apparently if we retain thos
words we shall have to abolish the classif
cation board.

The Minister for Agriculture: That is sc

Amendment put and passed.
The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE

I move an amendment—

That there be added at the end of the suk
clause the words ‘‘subject to the regulatio
relating to the board of classifiers.”’

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Will this mak
them a statutory board?

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
This is an existing board, and these power
are contained in the regulations. I hav
not had time to go through the Bill o chee
all this.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Appa:
ently we are setting up a statutory boar
of classifiers. The Minister says he think
the board has really been appointed by regt
lation. Instead of the Director recommenc
ing transfers, the board will recommend t
the Minister before a transfer can b
effected. It is an extraordinary way of cor
trolling the department. I do not kno
whether the board will give preference t
anionists.

The CHAIRMAN: The clause does n¢
deal with that question.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Can th
board recommend the transfer of an
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teacher without restriction of any kind?
Where does the Minister get his power to
make regulations for the appointment of
the board?

The Minister for Agriculture: The power
is contained in Clause 28.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: That has
no bearing on the question. A casual refer-
ence to the board in the Bill will not give
it very mueh power.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: The board of classi-
fiers is provided for in Clause 28, which
deals with a variety of subjects and seems
to give the board very wide scope. The Min-
ister should not ask the Committee to accept
anything as far-reaching as that. The
powers given to the board are enormous.

Mr. THOMSON: I oppose the amend-
ment. If it is necessary by statute to con-
fer certain powers upon the appeal board,
the same principle should be followed in
the appointment of a board of classifiers, if
such a board is necessary. Apparently a
teacher is able to appeal to the appeal board
against his transfer. That being so, of
what use is a board of classifiers? We are
paying a large salary to the Director, and
we should hesitate before we do anything to
interfere with his administration. The clanse
should bhe left as it stands.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
The regulations form a most important part
of the administration of the department.
All are necessary, and cover about 42 pages
of closely written matter.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:
vould give you all you want.

The MINTSTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
The regulations are considered by the
Divector to he necessary.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Does anyone
ead them?

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
Mfcers of the department and the teachers
now them from end to end. The points
aised by the member for Katanning are all
lealt with in the regulations. The work of
lassification is done by the board of classi-
iers, and appeals are heard by the appeal
oard in the event of dissatisfaction being

xpressed by any teacher. The board of
lassifiers has given satisfaction to all con-
erned. It is no new thing. The existing
ractice is working well.

Two pages

Amendment put and passed.
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The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
I move an amendment—

That in Subelause 3 ‘‘shall not be’’ be
struck out and ‘‘are not’’ inserted in lieu.
The subelause will then read “Teachers are
not subject to the Public Service Aet.”
Later I shall move to add the words “except
as therein provided.” This refers to the

Public  Service Aect. Exception was
taken to the words I proposed to
delete hoth by the department and
the t.achers. At present teachers are

uot subject to the Public Service Aet,
and they are anxious that they shall not
he. They contend also that if the words
proposed to be added are added, it will
mean that by an amendment of the Publie
Service Act they ecan automatieally be
brought under its provisions.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: They could
in any case. )

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
But they are anxious that they should not
be brought under the Public Service Act,
They were specifically excluded from the
1904 Ae¢t and only the Director and the
higher officials are subject to the provi-
sions of that Act. They want the posi-
tion made clear and distinet.

Hon. G. Taylor: Why did you not let
the teachers draft the Bill¥?  Apparenily
they drafted the amendment for you.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
They did not.

Hon. W. J. George: Are the teachers
under any authority at ali?

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
Yes, they come under the Education Act
and are subjeet to proper control.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: All who
are employed by the Government would be
hetter off were they under the provisions of
the Public Service Act. If the staff up
here were under the Public Service Act,
they could be absorbed into the serviece
with advantage to themselves. I think the
Parliamentary staff should come under the
Public Service Act, as all staffs should do.
But they say, “No, keep us away from the
Publie Service Commissioner.’’ There are
advantages under the Public Service Aect
that ought to be available to everybody
associated with the Government service. If
the Minister wishes to strike out the words
suggested by him, I shall not object. At
the same time, T think the teachers are
losing by the proposal. There is always the
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crazy idea that men should keep apart from
the Public Service Act.

The Premier: L think there are too many
there already; once they get there you can
not do anything with them; you cannot get
‘rid of them.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: And if
they are not under the Publie Service Act
we cannot get at them.

The Premier: Yes, we can.

The Minister for Agriculture: I assure
the hon. member that all the officers of the
Education Department wish to remain un-
der the Education Act.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The one
idea of the Minister seems to be to oblige
the teachers. I do not care a jot what the
Minister does in the maftter.

Hon. W. J. GEORGE: T cannot imagine
having a body of public servants like the
teachers on a sort of go-as-you-please as
far as they are concerned, and a go-as-you-
please as far as the Government are ¢on-
cerned.

The Premier: They have been outside
the Public Service Aet for 24 years. Have
you only just discovered it?

Hon. G. Taylor: They were never under
it.

Hon. W. J. GEORGE: It is a pity they
have not been under it. I think we should
have a special committee to inquire into
all the circumstances so that we might
know where we are and determine definitely
what is right and what is wrong.

Hon. @ TAYLOR: We know that the
Education Department is eontrolled largely
by the Director of Eduecation with the
assistance of a board of classifiers.

Hon. W. J. George: You make him an
autocrat.

The Premier: There is no greater auto-
erat than the Public Service Commissioner.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: The teachers have
no desire to come under the Public Service
Act, and I think they are wise. The Edu-
cation Aect is the Aet under which they
should be controlled.

Amendment put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
I move an amendment—

That the words ‘‘except as therein pro-
vided’’ be added to the subclause.

Mr. THOMSON: What prompted the
Minister to ask the Committee to insert
these words? Will the inclusion of these

[ASSEMBLY.]

words in any way affect the rights and
privileges of the teachers, who, prior to
1904, came under the Public Service Actf
We should be sure on that point. We have
no desire to do an injustice to any public
servant who has given many years of ser-
vice to the State.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
The words were inserted on the suggestion
of the Solicitor General as consequential
Now we find they are not consequential and
might have a serious effect. Both the de
partment and the teachers have a decidec
objection to the inclusion of the words.

Hon. G. Taylor: Is the Director of Edu
cation in accord with your desire?

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
Yes; he takes the strongest exception tc
the inclusion of the words.

Mr. THOMSON: It would be interesting
to hear the views of the Solicitor General
If he deemed the words desirable and the
Minister accepted his opinion, the positior
that has arisen is amazing. Some of th
older teachers have pension rights and T d«
not want this measure to interfere with thei
rights.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
Whatever rights snch teachers may have ar
otherwise provided for and nothing in thi
measure could affect those rights. Th
teachers are satisfied with the amendmen
T have proposed. I moved the insertion o
the additional werds because I thought th
Solicitor General had consulted the depart
ment.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: This i
the Bill of the Minister for Eduecation, no
the Minister for Agriculture. I think i
would be an advantage to the service if th
amendment were retained. Still, if th
teachers do not wish it, I do not think w
should force it on them. It is a pity tha
Bills are not more carefully drafted.

Amendment put and passed; the clause
as amended, agreed to.

Clause 13—Compulsory attendance:

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
I promised to recommit this clause to pe
mit consideration of the compulsory ag
The department take the view that it woul
be disastrous to raize the age. Perhaps
had better read a memorandum supplied b
the Aecting Director., Mr. Wallace Club!
and also the views of the Minister for Edu
cation.
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Hon. Sir James Mitchell: The Bill indi-
cates the views of the Minister tfor Eduea-
tion.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE-
Of course. The Ac.ing Directoy of Educa-
tion states—

The proposal to raise the age of admission
to seven is against the practice in Great
Britain and in all the other States of Aus-
tralia. I append a comment from the
““Journal of Education’’ (Engiand) of March,
1926, showing that an attempt to raise the
age of admission in FEngland was defeated.
The Teachers’ Union in this State is also
against the raising of the age of admission.
In New South Wales children may be ad-
mitted at five years of age, though the com-
pulsory clauses do not operate until the age
of seven. The iast annual report from New
South Wales shows that there are 16,000 chil-
dren under the age of six being educated in
that State. In Vieteria 14,671 children under
six years are being educated. I have not the
latest report from Queensland, but the regu-
lations we have show that five years is the
age for admission in that State. The latest
return from South Australia shows that 2,181
children of five years and under are being
educated and 7,600 at the age of six. In
Tasmania children are admitted at the age
of four if there is a separate room for the
accommodation of infants available. [Five,
however, is the ordinary age for admission.
In 1926 there were 1,236 children of five
vears and under and 2,300 of six years of age
being educated in that State. In this State
the regulations provide that children shall
be admitted in the half year in which their
sixth birthday falls, but in order to keep
country schools open children may be ad-
mitted considerably sooner. In schools with

an enrolment of less than 15, children over .

four may be admitted, and in schools where
the enrolment is between 15 and 20, children
over five may be admitted. Without this pro-
viso a large number of small country schools
would have to close, with the result that
educational facilities would be taken away
from children between six and 14 years of
age. The department used to admit children
at four and five years of age, but some years
ago the present regulation admitting children
(except in country schools) in the half year
in which their sixth year falls was substi-
tuted. I think the opinion of all the inspee-
tors and of nearly all the teachers would be
that the present age of admission should be
retained. It may fairly be argued that ehil-
dren who live in homes where the parents are
able to provide a stimulating and educative
environment would not suffer greatly, but in
the vast majority of homes this condition
does not obtain.” The children would have
one year more in many cases to learn bad
habits and to play about more or less pur-
poselessly, often in the streets. I personally
do not favour the raising of the age of ad-
mission for that reason. Amnother point to be
considered is that in all important parts of
the British Empire efforts are being made to
secure as much post-primary education for
the c¢hildren as is possible. At the present
time our children enter for their secondary
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cducation in high schools or central schools
at or about their thirteenth year. The curri-
culum in force to give the necessary prepara-
tion for a secondary education is a seven-year
one. To cut it down to six years by raising
the age of admission to seven would make
necessary a considerable number of readjust-
ments, the wisdom of which is doubtful. I
think the proposal that this State should be
the only one of the Australian States to re-
fuse admission at the age of six, especially
in view of the fact that other States admit
still earlier, is a somewhat hazardous one,
and I am inclined to think it would be very
unpopular with most of the people.

The Acting Director attached extracts from
the “Journal of Education” and other simi-
lar publications. The Minister of Educa-
tion appends a note that the raising of the
school age would have the effect of closing
scores of schools in country distriets. Con-
sequently we have to be very carefu! when
considering such a proposal. We know the
difficulty experienced by a eountry distriet
to qualify for a school, and an alteration
might necessitate lowering the number of
children in attendance to entitle a distriet
to a school. The Minister for Education is
greatly perturbed over the suggestion to
raise the compulsory age.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell:  Surely the
Minister is submitting his proposal in the
Bill!

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
Yes, his proposal is that the present com-
pulsory age of six should be retained.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
I am assured by the Minister for Education
that the raising of the age to seven years
will mean the closing down of scores of
country schools. From the departmental
point of view I stand to the present age of
six years.

Mr. STUBBS: Metropolitan conditions
in the matter of schools do not apply to
country districts. I agree that boys and
girls up to the age of seven should get as
much rest and as much play as possible.
Tndeed, I would not object to a clause rais-
ing the age to seven years for the metro-
politan area. In my own electorate, how-
ever, such an alteration would close five
schools immediately. Every officer of the
Edueation Department is desirous of keep-
ing open as many schools as possible, but
there is a limit to the amount of money
that the Treasurer can find for education;
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and therefore regulations are needed to en-
able the Minister for Education to keep
within his vote. Like other members, I have
on numerous occasions approached the de-
partment with a request that a school should
be kept open although the attendance has
fallen below the average of ten scholars
hetween six and 14 vears of age. Often it
is difficult to get an averave attendance of
ten in country distriets, and the raising of
the age to seven years would close manv
schools outback.

The CHAIRMAN:
not yet been moved.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I move an amend-
ment—

An amendment has

That in line 1 of paragraph (a) ‘‘six’’
be struck out and ‘‘eight’’ inserted in lieu.
I have no desire to close any school in
Western Australia.

Mr. Thomson: But that will be the effect
of your amendment.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: I have a desire to
protect children of tender years. No child
under seven years, or better still eight years,
should be compelled to attend school; and it
should not be made an offence for parents
to refrain from sending such a child to
school. As regards the average attendance
of ten, if the amendment is earried it would
be a matter for the department to accept or
refuse children six years of age, but it would
not be compulsory to send children of that
age to school. I strongly object to the penal
provision regarding children six years of
age. Some persons want children sent to
sehool at the age of four, but an establish-
ment attended by such children would be a
kindergarten, and not a school. I have as
much consideration for a child of tender
years in the metropolitan area as for such
a child in the country distriets, and we can-
not make one law for one place and another
law for another plaez in this respect. Hon.
members who argue that the carrying of the
amendment will mean the closing of country
schools are evidently convinced that parents
will not send children six years of age to
make up the average attendance. I am not
at all concerned about the statement of the
Acting Director of Education, who natur-
ally desires to have as many schools open
as possible and a high standard of educa-
tion to be attained. T do not wish infants
either in the country or in the metropolitan
area to be saerificed merely in order to keep
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schools open. Let there be no compulsion
in the matter.

Mr. DAVY: [ was astonished at the
argument used against the amendment when
it was foreshadowed. We should be con-
cerned only whether it is proper to compel
a child of six to go to school every day,
because that is the meaning of the para-
graph as it stands. I am the proud father
of a child not much more than six years old
who has been going to school now for two
vears, but has never been compelled to go to
school. When he announced his intention of
not going, he was not made to go. Should the
Educationn Departmment choose to prosecute
me for not sending him te school, I would
pay the fine, but with & seream of protest.
Under the clause, six years is not the mini-
mum age at whieh a child may go to school,
but the mmnmum age at which the child
must go to school. We are told the amend-
ment means the closing of numerous coun-
try schools.

My, Stubbs: Quite true.

Mz, DAVY: No.
Mr. Brown: Absolutely true!
Mr. DAVY: It is not! It could be true

only so far as the Government, according
to their policy, chose to close schools, the
attendance at which had fallen below a cer-
tain number, owing to the fact that parents
had not insisted upon their babies going to
sechool. Surely the Committee should con-
sider the question from the standpoint of the
child only. If it is wrong to compel a child
of six to go to school every day, then we
have every right to say to the Government
that where the attendance at a country
school falls below the minimum, owing to
the minimum age having been raised to
eight, then the minimum attendance number
should be reduced to meet the altered ecir-
cumstaneces.

Mr. Thomson: The minimum attendance
is down to eight to-day.

Mr. DAVY: Perhaps it is, but of what
conceivable advantage to the State is it that
the attendance at schools shall be kept up
by compelling children to go to school at
an age when they should not be forced
to do so? The suggestion of the member for
Katanning is that we must keep up the at-
tendances at schools by compelling children
of a tender age to go to school every day.
The member for Katanning suggests the
(overnment would be so unreasonable as
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close up schools should we decide to alter
the minimum age.

Mr. LATHAM: I am afraid some mem-
bers do not quite understand the position
There are many schoels throughout the
country at which children of 14 years of age
are in attendance, but whose education hax
been sadly neglected. If we alter the law as
suggested, there will be many country schools
closed.

Mr. Davy: Not necessarily so.
Mr. LATHAM: I say they will be
closed. If the hon. member were more ac-

quainted with the agricultural arcas, he
would know that in many distriets, difficulty
is experienced in maintaining the existing
minimwun attendauce necessary. Many far-
mers find it essential to get their children to
assist them in their work, and fregnently
children of ages ranging from 10 to 12
years have to be kept away from school.

Hon. G. Taylor: But not children six
years of age!

Mr. LATHAM: Of course not! TUnder
the regulations, attendance is compulsory
on a certain number of days per quarter
only.

Mr. Davy: This Bill does not say that.
What we are asked to pass is that children
six years of age shall be compelled to
attend school every day.

Mr. LATHAM: If the hon. member ap-
preciated the position in the country dis-
tricts, he would agree that every effort
should be made to keep up the attendances
at schools.

Mr. Davy: Not at the expense of babies.

Mr. LATHAM: If the amendment were
agreed to, it would sacrifice the interests of
children over eight years of age.

Hon. G. Taylor: If it is not, it will
mean persecuting younger children.

Mr. LATHAM: The parent Act has been
in operation for many years with similar
provisions, and yet no ill effect has been
apparent in the children. The system of
education in this State has been carefully
planned and we have doctors. dentists and
others who come into contact with the chil-
dren. If the existing law had a detrimental
effect upon the children, that fact would
have been brought to the knowledge of
Parliament long before now. It must be
realised that childven of tender age are not
expected to engage in hard studies; they
participate in kindergarten work. If we in-
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sist upon the amendment, the result will be
to make the lot of the people in the coun-
try much more irksome than it is now.

Hon. G. Taylor: Why do not people
send their babies to school of their own vol-
ition, without being compelled to do so?

Mr. LATHAM: It would be pleasing to
me if we did not require to have compul-
sory education, but it has to be admitted
that there are some people who must be
prosecuted for not sending their children to
school.

Mr. Davy: Do you consider it proper
that children six years of age should be
compelled to go to school every Jday?

Mr. LATHAM: I think they are as well
off at school, and better off perhaps than
if they are allowed to remain at home to
run about the house. While at sehool they
are taught diseipline, and are not required
to do hard work. The kindergarten form of
education is a preliminary to the ordinary
school work later on. If there were no other
veason than another I shall advance, it alone
would justify us in leaving the Act as it is.
The Miniscer mentioned the number of cases
reported by doctors and dentists to indicate
neglect on the part of parents. It we com-
pel children of five or six years of age to
attend school, the medical and deatal atten-
tion given will probably result in building
up & finer type of people in Weslern Aus-
tralia. I know the member for Mount Mar-
garet does not desire to prevent children
being educated.

Hon. G. Taylor: No.

Mr. LATHAM: If the hon. member in-
sists on his amendment, it may have the
effect of depriving many country children
of tlie opportunity to seecure education and
in the interests of those children, I ask him
to withdraw his amendment.

Mr. BROWN: I am in favour of leaving
the minimum age as it is at present. A
child of six has sufficient intellizence to
enable it to be educated. I challenge the
member for West Perth to cite one brilliant
scholar who has not started his edueation
at an early age. Many children have shown
marked ability at a very early age. Had
the member for Mount Margaret an exten-
sive experience in the country distriets, he
would never have moved the amendment. I
enter a plea for the country districts. Fre-
quently petitions are received from parents
in support of an application for a school
in their distriets, and the ages of the child-
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ren who will be available to attend those
schools usually range from six to 14. The
officials of the Education Department would
prefer to erect schools for children of six
vears of age rather than for children 14
vears of age, because when a boy reaches
the latter age, he is useful on a farm and is
often kept at home. It is impossible for a
child who has not received any education
until he has reached the age of 12 or 14,
to become a scholar. The Education De-
partment know of instances where children
14 years of age have not received any edu-
cation at all.

Mr. Davy: Do you think that a child of
51% or six years of age should be compelled
to go to school every day?

Mr. BROWN: T do not know about that

Hon. G. Taylor: That is the point.

Mr. BROWN: But if the average attend-
ance falls away, schools are closed up

Mr. Davy: Apart from that aspect, do
you think those young children should be
compelled to attend school every day?

Mr. BROWN: If they are healthy child-
ren, why not?

The Minister for Agriculture: But thev
are not compelled to attend.

Mr. BROWN: Surely the member for
West Perth does not deny that children of
the backblocks have the right to get a little
schooling. It is only by sending to school
children six years of age that we have a
chance of maintaining the required average
attendance at a country school.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: T am
sorry I cannot agree with the members for
West Perth and Mt. Margaret. Nor do I
agree altogether with the last speaker. Tt
would be quite possible for the department
to make a regulation providing that if there
be a certain number of children within the
radius to be served by a proposed school,
the school should be erected. I am inclined
to agree with the chief inspector, who says
it is better to have young children at school
than to have them running about the streets.

Hon. G. Taylor: Why not have a nursery,
instead of a school for them?

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Because
the country children like going to school.
They are perfectly happy at school.

Mr. Clydesdale: Why not give them a
chance to stay at home?

Hon. G. Taylor: Then why have we all
these truant inspectors?
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Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: To loi
after the older children who absent them
selves. I agree with the chief inspecto
that the yvounger children are better 2
school than running about the streets.

Mr. Teesdale: Give them a cottage to pla
in and some bottles of milk to keep then
quiet.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Tha
would be all right. However, I am goin
to stand by the Minister. This is furnish
ing a bit of a lesson in the drafting of Bills
We have had more trouble over this Bil
than any other this session.

Mr. CHESSON: I agree with the Direc
tor of Education that the young childre
are better at school than in roaming abou
at home.  But for the compulsory pro
visions, some of our children would get n
education at all.

Hon. G. Taylor: That is the fault of th
parents.

Mr. CHESSON: I admit it. We al
know the trouble we have in getting a schoo
for the backblocks. To make up the re
quired average attendance it is necessary t
work in children only six years of age. Bu
for them a lot of our back districts woul
be without schools.  Yet country childre:
are just as fully entitled to education as ar
the children in the city. Country childre:
six years of age must be sent to school, els
there will be no school for the benefit of th
older children. The iittle ones are not over
worked at sehool. They are given light kin
dergarten courses, and it is easy to get ex
emption for them whenever it is desired t:
keep them at home.

Mr. THOMSON: The hon. member wh
moved the amendment said he was anxiou
to protect the younger children. Neithe
he nor the member for West Perth produce:
any medical evidence showing that it is in
jurious to health to let a six-year-o’d chils
attend school. Had those members put u)
some evidence of the sort, one might hav
been more inclined to view the amendmen
with favour., The member for Mt. Mar
garet said he was not at all concerned abou
the statement of the chief inspector that :
number of schools would be closed if th
school age were raised from six years
eight years. But during the tea adjourn
ment I was informed on excellent authorit;
that if the age were raised it would mea
the closing of 150 schools in country dis
triets.
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7 Mr. Davy: Only under regulations. Can
not they be altered?

Mr. THOMSON: Those of us who repre-
sent country districts know the great diffi-
culty we have in obtaining schools to-day.
In some instances, especially in scattered
districts, it is almost impossible. Certainly
we have what are known as correspondence
classes. But I wonder if the member for
West Perth or the member for Mt. Mar
garet realises the enormous task those classes
impose on the average mother in the coun-
try districi=? Such a woman, perhaps, not
only has her own children to look after, but
has to cook for two or three men working
on her husband’s farm. Those of us who
represent country districts are keenly aware
of the obstacles we have to overcome fo en-
able country children to secure reasonably
good primary eduction. Let me read this
from page 4 of the latest report of the Edu-
eation Department—

Of the 43 schools closed or not re-opened,
83 were in agricultural districts: among these
are included two which were amalgamated
with others. Of the remaining ten, four
were on group settlements, one of which was
amalgamated; two were in mining districts,
two at timber mills, one in the sub-
metropolitan district, and one in the metro-

politan district. The last mentioned school
was amalgamated with another.

No doubt that was the Neweastle-st. school.
Then there is this, in the same report—

A sparse rural population makes the provi-
sion of education very difficult and very ex-
pensive. But the Governmenf recognise that
it is essential that every child should h'ave
its opportunity, and endeavour by various
methods to meet the needs of all.

The principle that the member for West
Perth and the member for Mt. Margaret
wish to see put into effect can be put into
effect in the metropolitan area and in the
larger towns, and that without inflieting any
hardship upon anybody.

Mr. Davy: You think we are right in say-
ing that theoretically children six years of
age should not be compelled to go to sehool
every day?

Mr. THOMSON: The hon. member said
that, his own child, about six years of age,
attended school only when he pleased; that
if he did not want to go to school there was
nothing o compel him to go. That is a most
astounding method of training a child.
Carry it to its logical conclusion, and when-
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ever any child, irrespective of age, desires
to stay away from school, he can stay away.

Mzr. Davy: What about a child three or
four years of age?

Mr. THOMSON : Just now we are draw-
ing the line at six years of age. The hon,
wember’s method of training children does
not appeal to me. In view of the difficulties
we already have in getting schools for coun-
try districts, I apeal to the member for
Mt. Margaret not to press his amendment.
It is sufficiently hard to get the required
average attendance now when the recog-
nised age is six years. This report of the
Hducation Department shows that wherever
there is a reasonable prospect of an average
attendance of ten children, and the perma-
nence of the settlement seems to be assured,
the Government undertake to establish a
school. The Edueation Department provides
the building, furniture and equipment and
appoints and pays the teacher. Such a
school is under the same regulations as a
large town school, and is open for pre-
cisely the same number of weeks in the year.
When once established, it is kept open so
long as the average attendance does not
fall below eight.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member had
better stick to the amendment. I eannot
allow a general discussion.

Mr. THOMSON: I am giving reasons for
saying that the amendment is not in the
interests of small schools in eountry dis-
triets.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon. member 1s
reading from the report of the Edueation
Department. It is not dealing with the ques-
tion before the Chair.

Mr. THOMSON : Indireectly it is; for if
we increase the age we shall increase the
diffienlties in getting the required average
attendance.

The CHAIRMAN: The question before
the Chair is whether the age of sit shall be
altered. The hon. member is making =
general discussion of it.

Mr. THOMSON: But surely I ean give
reasons

The CHATRMAN: The hon. member must
deal with the amendment. At present he is
not doing so.

Mr. THOMSON: I am.

The CHAIRMAN: I have allowed the
hon. member a lot of latitude, but the more
I allow him, the further away he gets from
the question before the Chair. He is mak-
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ing a general discussion of it. We have not
even the clause before the Chair. What is
betore the Chair is the amendment. When
that amendment has been disposed of, the
clause as a whole can be discussed.

Mr. THOMSON: I am entitled to give
reasons why we should reject the amend-
ment. 1 am quoting from the report of the
department.

The CHAIRMAN: There is nothing in
what the hon. member has quoted to indi-
cate that the age of attendance should be
higher than six. The report deals gener-
ally with the question of keeping schools
open. I must ask the hon. member t¢ apply
his remarks to the amendment.

Mr. THOMSON: I am entitled to quote
this report to show how difficult it is to
maintain the average atf{endances under
present conditions. The report states that
such a school is under the same regulations
as a large town school, and is open for
precisely the same number of weeks in the
year. When once it is established it is
kept open so long as the average attendance
does not fall below eight. That must con-
vinece members that any increase in the
school age of children must affect the at-
tendance at country schools.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: Members are saying
that my amendment will have a tendency
to close schools. I am not aiming at that.

Mr. Thomson: That will be the effect
of the amendment.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: Children under eight
would still be allowed to go to school in
order to maintain the average attendance,
but I wish to prevent people being forced
to send their young children merely for the
purpose of securing education for the older
children. Parents should not be forced to
send the younger children to school to make
up the required complement. The member
for York referred to an army of truant in-
spectors for the purpose of keeping child-
ren at sehool.

Mr. Latham: That is not true.

Hon. G. TAYLOR: That is a nice argu-
ment to advance, seeing that we have passed
a vote of nearly £700,000 for the education
of our children.

Mr. Latham: Do you say there are no
truant inspectors?

Hon. G. TAYLOR: The hon. member
wants me to agree to compulsorily send
to sechool children who are really no more
than habies. It is not sound to compel
children of six to go to scheol. The rais-
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ing of the age will not jeopardise the exi
tence of small schools. I will never vote
to make it a criminal offence if parents do
not send to school children of six on every
day of their little lives. I like to hear the
how! of members representing cuuntry dis-
tric.s. [ will not submit to the passing ot
a law to ensure the punishment of parents ¢
if tley kecp their babies at home.

Mr. MANN: I am not convinced it
is a benefit to young children to be sent
to school, but I do think it would be better
that they should be kept at school a year
longer. The leaving age should be raised
to 15.

The CHAIRMAN: The leaving age is
not under discussion.

Mr. MANN: If I were permitted to
do so, I think I could show that it is in-
jurious to send young children to school;
certainly in some cases. It is not as easy
as is supposed to get exemption. If it is
necessary to forece children to school in
order to keep the institution open, it is
doubtful whether the school should be kept
in existence. Members of the eross-benches
have no regard for the welfare of the in-
fants. All they ihink about is securing the
requisite average attendances. The amend-
ment is a good one.

Mr. KENNEALLY: The tendency to-
day is to send children to school as early
as possible so that their minds may be
correctly moulded for what lies before them. "
By the improvements which have been
effected to our education system, the peo-
ple have been able more successfully to
compete with their neighbours. If child-
ren are to make their way in life, they
cannot be given too much education.

Mr. Mann: Do you think every child -
of six is fit to go to school?

Mr. KENNEALLY: No, and for that
reason the regulations provide for ecertain
exemptions. If we accept the amendment,
it is possible that our children will not be
adequately educated. If they do not com-
menee school until they reach the age of
eight, how are they to win bursaries and
scholarships at a time when these will be
of any use to them?

Mr. Davy: Do you suggest we arc re-
commending that children shall not start
learning until they are eight?

Mr. KENNEALLY: No. Unfortunately
we find in actual practice that some parents
do not send their children to school until
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they are ten years of age. If the member
. for West Perth thinks that a child should
not be sent compulsorily to school before
it is eight years of age, I say deliberately
that he and those who think with him are
entirely wrong. I hope the amendment will
not be carried, because if it be carried we
shall be doing an injury to the children of
the future, inasmuch as we shall be leaving
them in a condition, from an eduecational
point of view, that will not fit them cor-
rectly for the life they will have to lead.

Mr. DAVY: I cannot agree with the
member for Bast Perth who says that the
modern tendency is to lower the age at which
a child shall be sent to school. Kindergar-
tens were established for the very opposite
reason to that which he gave. The kinder-
garten is where the young children go to
play, a place to which the children want to
g0, not to which they are sent, and not where
learning is hammered into them.

Mr. Stubbs: It is not hammered into them
in the State schools now.

Mr. DAVY: I am npot suggesting that
it is. The view I am expressing is that what
is laid down in the Bill is not in the best
interests of little children. The Bill itself
is as rigid as it ean be, and to subject a
child of six to the rigidity of such legisla-
tion is simply silly. It is not right that a
child should be rigidly sent to school every
-day as soon as it is six years old. With all
due respect I contend that the arguments
of Country Party members should not be
considered. It is bad that a child of six
should be sent to sehool every day.

Mr. Thomson: You have not proved that.

Mr. DAVY: How can you prove it

» What I am saying is that the argument put
up by the member for Katanning should not
be considered for one moment,

Mr. Thomson: That is a matter of
_®pinion.

Mr. DAVY: If we are right that a child
of six should not be sent to school every
day, the argument of the member for
Katanning is worthless. If our arguments
are wrong, then the hon. member’s argu-
-ment is unnecessary.

Mr. LATHAM: What have we to guide
us except past experience which tells us
that children of six years have not suffered
by reason of their having been sent to
school? .

Mr. Davy: How do you know that?
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B E)LA_THAM: It is all very well for
the member for West Perth and the member

for Perth to argue as they have done. Their
children have had nice socjal surroundings,
but it 1s not so in many other cases. Child-
ren of six years of age are well cared for
at school and it is better that they should
be there instead of roaming about back
streets and lanes, as they sometimes do. We
have past experience to guide us.

Mr. Mann: And your opinion.

Mr. LATHAM: And that is worth a little
more than the opinion of the hon. member.
In the country we bhave sometimes sent
children of four years of age to. school, sc
that those schools might be kept open.

Mr. Teesdale: More shame to you.

Hon. G. Taylor: A scandalous thing for
you to admit,

Mr. LATHAM : Teachers are reasonable,
commonsense people in addition to being
well trained, and can be relied upon to give
children just what their minds can absorb.
In the interests of the State the hon. mem-
ber should withdraw his amendment,

Amendment put and negatived.

Mr. THOMSON: I thought you were
going to divide the Committee. -

Hon. G. Taylor: I am not responsible for
your thoughts.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 16, 20, 34, Third and Fourth
Schedules—agreed to.

Bill again reported with further amend-
ments

BILL—WORKERS’ HOMES ACT
: AMENDMENT.

In Committee.
Clause 1—agreed to.
Clause 2—Amendment of Section 3:

The PREMIER:
ment— . ]

That lines 2, 3, 4 and the words ‘‘pendants
and by’’ in line 5 be struck out.
The clause will then read, “Section 3 of the
principal Act is amended by inserting before
the word “who” in the second line, the
words “(subject to paragraph (2) of seec-
tion 44B).” The clause proposes to limit ad-
vances for workers’ homes to married per-

Y move an amend-
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gsons or unmarried persons with depend-
ants. 1 propose to drop those lines, leaving
the Act virtnally as it is to-day so that its
benefits will be available to single persons.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: I object to the
inclusion of those words. I think the amend-
ment will improve the clause.

The PREMIER: Yes, it will be an im-
provement.

Amendment put and passed; the clause,
as amended, agreed to.

Clause 3—Amendment of Section 6:

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The
present praetice is for the board to invest
money with the Treasury.

The Premier: That has been the practice,
but there is no power in the Aet to invest
it with the Treasury. This will make legal
what the board has been doing.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: But the
clause provides that moneys may be invested
by the Treasurer on behalf of the board in
such securities as he may think fit.

The Premier: The intention is to leave
the money with the Treasury so that it may
earn interest for the board.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: That is
satisfactory.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 4—agreed to.
Clause 5-—Amendnient of Section 11:

The PREMIER: I move an amendment—

That the words ‘‘by substituting the word
“ten’ for the word ‘twenty’ in line three of
paragraph (a), and’’ be struck out.

Section 5 provides for a 20 years appraise-
ment of leasehold homes and I propose to
leave it at 20 years. The latter portion
of the clause proposes to inecrease the
spread of years from 30 to 35 years.
That is necessary because since the original
Act was passed we have increased the
amount that may be advanced for the pur-
pose of erecting a worker’s home. Unless
we extend the period of payment, the
monthly or weekly instalments may be diffi-
cult for people to meet.

Mr. Thomson: You are leaving the exist-
ing Aect as it stands.

The PREMIER: Yes, except for extend-
ing the time for the repayments.

Amendment put and passed; the clause,
as amended, agreed to.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Clause 6—Amendment of Section 12:

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Instead
of a deposit of £5, the amount is to be fixed
by the board. Is there any special reason

for that?
The PREMIER: It is better that the
board should have discretionary power.

There is no reason why in many cases the
hoard should not ask for a higher amount.

Hon. (. Taylor: Is that the object?

The PREMIER: Where it may be justi-
fied. The sum of £5 was fixed when the
advance was £550. In the Act of 1911, the
deposit was £10, but it was subsequently
reduced to £5. We have increased the ad-
vance from £550 to £800, and I think it
wise that the board should have discretion-
arv rower to increase the amount of the
deposit. Thce wmanner in which the board
has conducted the business justifies us in
assuming that nothing harsh will bhe done
and no obstacles will be placed in the way
of people who want homes.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The
board has been managed so well that we
have not lost any money at all. The board
has rendered real service to the people who
want homes. We wish to encourage people
to have their own homes. If we asked £20
deposit the improvement to the security
would be very little.

The Premier: No private person would
accept it as security.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: No:
but we are seeking to encourage people to
get homes. When a man gets a workers’
home, there is a good deal of expense apart

from the actual building. What is £5 in
£5007

Mr. Panton: It is a lot when you have
not got it.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: As we
are seeking to help people who have not the
money, we should not demand much by way
of deposit. I cannot see that the deposif
makes any real difference to the security.

The Premier: No, but where persons can
afford to pay more, there is no reason why
we should not ask it.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I de
not think we would be justified in diserim-
inating very much.

Mr. Thomson: Would a higher deposit
mean a reduction in the weekly payments?

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: If =
man has a couple of hundred pounds, he
probably gets a better building.
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The Premier: As a rule he does not pay
a bigger deposit, but gets a better building.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: If it
becomes a matter of security, £10 on £800
is not mueh. The board as at present con-
stituted does its work really well, and there
need be liftle fear of giving it absolute
power. A man in the country might have
a home costing £250 or £300 and it is often
hard for him to get the application fee.
The board has been operating for 16 years
without loss.

The Premier: Five pounds is not much
to lose. Sometimes an applicant puts the
board to a good deéal of trouble and does
not go on with the business.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: That
would be some poor chap who could not
afford to lose £5.

The Premier: He might change his mind.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL : But
the real cost of the department goes on be-
cause it would have many applications to
consider and not more than five in 100 ap-
pleants would change their minds. We
want the hoard to realise our desire is that
people who have not money should be able
to get homes.

The Premier:
portant.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: It is
to people who have not the money. If the
board is under the impression that we re-
quire more than £5——

The Premier: It is not. The point is
that sometimes people might pay more than
£5.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: We
cannot have one law for one person and
another law for another person. The board
has made no losses.

The Premier: It has not lost a pound
since its ineeption.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: No, it
has done just the right thing. The institu-
tion has been wonderfully well managed.

The Premier: It is remarkable that in 16
years there has been no loss.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: We do
not want to make a profit, but we do want
to provide houses for the people. I am pre-
pared to leave the clause as it is in order
that the board may ask less than is fixed
at present.

The Premier: The board understands
that. It is not the board’s suggestion that
more should be charged.

The £5 is not very im-
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Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Young
people getting married require houses, and
often after furnishing they have not much
money left. If it is clear that the board is
not to take this clause as an instruction to
charge more than £5, T am econtent. [t
really makes not the slightest difference in
the value of the seeurity.

Mr. SAMPSON: The position as regards
seeurity is thoroughly sound, becaus: the
cost of building is constantly increasing.

The Premier: It might not always be
so; there might be a slump.

Mr. SAMPSON: For many years, the cost
of building has risen, and as a result securi-
ties have stiffened.

Mr. PANTON: I am not sure that this
matter should be left to the diseretion of
the board, even though they have done won-
derful work. It must be realised that the
worker now desirous of securing a home will
have to find a good deal of the cost outside
the board. Out of the average worker's pay
of £4 10s. to £5 per week, an amount of
£800 with interest cannot possibly be paid
off in 30 years. The worker must find £150
or £200 to enable him to meet the weekly
or fortnightly payments. The amount of
prineipal paid off during the first 13 or 14
years is infinitesimal. Having to find £150
or £200, the worker would not be able to
make a considerable deposit. The Aet must
be run purely on business lines, and an ap-
plicant prepared to make a considerable de
posit would get preference over one not
prepared to do so.

Mr, Teesdale: Small men should not he
made to wait for the sake of men with
£1,500 or £2,000.

Mr. PANTON: Applicants should not he
turned down because they were unable to
make deposits, whilst applicants able to
make them obtained homes.

Mr. SAMPSON: The 10 per cent. deposit
includes the value of the land. Tt is desir-
able to make the Act as flexible as possible.
Personally I do not think the board are con-
cerned about getting extra large deposita. .
Their security is quite sound, and the con.
struetion of the bLuilding is carefully
watched to prevent the likelihood of rapid
depreciation. Applicants who make depos
its do so with the idea of becoming owners
of the homes. The board consider the per-
sonal equation more than the size of the
deposit.
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Hon. G. TAYLOR: The success of the
board over a period of 16 years is admitted
to be due to excellent business management
If one applicant tendered a deposit of £7
or £8 and another a deposit of £70 or £80,
the board, from a business point of view,
would prefer the latter applicant. The Bili
aims at finding homes for people who are
unable to obfain them under other condi-
tions. Therefore the Chamber might fix a
deposit proportionate to the increased maxi-
mum of £800. Then the board would not
have to discriminate between an applicant
with a large deposit and an applicant with
a small one.

The Premier: All right; let it stand as it
is.

Clause put and negatived.
7—negatived.
8—agreed to.

Clause 9—Amendment of Section 16:
Mr. STUBBS: T move an amendment- -

That the following be added to the
clause:—*‘Provided that such lessee may at
any time surrender his leasc and the certifi-
eate of purchase, and obtain in lieu thereof
a Crown grant in fee simple under the provi-
gions of the Land Act, 1898, on payment of
a sum equal to twenty-five times the amount
of the annual ground rent payable under the
lease for the time being; ten per centum of
such sum being payable on the application
for the Crown grant, and the balanze in eight
equal quarterly instalments ™~

When the Act of 1912 was passed, certaiu
Crown lands were set aside for the purpose
of workers’ nomes, and the Government
were empowered to purchase lands for the
same purpose. After the last instalment
on a home had been paid, the Crown issued
a lease in perpetuity, subject to re-appraise-
ment of the rental once every 20 years.
Of all those who have participated in the
benefits of the Act since it was Srst passed,
I do not think one in ten thousand would
say he would accept a perpetnal lease in
preference to a Crown certificate of title.
Any person who has complied with the con-
ditions of his lease should be able fo go
to the Titles Office and, after complying
with specified requirements, obtain from
the Crown a certificate of title in respect
of his holding. The amendment will enable
a person to spread the payments over a
period of two years instead of being re-
quired to pay over the full amount at once.
I do not think the Premier will object to

Clause

Clause

[ASSEMBLY.]

the amendment, because I believe a Crown
title 15 befter than a perpetual lease. No
banker or financier would advance the same
amount of money on a perpetual lease as
on a Crown grant or a certificate of title.
The object of every married man and
woman is to own his or her home, and to
have the title deeds.

Hon. G. Taylor:
single people, too

Mr. STUBBS: I hope the Committee
will accept the amendment. The Workers’
Homes Act has been responsible for an im-
mense amount of good in the metropolitan
and country areas, and I have great pleas-
ure in paying a tribute te those who initi-
ated the legislation.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: What
the Cominittee have to do is to decide the
principle whether a leasehold may be con-
verted into freehold, and I do not think it
would be wise to go beyond that until the
Premier has had an opportunity to diseuss
the position with his officers. I do not
think we should go further than that and
fix the basis of payments and so forth. It
must be reraembered that, while many
blocks have become more valuable than
they were when the workers’ homes were
first erected on them, in other instances
the reverse is equally true.

Myr. Stubbs: You would not penalise them
on that account?

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: No, but
1 think the amendment as it is worded may
penalise some people. It would be better
to deal with the prineciple, and then allow
the department to fix the conditions in the
light of their experience. If that is not
done, we may be unfair to some and over-
generous to others. If, after securing a
house erected on leasehold land, the lessee
finds himself in a position to aequire the
freehold., we should give him that oppor-
tunity. The fact must not be lost sight
of that the Act was framed to help people
to secure homes. It is not a matter of cold
business, for no business man would dream
of making advances as the Government have
done. If such an attempt were made by a
business man, I do not think the scheme
conld be run without loss. Although the
Workers’ Homes Board have done so well
in the past, I am not too eertain that there
will be no losses in the future, in view of
the inereased advances proposed up to £800.
Someone has suggested that building costs
will deecrease; I think they are at their

The same applies to
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' peak now. While the leasehold system did
help people a god deal when it was first
introduced, there is no reason why we
should mot assist many people to convert
their leaseholds into freeholds now. Of
course, we must recognise that it is largely
a matter of sentiment, because the land
can be taxed.

Mr. Stubbs: The bankers do not think
it a matter of sentiment.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: It is
absolutely established that no one owns
land as he does his hat or his coat.

The Premier: The Crown never really
parts with land.

tHon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Of course
not. Therefore it is largely a matter of
sentiment, but the fact remains that every-
one likes to secure the freehold. While
9931 per cent. of the land sold is freehold
and about one-quarter per cent. only is
leasehold, it is reasonable to expect that
those 1n the latter category will desire to
have the opportunity to convert their lease-
holds into freeholds. Then, again, it must
be remembered that leasehold land is sub-
Ject to reappraisement every 20 years. An-
other point is that under the lease-
hold system the Crown will still have
the land with an increased value
attaching to it, whereas the worker
will own a honse that will deerease in value.
In time the house may disappear, but the
land will not. I went into this matter my-
self and I know there are diificulties. If
the Premier will allow the Committee to
amend the Bill so as to give the 'Govern-
ment power to issue Crown grants in place
of leases, I do not know that we shouaid do
more this evening. The Premier could then
consult with his officers as to fixing the basis
that the amendment seeks to deal with. As
the security is there, I think the Govern-
ment could agree to a longer period than
two years within which the payments may
be completed.

The PREMIER: The Committee, of
course, will decide for themselves regarding
the principle involved in the amendment,
but personally T am unable to accept it. The
member for Wagin remarked that there
was a deep-seated desire in the breast of
every man to own his own home. The man
who owns a leaschold home owns it entirely
and completely.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: But he does
not feel just the same about it.
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~ The PREMIER: No. The objection .to
leasehold is largely, if not almost wholly,
one of sentiment. There may be something in
the point raised by the Leader of the Op-
position, that if 98 per cent. of the land is
freehold, the person with leasehold land
will not be able to obtain the same aceom-
modation from banking or financial institu-
tions as the man possessing a freehold title.
There may be something in that, because that
position would not exist if all land were
held under the leasehold system. In thag
event, the security would be uniformly
equal. Inasmuch as « smnall proportion of
the land only is owned under the leasehold
system:

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: It is under one-
half per cent.

The PREMIER:——it may be that the
owners of that land are detrimentally af-
fected.

Mr. Corboy: If the difference is only
one of sentiment, why object to the other
tellow getting the same accommodation?

The PREMIEL: Many of those who
have been able to obtain homes would not
have had a home at all but for the lease-
hold provisions. Now, having secured lease-
hold homes, perhaps naturally they desire
to convert them into freehold. Really they
are fully protected as they are. Under the
frechold principle, only a very small pro-
portion of the workers of the country would
have been able to acquire homes of their
own.

Mr. Thomson: Have you any idea how
many have secured leasehold homes?

The PREMIER: I cannot say, but there
was quite a number during the first year or
two.

Hon. Sir James Mitehell: Yes, particu-
larly at Fremantle, Perth and Narrogin.

The PREMIER: There has not been so
many during recent years. A considerable
area of land was set aside for the purpose.
It was cheap land, and it enabled a consider-
able number of persons to obtain homes
who could not otherwise have done so. Per-
sonally, I think the only objection to lease-
hold is one of sentiment. The home is really
the man’s own, ard is just as secure as is
freehold.

Mr. Sampson: But is not so negotiable.

The PREMIER: In some respects it is
just as well that is so. The first trouble
the owner of a worker’s home gets into is
when he raises a mortgage. Eventunally
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very often he has to get out, and the mort-
gagee assumes possession.

Mr. Stubbs: If there were two homes
of the same value, one perpetual leasehold
and the other freehold, which would you pre-
fer to buy?

The PREMIER: Personally I would just
as soon buy the leasehold home. With the
blocks and the houses of equal value, is not
the intrinsic value of the leasehold property
just as good as that of the freehold? It
may be, of course, that the bank will not
advance as much against the one as against
the other.

Mr. Thomson: Then the man with the
leasehold system is not free to sell.

The PREMIER: He is free to sell to the
board, and I propose later on to try to pro-
vide that once he has paid for his home he
can sell it, not merely to the board, but to
anybody at 21l It is not right that the
person who has paid off the whole cost of
his building should not be able to sell it to
anybody other than the hoard. And when
he sells to the board theve is the doubt as to
whether he shall have the benefit of the un-
carned increment, or whether the board shall
pay him mevely what he has paid for the
building. The present market value of some
of the homes erected vears ago is quite £200
or £300 more than was actually paid for the
home. The board, of course, contend that
they should pay the owner what he has paid,
whereas he on his part expects to get the
unearned increment, the same as would the
owner of a freehold home. That difference
of opinion, of course, serves to make the
leasehold rroperty unpopular as against the
freehold property.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Is it worth
while keepine the leasehold provisions?

The PREMIER: For some years past we
have not done business under that part of
the Act.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: Do you not
think a vote could be taken on the prineiple
contained in the amendment?

The PREMIER: Yes. That could not
be done on the amendment as it stands, but
if the amendment were cut off at the figures
1898, in the fifth line, it would determine
the principle. The hon. member would be
wise to drop the latter part of his amend-
ment, and let it stand down to the figures
1898 in the fifth line. Then we could get a
clear vote on the principle.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Hon. G. TAYLOR: The member for 1,
Wagin would be well advised to accept the
suggestion of the Premier and move only
the first part of his amendment, down to
the figures 1898. We could then vote on the
prineiple therein contained, and the balance
of the amendment could be moved as a sep-
arate proposal.

Mr. STUBBS: If it be the wish of the
majority of the Committee, I am prepared
to withdraw my amendment and put it for-
ward in the manner suggested by the
Premier.

Amendment by leave withdrawn.

Mr. STUBBS: I move an amendment—

That the following words be added to the
clause:—* ‘Provided that such lessee may at
any time surrender his lease and the certifi-
cate of purchase, and obtain in lieu thereof
a Crown grant in fee simple under the provi-
sions of the Liand Act, 1898.”’

Hon. G. TAYLOR: Some years ago a
large number of people in this State be-
lieved in the leasehold principle, but the idea
is now dying out and applicants for build-
ing under the leasehold principle are not
nearly so numerous as they were in the
carlier days. I hope the Committee will
aceept the amendment.

Mr. THOMSON: I strongly support the
principle that a man who has a leasehold
property should be allowed to convert it
into freehold. I was pleased to hear the
Premier say that a man who had paid off
the cost of his house should have the right
to transfer his property. Many people have
leasehold homes who, but for the leasehold
provisions, would never have had homes. It
is unfair that a man with a leasehold home
should not be able to transfer his property.
The amendment goes a little way towards
meeting the position. It is unfair
that a man who has paid for his
leasehold home cannot sell it to anybody
but the board who, of course, will not
pay him the market value, but expect to
purchase the home for the net amount he
has paid for it. The Act inflicts a hardship
on those who, after acquiring their homes,
lose their industrial positions and, being un-
able to find employment in the same locality,
have to leave it. The owner of a leasehold
home on finding himself thus sitnated,
should be able to sell his home at the market
value. The department would take no risk
because the same building would be the
security. No injustice would be done if a



[20 NovemBer, 1928.]

leascholder desirous of converting were put
in the same position as the freeholder fo
derive any benefit from the unearned incre-
ment. In 1911, when the leasehold principle
was introduced, many people purchased
land in the country under leasehold condi-
tions, but did not erect homes. The Lefroy
Government amended the Act to give such
purchasers the right to convert to freehold.
The question is of importance to a number
of people in Narrogin and to some in
Katanning.

Hon. G. Taylor:
ciple.

Mr. KENNEALLY : I hope the amendment
will not be carried. Considerable attention
has been given to leasehold in recent years
and there is a great division of opinion re-
garding the merits of the two systems of
tenure. If any such change is to be brought
about, it should be made by passing a com-
prehensive measure after due consideration.
It should not be made by an amendment
moved haphazardly, and I say that with re-
spect.

Hon. G. Taylor: It has been on the notice
paper for weeks.

Mr. KENNEALLY: The amendment in-
volves a big alteration that should receive
proper consideration, and for us to adopt
it in this way would be utterly wrong,

Mr. Thomson: The ex-member for
Williams-Narrogin advocated it for years.

Mr. KENNEALLY: Quite so, but other
members have advocated the opposite poliey
for years,

The Minister for Works: And so did the
ex-member for Williams-Narrogin at one
time. .

Mr. KENNEALLY: Yes, as well as other
members who are now supporting this
alteration. At any rate, the board should
be consulted before such a change is made.

Mr. Stubbs: I do not want to make it a
party question.

Mr. KENNEALLY: The Committee may
be relied upon to see that it is not made a
party question.

Mr. Thomson:
country.

Mr. KENNEALLY: But we have ap-
pointed a board to manage the workers’
homes.

Mr. Thomson: According to the Act as
we frame it, so the board manages the in-
stitution.

It is a matter of prin-

We are managing the
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Mr. KENNEALLY: If the amendment
were carried, the result might be regretted
later, because big interests and a big prin-
ciple are involved.

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

Ayes .. - .. 16
Noes .. .. .. .. 18
Majority against .. 2
AYES,
Mr. Barnard Mr. Richardson
Mr. Brown Mr, Sampson
Mr. Doney Mr, Stubbs
Mr. Ferguson Mr. Taylor
Mr. Griffiths Mr, Teesdale
Mr. Latham Mr. Thomson
Mr. Lindsay Mr. North
Mr. Mann (Teller.)
Sir James Mitchell
Nors.
Mr. Chesson Mr., Millington
Mr. Collier Mr, Munsie
Mr. Cowapn Mr. Rowe
Mr. Cunningham Mr, Sleeman
Mr. Kenneally Mr. A. Wansbrough
Mr. Kennedy Mr. Willcock
Mr. Lambert Mr. Withers
Mr. Lamond Mr. Wilson
Mr. Marshall (Teller.)
Mr. McCallum
PAIRS.
Avr. No.
Mr, J. M. Smith Mr. Coverley
Mr. Angelo Miss Holman

Amendment thus negatived.
[Mr. Lambert took the Chair.]

The PREMIER: On the second reading
I indicated that some relief would be given
to the owners of homes regarding some of
the restrictions now imposed. The Solici-
tor-General advises that the eclause, as
printed, is quite clear, but to meet some of
the objections raised on the second reading,
I move an amendment—

That the following words be added to the
clause:—“and covenants (ii.), (iv.), (v.),

(vi.), and (vii.) shall cease to have effect,
and Section 19 shall not apply.’’

The clause reads—

Section 16 of the principal Act is amended
by adding thereto the following words:—
‘‘and thereafter the lease shall he held sub-
ject only to the payment by the lessee of the
ground rent and all rates, taxes, and assess-
ments.”’
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“After a lessee had paid the full amount of
the capital cost, those would be his omnly
obligations. The covenants attached to
leasehold homes are contained in Section 14
of the Act and the following are those that
will not apply if the amendment is carried—

(ii.) to pay the capital cost of the dwelling-

house, with interest thereon, by weekly, fort-
nightly, or monthly instalments as stipulated.

That is not further required.

(iv.) to repay to the board on demand all
premiums paid by the board for insuring the
dwelling-house from fire.

When the home becomes his own, it will be
his obligation to pay insurance premiums.
(v.) to keep and maintain the dwelling-

house in good repair and condition to the
satisfaction of the board.

That, too, will be his concern when the home
becomes his own.

(vi.) Not to transfer, sublet, mortgage,
charge or otherwise dispose of the worker’s
dwelling otherwise than in accordance with
this Act.

These conditions will disappear when the
home becomes his own.

(vil.) To continuously reside in the dwelling-
house.

It is proposed to allow the owner of the
house, as the clause says, to hold it only
subjeet to the payment of the ground rents
and of all rates, taxes and assessments.
These restrictions will permit him to do
practically all he pleases with the home
after it becomes his own, except that who-
ever purchases it will have it on the lease-
hold instead of on the freehold prineiple.

Mr., Stubbs: Will it not be re-appraised?

The PREMIER: Yes, every 20 years, as
provided in the Act.

Mr. Stubbs: Is that not a severe restric-
tion?

The PREMIER: No. We know to what
extent land values have inereased in the
metropolitan area in the past 20 years, and
can imagine to what extent they will have
increased by another 20 years.

Mr. Stubbs: Is not the owner entitled to
get the benefit of that increase?

The PREMIER: He will get the advan-
tage of the lower ground rent for 20 years.
These provisions meet most of the objec
tions raised by the mewmnber for Menzies and
others. They remedy some of the restric-

- tions which have been. a source of complaint
on the part of many holders of leasehold

[ASSEMBLY.]

homes. Clause 10 will also amend Section
19 of the Act.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: This ia
a little better than the present provisions
of the Act. The clause, however, only ap-
plies when the total cost of the house has
been repaid. That has not happened in the
case of any house situated on leasehold
land. In the next clanse an opportunity will
be given to improve that position. We
should do all we ean to make things easier
for the worker.

The Premier: The amendment does that.

llon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: Oaly
when the cost of the House has been paid
off.

Mr. THOMSON: A man will be very old
before he derives any benefit from this
amendment.

The Premier:
so straightaway.

Mr. THOMSON: In many cases the
owners will be at least 60 years old before
they get the benefit of it. Have any pro-
visions been made for the man who has
paid off half the cost of his house being
able to pay off the balance in a lump sum?

Mr. Panton: He can pay off not less
than £10 at a time.

Mr. THOMSON: I am concerned about
the worker in the country who may be
transferred after he has made payments
covering a period of 14 years. If the pur-
chaser of the house were prepared to put
up the balance due, could he get a clear-
ance certificate from the board?

Mr. Panton: Yes.

Mr. THOMSON: I should have liked to
see an amendment to provide for conver-
sion of leasehold holdings into freehold.

Many will be able to do

Amendment put and passed; the clanse,
as amended, agreed to.

(Clause 10—Amendment of Section 19:

The PREMIER:
ment—

I move an amend-

That in paragraph (a) the words ‘‘after
the word ‘shall’ in Subsection 2 the words
‘if the lease has continued for not less than
three years from the commencement thereof’
be struck out, and the following inserted in
lieu:—‘‘in Subsection 1, after the word
‘lessee,’ in the third line, the words ‘prior to
the issue of a certificate of purchase’; and
by inserting after the word ‘board’ the words
‘or to another worker, with the approval of
the board.” 7’

The subsection would then read, ‘‘No dis-
position of any worker’s dwelling shall be
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made by the lessee or any person lawtully
claiming under a deceased lessee prior to
a certificate of purchase except to the
board, or to another worker, with the ap-
proval of the board.” It is necessary to
retain these Lomes for those for whom they
were intended—workers within the meaning
of the Aect; that is to say, men with an
annual income not exceeding £612.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: We see
what complications arise with leasehold
in place of frechold, and always to the
disadvantage of the worker. If a worker
proposes to transfer to another worker
within the meaning of the Aect, why should
not the board accept him without question?
Are the board to say that the seller shall
not make a profit out of the sale if he has
materially improved the place? Who is to
have the value of the improvements—John
Brown who is there, or Tom Smith who
comes along? Eventually Tom Smith, hav-
ing cleared the place, will be able to sell
without restriction. Sueh complications are
inevitable with leasehold tenure. The ad-
vantage should be with the man who goes
out.

The Premier: These amendments are in
favour of the man who goes out.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I do not
think so

The Premijer: They give him practically
everything except the freehold.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: The first
lessee may have greatly improved the
property, and the cost of building such a
home may have risen by £100.

The Premier: If he sells to the board,
he will get only what he has paid; but if
"he sells to anybody else who is a worker
within the meaning of the Act, he can get
the extra amount.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: If the
board agree. The Bill should say that the
board must allow it. Suppose the holder
of a worker’s home is in a town where he
cannot get employment.

The Premier: That might happen equally
with freehold.

"Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL:
are too many restrictions.

Mr. Chesson: The board have to approve
of ‘the buyer.’

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL I tho
debt to the board is taken over by the in-,
coming: man, that, is-all .the board ought to-

There
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they should have the right to approve of the
man who takes over the property.

The Premier: Under the amendment, the
hoard will have to approve of the new clien$
when the outgoing man sells prior to the
issue of the certificate. That is only right,
because the board still have an interest in
the home, seeing that it is not paid for.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: But the
hoard should have the right only to approve
of the incoming man.

Mr. Panton: That is all the board will
have under the amendment.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: No, T
think the board will have the right to ap-
prove of the purchase in every detail.

Mr. Panton: If that is so, the amend-
ment is hardly worth while.

Mr. Thomson: It reads like that.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: If the
amendment means that the board have the
right to approve of the mnew client, then
what has it to do with the board if the out-
going man sells at a loss or at a profit?

The Premier: It will have nothing to do
with the board if the seller has his certifi-
cate, but until such time as the prospective
seller secures his certificate, the board have
an interest in the home.

Mr. Keunneally: Apparvently the Leader
of the Opposition is afraid the board may
prevent profiteering!

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: I know
a lot of people who engage in profiteering,
but they escape punishment—and always
will escape it. I do not want the board to
have anything to do with the transaction as
between the man going out and the man
coming in. I do not think the Premier
wants that either, so long as the incoming
man is suitable to the board.

The Premier: But we are discussing the
position at the stage when the man has not
got his certificate. Under those ecircum-
stances the board have an interest in the
property as it is not paid for.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: So long
as the board’s security is not disturbed in’
any way, the board should have the power
only to approve of the incoming client.

The Premier: And that is all we ask for.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: T think
the- amendment goes further than that. So
long- as we: do not. interfere with the board’s
security, we should mot give the board more.
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power. I move an amendment on the
amendment—

That the words ‘‘with the approval of’’ be
struck out and ‘‘approved by’’ inserted in
lieu.

Mr. PANTON: If it is the intention of
the Leader of the Opposition to prevent the
occupier of a worker’s home transferring his
interest prior to the purchase price being
paid to anyone but the Workers’ Homes
Board, or if he merely proposes to prevent
the occupier of the home from obtaining
more than the Workers’ Homes Board would
agree to, why include the reference to the
Board at all? When I read the amendment
first, I thought it would leave it open for
an ocecupier of a worker's home to sell to
someone other than the board, provided the
purchaser was a worker within the meaning
of the Aect.

The Premier: I take it that is what the
amendment means,

Mr. PANTON: From what I understood
the Premier and the Leader of the Opposi-
tion to say, I took it that it meant the occn-
pier would be able to sell, if the board
agreed.
have improved the property and I am
offered £100 or £150, the purchaser to take
over my liability, will the amendment pre-
vent the acceptance of that offer?

The Premier: No.

Mr. PANTON: T do not think so either.

Mr. Kenneally: In the Davis case, he got
the profit.

Mr. PANTON : But in that case the board
were finished with the property, except that
they had the lease of the land. The instance
I refer to would be prior to the purchase
being completed. T cannot read into the
amendment what the Leader of the Opposi-
tion suggests.

The PREMIER: T discussed this very
point with the Solicitor-General when the
amendment was being drafted. I put this
position to him : Suppose a man is
within 12 months or two years of the com-
pletion of the purchase of his home., He
has improved his property, which bas in-
creased in value by £200 or £300 during the
years he has oceupied his home. By some
unforseen circumstances he is compelled to
sell up. If we did not permit the man who
is selling to get the benefit of the increased
value, but told him he must sell only at the
price he had paid, in 12 months’ time, when

the second man had completed his purchase, 7

If 1 have a worker’s home and I

[ASSEMBLY.]

we would have made him a present of £200
or £300. With the amendments we are
making, we are saying that when the pur-
chase is completed and the -certificate
issued, he may sell. It means that the man
who for 14 years has kept up his payments
gets nothing, while the man who makes the
purchase gets the increased value. I pointed
out that that would be very unfair. I think
the amendment would meet that. I made
it very clear. I ean only say I will eon-
sult the Solicitor-General again.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: We could in-
sert the words ‘‘approved by the board.”
That would make it quite elear.

The PREMIER: I cannot see the differ-
ence between “another worker with the ap-
proval of the board’’ and “approved by the
board.”

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: I mean that
the worker, not the sale, should be ap-
proved.

The PREMIER: 1t says he may sell to
another worker with the approval of the
board. That is to say, he may sell with the
approval of the board, but always to a
worker. I do not see any difference between
the two.

Amendment on the amendment put and
negatived.

Amendment put and passed.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: It is no
damned good now. It is just as bad as
when we started.

The PREMIER: We now eome to para-
graph (b), which I propose to have struck
out. I am afraid there is some confusion
between the Notice Paper and my amend-
ment. Aceording to the Notice Paper, I
should move that ‘‘shall’’ in Subsection 2
be struck out and ‘‘may’’ be inserted in
lien. I am dealing with Clause 10 of the
Bill. We have struck out paragraph (a)
and I now propose to strike out paragraph
(b). In order to give effect to the amend-
ment we have just passed, it is necessary
to strike ont “shall’’ and insert ‘‘may.”’ If
“shall” remains, the sale must be made
to the board, whereas we desire to make it
permissive. I move an amendment—

That paragraph (b) be struck out.

Hon. Sir JAMES MITCHELL: In the
case of a person dying, the board must pur-
chase at the value of the property at the
date of the purchase. Now it is proposed
that the board may purchase. As it stands,
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the board must purchase at the value at the
date of purchase. If is not as in the case
of a lessee wishing to sell, where he would
get only the instalments he had paid; in
this instance it is provided that the full
value of the property shall be paid. It is
proposed to say, not that the board “shall”
but that the board “may.” It means that
they may purchase at a lower price than
the value of the property.

Mr. PANTON: 1 caonot see that the
substitution of “may” for “shall” alters the
position at all. The Premier, I understand,
is desirous of giving the oceupier of a
worker’s home, once he has the purehase
certificate, the right to dispose of his home
as he thinks fit. Surely when the occupier
has, paid off the purchase price, if anybody
" desires to purchase the place with a per-
petual lease—

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: We have
cleaned that up. We are now on the next
provision.

Mr. PANTON: I do not think you have
cleaned it up at all.

Hon. G. Taylor: The board have no ob-
ligation in the house after it is clear.

 Mr. PANTON: They think they have,
but I want to show that they have not. The

il . s haoo et ccaiatal
str:kmg out of the covenants has not assisted

us. With all due respeet to the Crown Law
Department, I do not think it is doing what
the Crown Law Department suggest. Jusi
take the covenants. Covenant (ii) to pay
the capital cost with interest thereon by
weekly, fortnightly or monthly instalments
would have to be complied with until the
purchase was completed. Covenant (iv.) to
pay insurance premiums would have to be
complied with, but once the purchase was
completed there would be no need for the
board to worry about it. Covenant (v.) to
maintain the house in good repair would ap-
ply only until the completion of the pur-
chase.

The Premier: Those covenants applied
to the home after it was purchased as well
as before.

Mr. PANTON: But the fact of their be-
ing struck out does not give the occupier
the right to sell the house to whom he likes
and for as much as he likes.

The Premier: It removes many of the
obstacles.

Mr. PANTON:
all.

I want to remove them
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The Premier: I think it removes them
all.

Mr. PANTON: 1 have occupied a lease-
hold home in Morrison-street since the in-
ception of the scheme. The improvements
to my garden are worth £100 to £150 to a
gardener but not to the hoard. If I firished
purchasing my place to-morrow and desired
to sell it for £1,000, I could not do so.

The Premier: You could sell only to the
hoard.

Mr. PANTON: The board could demand
that I sold only to whom it thought fit.

The Premier: No.

Mr. PANTON: 1 have an amendment on
the notice paper that will clear the matter
up. The present amendment provides that
the board may purchase. Suppose it did
not care to purchase, where is there any-
thing to say T shall sell?

The Premier: Where is there anything
to say you shall not sell? There is in the
present Act, but the obstacles to selling have
been removed.

Mr. PANTON:
impression.

The Premier: Can you point to any ob-
stacle in the Act to selling for what you ean
get?

Mr, PANTON: A hard fight has been put
up to prevent its being done, but the board
gave way. There is nothing to prevent the
same thing happening again.

The Premier: I do not agree with you.

My, PANTON: Then why does not the
Premier accept my amendment? I have no
objection to the subsitution of “may” for
“shall,” but that will not overcome the diffi-
culty.

That is not the general

Amendment put and passed.
Mr. PANTON: I move an amendment—

That the following paragraph be added to
the clause:—‘‘ (¢) by adding a new subscction
as follows: Notwithstanding anything to the
contrary contained in this section a lessee,
or any person lawfully claiming under a de-
ceased lessee, who holds a certificate of pur-
chase issued in accordance with Section 16
of this Act, may dispose of a worker’s dwel-
ling otherwise than to the board.”’

I desire to put it beyond question that once
the purchase price has been paid and the
certificate issued by the board, the oceupier
of a leasehold home may dispose of it as
he thinks fit. I maintain that the board has
no further interest in such a home. It has
an interest in the land and the purchaser
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would have to pay the annual rent. The
land would be increasing in value all the
time, even if the house fell down. It is
only fair to give the occupier an oppor
tunity to sell to the highest bidder.

The PREMIER: I do not think the
amendment is necessary.

Mr. Mann: It will not do any harm.

The PREMIER: I assume it was drafted
by the Solicitor-General.

Mr. Panton: It was given to me; I can-
not say whether it was drafted by the Sol
icitor-General, but it may have been.

The PREMIER: The Solicitor-General
assured me this morning that the amend-
ment just passed covers the hon. member’s
amendment. I cannot see that it does not
cover it. All the difficulties that lie in the
way of a sale have been eliminated. Where
is there anything in the Act to prevent the
hon. member from doing that which he de-
sires?

Mr. Mann: Except that the board has dis-
cretion in the matter.

Hon. Sir James Mitchell: The board
should not have power to do more than en-
sure the incoming tenant being a suitable
one.

The PREMIER: That is really all the
power the board has in the matter. It must
ensure that the house goes to a worker.

Mr. Panton: Why, when the home has
been paid off?

The PREMIER: Because the home was
built for a worker, and should always re-
main in the possession of some worker.

Mr. Panton: Although it is paid off?

The PREMIER: Yes. Every such home
should remain for all time as a worker’s
home, and should not be the subject of spee-
ulation by persons who do speculate in
houses or pass into the hands of some per-
son other than a worker. I will find out,
however, whether the amendment is neces-
sary and will meanwhile report progress.

Progress reported.

House adjourned at 10.55 p.m.

[COUNCIL.]

Aegislative Qouncil,
Wednesday, 21st November, 1938.

Question : Closer settlement, area acquired . 1912
Motion: Main Roads Board Select Commltbee, ad-

mittance of Board chairman - 1912

Bills: Supply (No. 3) £1,000,000, 1R. 1926

Wheat Bags, Assembly s message 1926

Water Boards Act Amendment, 3R. 1926

Land Tax and Income Tax, 3R., passed .. 1926
Railways Discontinuance, request for Conierence,

Conference Manager’s Report - 1926

Group Settlement Act Amendment, Recom. 1927

Railways Dlscontmuance, Assemblys further

message

The PRESIDENT i{ook the Chair at 4,30
p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTION—CLOSER SETTLEMENT,

AREA ACQUIRED.

Hon. E. ROSE asked the Chief Seecre-
tary: What area of country has been ac-
quired by the Government for closer settle-
ment under the provisions of the Closer
Set.lement Aet, 19272

The CHIEF SECRETARY.
None,

replied ¢

MOTION—MAIN ROADS BOARD
ADMINISTRATION, SELECT
COMMITTEE.

Admittance of Bourd Chairman.

HON. E. H. GRAY (West) [4.34] I
move—

That the sclect committee appointed to in-
quire into the provisions of the Main Roads
Act, 1925, and the administration thereof, be
instructed to permit the chairman of the Main
Roads Board to be present during the exam-
ination of witnegses and ask witnesses any
questions arising out of the examination.

I want to express regret that the necessity
should have arisen for me to submit this
motion. I made a vequest to the members
of the select eommittee at almost the firsi
meeting of that committee that Mr. Tindale
should be allowed to attend, but they in
their wisdom thought it was not desirable
that the chairman of the Main Roads Board
should be in attendance in the terms of the
motion. They held that ample opportunity
would be given for the defence of the
officers concerned if the evidence were sub-
mitted to Mr. Tindale at a later date and
an opportunity afforded him to rebut it a:
a subsequent meeting of the committee,



