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HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY, GASOMETER.
Mr. FRANK WALSH: The South Aus-

Wednesday, September 26, 1962.

The SPEAKER (Hon. T. C. Stott) took the
Chair at 2 p.m. and read prayers.

QUESTIONS.

LOW DEPOSIT HOUSING.

Mr. COUMBE: Yesterday, in reply to a
question concerning the provision of houses
under the £50 minimum deposit scheme, the
Premier promised to obtain a report. Has
he that report?

The Hon.. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: As
a result of tenders recently received by the
Housing Trust for the erection of houses under
the rental-purchase scheme for sale of houses
on a minimum deposit of £50, the trust has
placed contracts for a total of 1,350 houses.
In the metropolitan area Orlit Limited has
been given a eontract for 300 houses, Adelaide
Building Company Ltd. for 400, and D. J.
Fecney & Company for 250. At Elizabeth a
contract for 250 houses has been given to
Orlit Limited and for 75 houses to M. & D.
Richardson Ltd. Minuzzo Bros. have a con-
tract for 75 houses at Salisb\iry North. These
contracts represent a capital expenditure of
from £3,750,000 to £4,000,000. Building will
commence next month and the first houses
should be completed in March or April, 1963.

The first building sites will be at Kilburn,
Mansfield Park and LeFevre Peninsula in the
metropolitan area, and at Elizabeth West and
Salisbury North. When these contracts are
in full swing the completion rate will be
about 65 houses a month. As time goes on,
this completion rate should increase. The
rental-purchase scheme provides for a range of
17 house designs of from 10 to 11 squares in
area. Houses will be sold on agreement for

sale and purchase at £3,400 to £3,800 with

weekly payments of interest and principal
ranging from about £3 14s. to £4 a week for
a term of 40 years. This scheme will, in large
measure, be in substitution for the present
rental programme of the trust. So far, about
2,200 applications to purchase houses under the
scheme have been received, of which about
half are from trust tenants or from.applicants
for remtal accommodation. The scheme will,
in due course, be extended to the larger
country towns.

tralian Gas Company recently announced that
it intended building a new gasometer in the
district represented by the Minister of Edu-

- cation adjacent to the border of the Edwards-

town District. The gasometer will be of about
the same height as the Adwvertiser building.
The Marion council made certain representu-
tions and desires to make further representa-
tions both to the Minister and to myself con-
cerning the question of an amendment to the
Gas Act. Is the Minister of Agriculture pre-
pared to consider referring to Cabinet the
advisability of amending the Act so that, in
occurrences of this nature will not
that has arisen in the

future,
create the problem
Marion arca?

The Hon, D. N. BROOKMAN: I will discuss
this matter with the Government. I am’ mot
quite clear as to the oceurrence mentioned by
the Leader but I will obtain details from him
later.

WEED CONTROL.

The Hon. B. H. TEUSNER: At a rccent
horticultural conference in Greenmount Agri-
cultural College, Ulster, Dr. D. Robinson,
Deputy Head of the Ministry of Agriculture’s
research station at Loughgdll was reported to
have stated: :

Before the end of the 1960’s the weed
problem will be eliminated completely. The
economics will no longer permit hand labour
for weed control.

Has the Minister of Agriculture similar good
news for agriculturists and horticulturists in
this State?

The Hon. D. N, BROOKMAN: As requested,
I took this matter up with the Director of
Agriculture who has reported as follows:

The statement was made at a horticultural
conference and eclearly refers to horticultural
crops and not to cereal farming or pasture
production. The present situation is that
most annual weeds of horticultural areas can
be controlled by the use of chemicals. Some
annual weeds and some important perennial
weeds cannot be killed by sprays but with the
present rate of progress in this field it is
quite possible that by the end of this decade
there will be chemicals available to econtrol
all weeds. Whether or not it will be economic
to rely entirely on chemical methods will depend
partly on the cost of chemical treatment, the
cost of alternative treatments, for example,
cultivation, and the value of production per
acre. I
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Herbicides are chiefly being used at present
in situations where cultivation is difficult,
impossible or ineffective. The following are
the most important:

1. Vegetable crops and nurseries—selective
weedicides eliminate or greatly reduce hand
weeding or hoeing.

2. Vineyards—strip treatment with herbi-
cides avoids the use of the Fremch plough
or similar 1mplements, which are used to get
close’ to: the vine.

-3. For the control of particular weeds, for
example, skeleton weed, against which cultlva—
tion 1s 1101; effective.

y PORT RIVER CAUSEWAY.

Mr RYAN Yesterday I asked the Premier
when. it was intended that a start should be
made on the work connected with the new
causeway across the Port River. This was
recommended by the Public Works Committee
gome''18 months ago. I believe the Premier
has a reply to my question.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Yes.
The position- is somewhat as T stated it to
he. : The Commissioner of Highways: reports:

The - survey has been completed and the
approach roadways are being designed.
Investigations into the soil conditions of the
river bed are now being asséssed, as there are
indications that poor foundation conditions
exist.. The embankment has been designed,
but because of poor foundations final. designs
for the ‘pipes and control valves have not yet
been completed. This work is in hand, and it
js expected that work on the constructlon of
the -embankment and approach roadways will
commence in January, 1963.

WATER RATES.

Mr. HARDING: A letter from the Nara-

coorte’ Chamber of Commerce to Senator
Buttfield states:
At a'recent meeting of the Naracoorte

Chamber of Commerece it was unanimously
decided to write you this note of -encourage-
ment in your efforts to have water and
sewerage rates paid in at least two instalments.
We hope this effort will ultimately be erowned
with success.

Can the Minister of Works say whether the
suggestion contained in that letter is a praec-
ticable one, and will he comment on it}

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: This is not a
new suggestion, and it has been examined
sympathetically by the Engineer-in-Chief and
also by myself. I think that two years ago
we printed on the assessment notices a note
to the effect that where both water and sewer
rates are involved the consumer may pay the
water rates at the time they are due and may
defer the payment of sewer rates for two
months, if the consumer desires to pay in two
instalments, That arrangement was instituted

at a time when some country sewerage schemes,
including Naracoorte, were coming up for
rating for the first time. - The department and
the Government agreed that it was a concession
which might be helpful to consumers in some
cases. We have also been requested to make
meter readings and issue rate notices twice a
year instead of once a year as at present.
That matter has been carefully examined, but I
consider that it is impraecticable. Speaking
from memory, [ think that about 400,000
aceounts go out every year, and to duplicate the
meter readings and the notices for payment
would involve the department in a duplication
of clerical work and inevitably would result in
increased charges to the department and there-
fore increased charges to consumers. . The
department would incur much extra work and
extra cost. It always listens sympathetically
to requests by consumers to defer payment or
to pay in instalments, and for the compara-
tively small number who find it necessary to
ask for leniency in this regard, it is far
preferable to meet their cases than to adopt a
general process of rendering accounts. twice a
year. For the reasons of cost and the amount
of clerical work involved, I consider that the
department and the Government cannot accede
to the request to read meters and render
aceounts twice a year. In cases where there
is difficulty, the.consumers should just write in
and explain the circumstances, and every con-
sideration will be extended to them.

REFRIGERATOR .REPAIRS.

Mr. HUTCHENS: Yesterday it was brought
to my notice by a constituent of mine that he
had sought to have repairs carried out on
a rtefrigerator. A company representative
attended and made certain alterations to the
refrigerator, which rendered it not only useless
but dangerous, according to another party.
The owner was sent an account for about £25,
speaking from memory. On complaint, it was
reduced by more than half, and now he is
being pressed for the money. As altered, the
refrigerator remains in practically the same
condition, Can the Premier say whether this
is a case the Prices Department can inquire
into and, if it is, will he have an investigation
made if I supply him with the particulars?

The Hon, Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
answer to both questions is ‘‘Yes’’.

UNION BAN ON AMPOL.
Mr. HALL: Recently a stop-work meeting of
seamen was held at Port Adelaide and a.
resolution was passed calling on the Australian
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Couneil of Trade Unions to declare a black ban
on construction work for Ampol Petroleum
Limited, and all products of the company. I
understand this was the result of Ampol’s
decision to register the tanker, P. J. Addams,
being built at Whyalla, under the flag of
another nation and to employ Asiatic seamen.
I understand also that this is to be done
becaunse of the great trouble experienced on
Australian - shipping routes because of Com-
munist eontrol of the Seamen’s Union of
Australasia. Can the Premier say whether this
ban will threaten the shipbuilding industry
at Whyalla, and will the threat affect the
employment position- at Whyalla?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
ship referred to is the first to be built in
Australia to ply the high seas. All other ships
subsidized in Australia have been subsidized by
the' Australian Goverument purely for local
use, and not for use on the high seas. From
our point of view, and the Whyalla point of

view, the Commonwealth decision to provide a’

subsidy for a ship that was to be an ocean-
going ship was, T believe, an important decision
for us. Since that time I have had some
conversations, not suceessful, although I cannot
say they were unsuceessful, with another com-
pany that is considering building a ship of a
similar character for ocean-going work, but not
interstate work. Therefore, I cannot answer
the honourable member’s question as to whether
work at Whyalla would be prejudiced because
I do not know at present of a definite proposi-
tion for Whyalla.

Speaking without any reservation at all, I
hope the time will come when the shipyards at
Whyalla will be able to engage in shipbuilding
in addition to what is regarded as purely and
simply coastal shipbuilding. This work would
quickly absorb the shipbuilding industry in
Australia. There are shipbuilding works in
four States, and I believe there has been
already some difficulty in getting orders for
the coastal trade, We have been able to get
orders for that trade because during the war,
and for a period before the war, there was no
replacement of ships. I believe that position
has been rectified to a substantial degree. I
hope that the present difficulties will be cleared
up so that there will be an opportunity for us
to engage in shipbuilding on a world-wide
hasis, rather than purely on a coastal basis.

HOUSING TRUST ACT.

Mr. LOVEDAY: The Chairman of the City
of Whyalla Commission wrote to the Minister
of Lands on April 4 and, as the Minister of

H3

Lands will apparently be away for some- time,
I will read the whole letter for the benefit of
the Minister of Agrieulture, to whom my
question is directed. The letter is as follows:

The attention of this commission has been
drawn to the number of families leaving
‘Whyalla after a short sojourn. It is frequently
claimed that one of the main reasons for the
families’ leaving the new areas is the absence
of proper shopping facilities. This matter has
been taken up with the Director of Lands and
his co-operation lias been given in offering
building sites for auection as soon as possible.
Unfortunately the purchasers of business sites.
frequently take the full three years allowed
for building. In addition, land is sometimes
purchased by large organizations, thus exclud-
ing the small businessman. My commission is
strongly of the opinion that the matter would
be best met from the point of view of early
erection of shops and protection of small
businessmen if the South Australian Housing-
Trust were to erect the shopping areas at least
on part of the land available for business
purposes. The matter has been discussed with
the Chairman of the South Australian Housing
Trust. The trust considers it cannot enter into
competition at an auction. Consequently, I
have been asked by my commission to suggest
that consideration be given to amending the
above Act to provide for the following:

(1) The South Australian Housing Trust to
have the right to purchase business
sites, either before or after subdivi-
sion, without the land’s being offered
by auction.

(2) The South Australian Housing Trust to
be permitted to purchase land for
residential and business purposes prior
to its subdivision; the subdivision then
to be the responsibility of the trust.

If the Minister of Agriculture (as Acting
Minister of Lands) has not yet received a
reply to my previous question on this matter,
will he try to expedite a reply with a view to
seeing whether the Act can be amended this,
session so that the request can be met?

The Hon. D. N. BROOKMAN: As 1 men-
tioned earlier, I referred this matter to the
Chairman of the Housing Trust to ascertain in
the first place the trust’s position. There is no
doubt that, if it were given the necessary power
and responsibility and told to do so, the trust
could undertake what has been requested. On
the other hand, I told the honourable member
that, as this was a matter of policy, I would
have to discuss with Cabinet any possible
amendment to the Act. I have not yet com-
pleted that diseussion. After the Government
has considered the matter, I shall certainly be
able to say whether the Aect will be amended.
If I receive an affirmative reply, it will be
in time for an amendment to be placed before
the House this year. I do not want it to be
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inferred from that that I am on the point of
recommending alterations; there would have to
be strong reasons for doing that, and I am not
convinced that there is anything wrong with the
present system. If the Housing Trust is made
responsible for building these shops, that will
be an added function. This must be discussed
by Cabinet before a final decision is given.
However, a decision will be given on the
honourable member’s request and, if the
Government decides to act in accordance with
the request, the decision will not be delayed
so long that no action can be taken during this
session.

COUNCIL MONEY-RAISING POWERS.

Mr. FRED WALSH: There are two pro-
visions under the Local Government Aet that
give a council loan-raising powers. Omne is
section 423, which empowers councils to raise
money on the security of a speecial rate, and
another section provides that this special rate
shall be a continuous rate. An approach has
been made to the Minister of Local Government
by the Woodville corporation asking that eon-
sideration be given to deleting all provisions
for the raising of money under the provisions
for a special rate and ineluding the provision
for a special rate in section 424, which at
present deals with the seeurity of the general
rate. The Minister of Local Government
informed the council last month that the Local
Government Advisory Committee was of opinion
that such a request should be agreed to, and
he has undertaken to bring the question before
Cabinet, when matters for inclusion in the Act
are being reviewed during this session. Can
the Minister say whether this question has been
before Cabinet and, if it has, whether an
amendment to the Aet will be introduced this
session in accordance with the assurance of
the Minister of Local Government?

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: I will inquire
of my -colleague and get a reply.

DRIVING TUITION.

Mr. CASEY: Recently in the United States
of America the chief State school officers unani-
mously decided that the teaching of young
students to drive safely was a vital part of their
learning to live effectively as citizens in modern
society. From the point of view of the students
themselves, driver-teaching "taught them the
attitudes, skills, habits and knowledge so vital
to their living safely in today’s world. I under-
stand ~ from -available statisties that of all
the deaths in the 15 to 24 years age group
nearly 40 per cent are due to motor traffic

accidents. In view of that, I ask the Minister
of Education whether at any time his depart-
ment has considered the advisability of - driv-
ing being taught in perhaps our larger high

schools. I understand that the only school-
children’s driving school in Australia is in
Tasmania. If the department has discussed

it at any time, will the Minister say what
agreement was reached?

The Hon. Sir BADEN PATTINSON: The
matter has been discussed from time to time.
A large expenditure on capital equipment and
the training of teachers would be required.
We have also to consider the present crowded
cwrriculum. However, it was tried out on a
small scale last year by the Police Training
Squad, which took a selected number of second-
ary students, and I believe it was successful.
It may well be repeated on a larger scale
this year. I will take up the matter with the
Director of Education, who, I think, has had
some negotiations with the Commissioner of
Police on this, and let the honourable member
know as soon as possible.

SERVICE STATIONS.

Mr. DUNSTAN: I want to know the present
position in relation to the undertaking
originally given by oil companies about the
number of service stations that would be
erected in the metropolitan area. Some of my
consgtituents have raised this matter with me
because at the moment, although my distriet
is bedewed with service stations at almost
every intersection, it is proposed to demolish
some houses near the Norwood caravan park
for the purpose of putting a service station
there although there are now several such
stations within little more than 100 yards of
the caravan park. A house has just been
demolished on East Parade within 100 yards
of four other service stations, There is the
projected demolition of a house worth £17,000
on the corner of Magill Road and Wellington
Road immediately opposite an existing service
station and within 200 yards of four others.
There is the projected demolition, which has
already begun, of five houses and a block of
shops at the Maid and Magpie intersection
for  Freeman  Motors’  service station
immediately opposite the new service station
that has just been erected on the intersection,
too. Other service stations are planned within
the distriet which will entail—

The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member cannot debate the question.

Mr. DUNSTAN: I am trying to explain to
the Premier the full nature of the facts of this
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case. There are other projected demolitions
of dwellinghouses in this area and, as housing
accommodation is extremely short and we
already have many service stations, can the
Premier say whether there i3 extant any
dagreement between the Government and
the o0il companies about the number of
new petrol reselling outlets that are to be
established ?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: If
the honourable member will put that question
on notice, T shall be happy to reply.

ARCHWAY PORT.

Mr. RYAN: Yesterday, during the debate
on the Estimates, I drew the attention of the
Treasurer to the amount appropriated for
Archway Port and, mueh to my surprise, he
said he intended to increase the amount shown
as appropriated for this year. He promised to
let me know today, if possible, the amount by
which it was intended to inecrease the sum
shown in the Budget. Can the Treasurer do
s0 now?

The Hon, 8ir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Yes.
1 told the honourable member why the amount
had not been altered before—that certain infor-
mation was not to hand; but it has since come
to hand and the amount has been approved by
Cabinet. During 1960-61, £4,000 was paid to
Archway Port; during 1961-62, £4,500 was
paid; and the amount approved this year is
£6,000, of which £2,000 has already been paid.

BOOK SALES.

Mr. LOVEDAY: Has the Minister of Edu-
cation received & reply from the Attorney-
General to my question about prosecuting book
sellers who have infringed the legislation
passed last year?

The Hon. Sir BADEN PATTINSON: No,
but I did read a report of a reply he gave in
another place when he said that he was having
the allegations investigated. I will refer this
particular request to my colleague to see
whether I can get a reply soon.

TABLE GRAPES.

Mr. CURREN: Has the Minister of Agricul-
ture a reply to a private request I made for a
report on the outcome of an experimental
export shipment of table grapes to Germany?
This shipment occurred in April, 1961, and the
suppliers of the grapes are greatly interested
in the outcome of that experiment.

The Hon. D. N, BROOKMAN: I have not
received a report yet but I will let the honour-
‘able member know as soon as I have it.

POLICE,

Mr. FRED WALSH: My question arises
from a report that appears in this afternoon’s
News attributed to the Commissioner of Police
and arising from statements made in Parliament
yvesterday by the member for Norwood (Mr.
Dunstan) and me about the recent publication
of statements and allegations made by us. I
am amazed that the Commissioner of Police
should take it upon himself. to reflect, I con-
sider offensively, on members of Parliament
who are responsible for passing the laws that
he, as a civil servant, ig responsible for adminis-
tering. He is reported to have said:

Mr. Fred Walsh, M.P., has uttered threats

about me in two places.
I challenge him, or anybody else, to prove that
I have uttered threats of any kind either inside
or outside Parliament, particularly outside. He
is also reported to have said:

I was quite sure about my facts when I made
a recent statement about allegations made by
him. I will not make up my mind on whether
to ask for an independent inquiry until I have
fully studied a Hansard copy.

It is a pity that he did not study fully a
Hansard copy before he made any statement
at all. Since, according to the News, an inde-
pendent tribunal is being called for to investi-
gate allegations regarding the Police Force
administration, will the Premier set up a Royal
Commission to inquire into the allegations that
have been made about the entire Police Force?

The Hon. 8ir THOMAS PLAYFORD: This
is obviously a question of policy and I ask the
honourable member to put it on notice.

COUNTRY SHOWS.

Mr. FREEBAIRN: My question relates to
the financial position of country shows. In view
of the importance of country shows in the pro-
motion of rural industries, and in view of the
difficulty experienced by country show societies
in making ends meet, will the Minister of Agri-
culture consider in future increasing the sup-
port to the Royal Agricultural and Horticul-
tural Society to enable greater disbursements
to country shows?

The Hon. D. N. BROOKMAN: The Govern-
ment has subsidized the prize money of country
shows for many years, and about five years
ago it introduced a system whereby country
'shows were subsidized regarding the costs of
erecting buildings. This was done when my
colleague, the Minister of Works, was Minister
of Agriculture. Since then the sums for sub-
sidies for prize money and buildings have been
increased steadily, although not every year, to
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about £10,000 or £12,000 annually. If it is
at all possible in the next Budget, that sum
may be increased again.

SMITHFIELD PRIMARY SCHOOL.

Mr. CLARK: During the recent Parliamen-
tary recess I wrote to the Minister of Education
about complaints that had beeu made to me by
the Smithfield Primary School Committee that
the newly-surfaced schoolyard had deteriorated
rapidly. The Minister said he would look
into the mattcr and eommunicate with me as
soon as possible, but I have heard 'nothing
further. Will the Minister obtain a report for
me on this matter?

The Hon. Sir BADEN
shall be pleased to do so.

PATTINSON: I

MILK BOARD.
Mr. BYWATERS: According to the Auditor-
General’s report the Metropolitan Milk Board
had a surplus of £1,710 in its working opera-

tions last financial year, and it had accumulated

funds of £32,200 from which £31,000 had been
spent on the erection of a building. Some time
ago it was suggested that the board be given
power to advertise the value of milk. I realize
that if this suggestion were approved it would
probably require an amendment of the Act.
Now that its building has been completed and
it has a reasonable annual profit, will the
Government consider amending the Act to
enable the board to be able to advertise the
value of milk?

The¢ Hon. D. N. BROOKMAN: As the
honourable member knows, the Metropolitan
Milk Board is a statutory board and it eould,
if it wished, ask for power to advertise milk,
Up to the present it has not done so, but if it
does the request will be considered.

JERVOIS BRIDGE.

Mr. TAPPING: Can the Chairman of the
Public Works Standing Committee report when
the inquiry into the replacement of Jervois
bridge will conclude?

Mr. SHANNON (Chairman, Public Works
Standing Committee): The committee is well
aware 0of the urgency of this project and it
is at  present communicating with the final
witnesses who will be required to tender
evidence before the committee reaches a
decision. I do not think it would be wise, for
instance, to ignore the Port Adelaide council
which is entitled, as one of the bodies most
concerned, to know what the proposal is before
we reach a decision. The Secretary of the
committes has been asked to communicate with

the couneil about its tendering evidence. After
we have heard the council’s evidence we may
wish to hear from a few other bodies before we
reach a decision and make a recommendation to
Parliament. I hope that the decision will not
be long delayed, but it will depend somewhat
on our being able to fit witnesses in. We do
not want to interrupt other inquiries that are
proeeeding concurrently with this inquiry. .

PETERBOROUGH COURT.

Mr. CASEY: Last month T received a reply
from the Attorney-(teneral through the Minister
of Education to a question I asked relating
to the Peterborough Loecal Court. In the
reply the Attorney-General said the volume
of work was not sufficient to warrant. the
appointment of a full-time eclerk of courts in
that district. TIowever, he went on to say
that alternative methods of stafﬁng Peter-
borough and other country courts were being
considered. Has the Minister of Education any-
thing to report on the inquiries being made by
the Attorney-General’s Department?

The Hon. Sir BADEN PATTINSON: I
have not the information at the mdment, but

1 will ask my eolleague to stupply me with

it. I will advise the honourable member as
soon as possible.

RATE PAYMENTS.

Mr. CURREN: At a meeting of the Wine
Grape Growers Council of South Australia held
at Barmera on June 18 last the following reso-
lution was carried:

That water rates and drainage rates due and
payable to the Department of Lands by May 31
each year be altered and that the rates be
made payable by July.31.

The reason for that was that mauy growers
in the river areas did not receive any sub-
stantial payments for their fruit before the
end of June and payment of rates before
May 31 is burdensome because of previous
harvest commitments. Can the Acting Minister
of Irrigation say whether an approach has been
made to the Government in this matter by the
Wine Grape Growers Council and, if it has,
what action is proposed by the Government?

The Hon. D. N. BROOKMAN: An approach
has been made to me about this and I have
declined the suggestion on the ground that
there is mno reason why Government finance
should be upset because of receipts from some
other source. This is a matter that growers
should take up with the people to whom they
sell grapes, and it is not necessarily a matter
in regard. to which the Government should have
to carry the burden. These services have to
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be provided -somehow and it is fair that the
Government should receive its true recompense
for providing them.

.MODBURY-SMITHFIELD ROAD.

Mr. LAUCKE: On August 9, in a reply to
a question I asked coneerning the Modbury-
Bmithfield .main road, the Minister of Works
stated that safety femecing would be provided
on certain sections of that road. As this
safety fencing is urgently needed to reduce
a traffic hazard, will the Minister obtain
information from his colleague, the Minister
of Roads, as to when this fencing will be
installed? )

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: Yes.

SPECIAL CONSTABLES. )

Mr. LOVEDAY : Recently I received a letter
from the Chief Secretary dated September 4
‘dealing with the appointment to Coober Pedy
and Andamooka respectively of two officers of
the Mines Department. Both men had been
appointed as special constables. In a previous
conversation with the Chief Secretary I sug-
gested that these men in their activities as
special .constables should not use their official
capacity when dealing with the Aborigines on
those two fields, and that part of the work
should’ -‘remain with the welfare officers
appOini:éa “by the Aborigines Department, one
of whom' had ‘been appointed ‘to Coober Pedy
and was” a special constable, I ‘believed that
a d1v1s1on ‘of the work of the special constables
in that ‘manner would best serve the interests
of all econcérned on those fields. Can the Pre-
mier, representing the Chief Secretary, say
‘whether in view of my suggestion this has
been done or whether the two officers appointed
by “the Mines Department are acting in their
official capacity as special constables over
Aborigines?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: 1
have no knowledge of this matter and this is
the first time I have heard of it. I will
inquire and inform the lionourable member
tomorrow or next Tuesday.

SOOT NUISANCE.

Mr. TAPPING: An article in today's
Advertiser states that seamen aboard a ship
at Osborne yesterday said they had con-
tracted ‘¢Osborne measles’’ as a result of the
soot nuisance from the Osborne power station.
The article continues:

Seamen of the Lake Sorrell said greasy black
spots had come out of the atmosphere and
spoiled their washing. They had complained to
their union, and they would apply for ‘‘dirt
money’’ to compensate them.

As the Premier knows, I presented a request
to him a week ago from people living near
the Osborne power station asking that efforts
be made to minimize this menace. However,
now we have a different point of view con-
cerning seamen on a ship. Will the Premier
take up this question with the General Mana-
ger of the Electricity Trust of South Australia
to see whether this report is founded on fact?

-The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Yes.

LAND SETTLEMENT ACT.
Mr. JENKINS:. Can the Premier say
whether the Government intends to introduce
a Bill this session to amend the Land Settle-

‘ment Act so that some burden may be taken

from the Public Works Committee?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: This
matter is now being examined and I will
inform the honourable member later when a
decision is made.

APPRENTICES ACT AMENDMENT BILL.

Mr. FRANK WALSH (Leader of the
Opposition) obtained leave to introduce a
Bill for an Aect to amend the Apprentices Aet,
1950.

LAND VALUES ASSESSMENTS.

Adjourned debate on the motion of Mr.
IPrank Walsh:

(For wording of motion, see page T764.)

(Continued from September 19. Page 988.)

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD
(Premier and Treasurer): When this matter
wag last before the House I suggested to the
Leader of the Opposition that he examine
a proposition that I submitted to the effect
that the Government would appoint a compe-
tent committee to examine the questions that
he had cnumerated. I suggested also that it
would be unwise to appoint a Select Committee
that would probably consider this matter from
a political angle. I was ecourteously given
leave by the House to continue my remarks
while those suggestions were considered by
the Leader. :

I have now been informed that the Leader
does not aceept my proposal so we come back
to the position that the motion is now before
the House, and the Leader desires it to be
carried and acted on. In those cireumstances
I ask the House to defeat the motion. The
motion deals with the setting up of a Select
Committee to deal with what is, after all, a
highly technical problem and one that cannot
be properly solved if it is examined from a
political viewpoint. TIf the matter were to
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be examined on that basis, the members selec-
ted from this side of the House probably
would start off by having views widely
divergent. from those of the members appoin-
ted from the opposite side of the House. I
am not complaining about that; if we all
had the same political views we would all be
sitting over here. I believe that such an
investigation would not do any good at all.
It would take up considerably more time than
any member of Parliament would be able to
devote to the question. Asg it is a highly
technical question, probably it would require
a considerable amount of examination of
schemes and methods applied -in other eountries.
I venture to suggest that with the work that is
before the House honourable members could
not possibly undertake an examination of that
description. :

- On one occasion the Government referred a
certain matter to the Public Works Committee,
but after about six years the committee still
had not been able to give any answer, and
hnally it ‘resolved the matter from ‘its’ point
of view by obtaining thé Crown' Solicitor’ s
opinion to the effect that the project concerned
was not within the terms of its Aet. I oppose
the motion for a Select Committee, and I
hope members will do likewise. However, let
me say that if the House rejects the motion
I will not take it that the House does not
desire an investigation to be made. If the
House rejects the motion, which T am asking
it to do now, the Government nevertheless will
appoint a committée consisting of four mem-
hers, under a highly competent chairman. The
members of that committee will be persons that
the Government believes are qualified to give
some valuable guidance and ‘assistance on the
matter, and the Government will ask that
committee to proceed as rapidly as it can
with its investigation.

In order to show that the Government does not
desire to be contrary, I assure the House that
the terms of referemce that will be given to
that committee will be, as far as practicable,
the same as those provided in the Leader’s
motion. The only alteration I would propose
is that the chairman of the committee would be
asked whether he desired any slight alteration
to those terms of reference, or whether they
were perfectly clear and comprehensive. The
House has the assurance that if the motion is
rejected the Government will be prepared to
set up a thoroughly ecompetent committee which
will be able to give full-time consideration to
the matters and facilitate an inyestigation in
every. way. )

Mr. Lawn: You want to hand-pick your
committee,

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: In
fact, when the Government believes that it has
a responsibility to undertake a job it does so.
I have never yet asked anybody else to under-
take my responsibility. In the same way that
I would have the responsibility of selecting
the committee, I also would have a. responsi-
bility to see that the committee was one that
could contribute something valuable for the
State; it cuts both ways, I suggest. I wish
to emphasize one other thing. All the repre-
sentations that the Government has had by way
of deputations in this matter have emphasized
that a political committee iz not desired;
those people want a competent committes

appointed composed of people outside of
polities.
Mr. Lawn: If you appoint the committee

you will write its report.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD I
do not wish to take up . time debatmg-,’the
motion, I ask the House to reject the motion.
At the same time, I assure members that an
investigation will be made if the Hotise agrees
to my request.

Mr. CLARK (Gawler): I suppdrt the
motion. I think that all members in the House
(partlcuhrly my friends, of whom I claim to
have a number on both sides of the House)
will agree that over the last two or three years,
both in private conversation and in the House,
I have been vitally concerned with the effect
of land tax. I am particularly concerned
about its effect in my own district. With the
possible exception of onme, I do not suppose
there is a distriet where this matter is such a
vital issue and where so many people are
coneerned and affected by the wvery steep
increases in land tax and the consequent very
steep increases in council rates.

Every member knows that thousands of
Housing Trust houses have been built" in my
district, and conscquently there has been a
wholesale subdivision' of land-—in my humble
opinion, too much subdivision altogether. Con-
sequent on this, of course, we have had, as we
normally do, a tremendously inflated land value
in that area, and consequent again on that
we have had an inflated land tax. Again con-
sequent on the same thing, we have had inflated
assessments for council rating purposes, .As a
result there has been a very real hardship on
landholders who have no desire whatever to
subdivide their land but have a ‘very real
desire to continue in agricultural pursuits. I



Land Values Assessments.

[SepTEMBER 26, 1962.] Land Values Assessments.

1103

do not know how those people in the main vote,
and quite frankly I do not care. No doubt
some would vote for me, but I know that many
of them would not, and that does not mean a
thing to me. I believe this is a wrong that
has to be righted; I have said so on two or
three occasions in this House, and I have not
changed my opinion. In fact, the events of
the last 12 or 18 months have only strengthened
that opinion.

Honourable members know that this is not
the first time that this matter has been raised
by the Opposition. We raised the matter last
vear when the Land Tax Act was amended. I
said -at that time that I did not think the
amendment would provide much assistance to
the people in my distriet. On checking up I
have found that a number of people received
some very real assistance from the amendment,
but many did not get much out of it. Earlier
this session we took the rather unusual course
of moving an amendment to the Address in
Reply because we thought the matter was so
important. I know that we were charged with
making -this a political issue, but I assure the
House that the main idea of that amendment
was-to -try to force some action on something
that we thought was . wrong and should be recti-
fied. . The House will recall that on that ocea-
sion we sought the appointment of a Royal Com-
mission, consisting of five members of the
House of Assembly, to conduct a review and to
inquire fully into the incidence of the land
tax legislation, but Government members did
not seem greatly interested in the matter at
all, I have had to scan through the Address
in Reply debate hastily to obtain a summary
of what members said on the subject. I did not
expeet to. have to speak at this stage, and
.therefore I have done this rather hurriedly.
‘As I see it, from a quick perusal of Hamsard,
‘the attitude of Government members was as
‘follows: The members for Barossa, Albert
and Stirling did not mention the amendment
when they spoke. 'The member for Gouger
thought it was a political stunt, and he is
entitled to his opinion, but I do not agree with
him. Thée members for Torrens and Burnside
did not mention the amendment. The member
for Mitcham rather regrettably had much to
‘say about it, but he treated it mot on its merits,
but as an jssue, which he said was political.
~ Mr. Milihouse: What was regrettable?

, Mr. CLARK: I thought the whole speech
was regrettable. The honourable member
probably thought it was a pretty good specech,
and he is entitled to that opinion, but he did
not convince me of it. The Premier’s remarks

were rather tedious at the time, and I will not
repeat them. Virtually he refused to give the
matter serious consideration. He regarded it as
a vote of no confidence and a political matter,
and so made no attempt to assess the matter
on its merits. I think he adopted that line as
a convenient let-out to avoid having to debate
the real problem. Last week we saw a change
on his part. I do not intend to quote at length
what he said—only one sentence; and many
of us were pleased to hear him say it. We had
the feeling that at least something might be
done about the problem. I could not agree
with him more when he said: ) .

I do not deny that the best method of pro-
viding for land values to be assessed is a mat-
ter to be considered, and that that is a problem
that everyone would desire to have dealt with.
We on this side would, but I rather formed the
opinion during the Address in Reply debate
that the matter was not of much interest to
Government members. We wonder why there
has been a sudden change on the part of the
Premier, and we might rightly ask several ques-
tions. Has the force of our argument in this
debate had such an effect on the Premier that
he is prepared to change his mind? I do not
think so. Has the force of the argument put
forward by deputations that waited on him
had an effect? Again, I do not think so. I
believe that the Premier has not changed his
mind at all. He gave us some impression last
week that he had, but when he continued his
remarks this afternoon he did not fail to eon-
vince anyone that he is still of. the same
opinion. We were told this afternoon that he
would not support the appointment.of. a Select
Committee, because an inquiry by such a com-
mittee would be conducted from a -political
point of view. Possibly there may be some
grounds for saying that such an inquiry would
be made from a political point. of view, but
there would be two political points ‘of view.
My hope was that it would be possible to have
three points of view.

Mr. Quirke: Would you like to be a mem-
ber of the committee? )

Mr. CLARK: Like the honourable member,
if T were one of the members of the committee
I think I would be pleased to act. I admit,
however, that there would be some difficnlties
in my doing that because I am close to the
problem, I had hoped that we would have three
political points of view, one from this side
and one from the other side, and I had hoped
that you, Mr. Speaker, as an Independent mem-
ber, and a member who has shown a real inter-
est in this question, and sought to do something
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about it, would also be on the committes, With
.a tri-lateral point of view we would have some-
thing better than the political point of view
that would come from a committee appointed by
the Premier. He said he did not want the com-
mittee to make a decision from a political point
of view, but I feel that if he appointed a com-
.mittee we would have a political point of view.
No matter how worthy the gentlemen appointed
by the Premier I feel that their ideas, opinions
and thoughts on the matter would be tinged
.by the thoughts of the gentlemen who appointed
them. All members have heard the Premier
say, not facetiously, that if he had the right

to appoint a Royal Commission he would

virtually write the report.

Mr. Dunstan: His definition of ¢ ¢ polities’’ is
anything that disagrees with his view, .

Mr. CLARK: There is much in that remark.
The Premier said he did not want it to be a
committee that would present a report from
a political point of view, but I point out that
it would be better to get a report on this
important matter from the points of view of
the best thoughts of the two political Parties
and an Independent gentleman. It would be
better for the committee not to be handpicked
by the Premier. I think his remarks were
more of a show than anything else. I believe
the committee he wants would give the report
he desires. Of course, then everybody would
be happy, but we would get nowhere, exeept
that the Premier would be able to say that he
did this and he did that, but no real attempt
would have been made to solve the problem.
Members with any interest in this matter
realize that enormous problems are associated
with our present land tax system. There is
no need for me to repeat the argument I have
put forward again and again in favour of an
inquiry into this matter. I have been fortu-
nate in having had passed on to me a copy
of the submissions by a deputation to the
Premier recently. I think it was introduced
by you, Mr. Speaker. I want to read some
extracts from it, and to summarize some of
the matters briefly in my own words. If I
make errors in my summarizing no doubt
you, Mr. Speaker, will be quick to draw atten-
tion to the inaccuracies. I cannot agree 100
‘per cent with some points in the submissions
by the deputation, but I think members of
the House would be well advised to take much
note of the matters put forward. After all,
it was a deputation from a number of farming,
grazing and stud-breeding organizations. Also,
there were representatives of wine grape-
growers and the Red Comb Egg Association.

Praectically all representative bodies engaged
in agricultural pursuits in South Australia
were represented. The deputation was con-
cerned with land tax, council rates, succession,
probate and gift duties, and water rates.
Practically all these matters are included- in
the motion. I do not agree completely -with
everything submitted by this deputation, but
I agree substantially with practieally every
point made. It began by saying:

The South Australian branch of the National
Farmers’ Union of Australia and affiliated
bodies—

I have not given them all, but T have given
some idea of the scope of the deputation—

have given serious consideration to anomalies
that have occurred and are likely to oceur
in greater incidence in the future in respect
to the above matters. This deputation requests
the Government to amend forthwith the Land
Tax Act to alter retrospective tax from a
five-year period to a ome-year period.

I have not had time to examine this
thoroughly and I am not certain that T
agree with this. Continuing:

The deputation desires to request the Gov-
ernment to give favourable econsideration to
appointing a committee of inquiry with power
to investigate the whole method of assessing
and rating land for land tax, council rates,
suceession, probate and gift duty purposes
and to be given the necessary authority to
inquire into:

(@) whether any anomalies do exist in the

assessment of land used for agricul-

tural  purposes and land adjacent
thereto used for  subdivisional
purposes—

That, of course, is a very real problem in my

-area—

(b) whether those anomalies should be recti-
fied and, if so, to make recommenda-
tions to remove such anomalies; and

(¢) whether the present method of assessing
land for council rates, succession and
gift duty purposes should be altered
(where land is used for agricultural
purposes) ; and whereas for land tax
purposes land be assessed as agrieul-
taral land (vide Land Tax Amend-
ment Aet 1961), and whether the
same prineiple now approved by
Parliament should be applied for the
above purposes,

Many members of. the organizations have .found
themselves faced with a serious position in
carrying on their agricultural pursuits in view
of the alarming increase in land tax, couneil
rates and water rates. :

These, of course, are added matters all
connected with the same thing.” Continuing:

At present the problem has been caused by
land being purchased for subdivisional pur-

poses alongside and adjacent to land used for
agricultural pursuits. The problem becawe so
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acute in the distriets of Morphett Vale, Rey-
nella and Noarlunga in respect to land tax
assessments that the Government saw fit to
introduce a Bill into Parliament to amend the
Land Tax Assessment Act by enabling the agri-
culturists to apply for their land to be assessed
as agricultural land. Parliament has therefore
established the principle that a person carrying
on an agricultural livelihood should really have
his land assessed on an agricultural basis in
respect to land tax.

I believe the next part is most important; I
shall quote from the remarks made by this
deputation particularly in connection with eoun-
cil rates. 'The deputation goes on to say that
exactly the same problem still remains in res-
peet of council rates. It points out some-
thing- of ‘which I have had a good deal of
experience and which has caused me to have
many telephone calls and to spend much time—
the severe incidence of rates in the Salisbury
District Council area. Later I shall give
names of a few cases to show the very real
increase and the hardship that 'could result
from such steep increases. The submissions of
the deputation continue:

The point we wish to stress is that whereas
a speculating company purchases land at a
colossal figure for the purposes of cutting it
up for subdivisional activity the farmer across
the fence is left with the problem of paying
high council rates which are assessed on the
block sold for subdivisional purposes. It is
quite impossible for a farmer to continue as an
agriculturist and pay these colossal rates based
on subdivisions.

That is the point I made earlier in my remarks.
Continuing :

We therefore ask that the Government con-
sider amending the Local Government Act with
a view to applying to distriet councils the same
principle ‘that has been adopted by Parlia-
ment to allow the agriculturist to apply for a
reduction in his land tax assessment provided
he carried on as a farmer. .
The deputation went on to speak in a similar
strain regarding sueccession and gift duty tax.
It continues:

This deputation believes the time has now
arrived where a new perspective should be
adopted in respect to assessing land for all
the above purposes. It must be quite obvious
that a farmer growing wool, sheep, lambs,
wheat, barley or vines cannot possibly continue
ag an agriculturist and pay these colossal land
taxes, council rates and water rates.

It then went on to speak about succession and
‘gift duties. The next two or three paragraphs
are most important for members to consider
beeause, to a great extent, they hold the
kernel of the matter. I believe they are some
of the things that would be first discussed and
investigated by a committee such as that which

we seek to have appointed. The submission

continues:

The point here is that assessors say that they

are carrying out the definition of the Aet—
they assess the land on the definition of
‘‘unimproved value’’ in the Land Tax Act
(section 4) and so the association believes that
Parliament should lay down a new procedure
for assessing land for all purposes; that is, as
agricultural land. If the Local Government
Act is amended -accordingly, district couneils
can then apply a differential assessment where
a farmer is earrying on his agrlcultural pur-
suits.
I will mention on this some of the steep
increases in the Salisbury Distriet Council area,
but in doing so I am not attempting to reflect
on the couneil. Naturally, I do not always
agree with it, but all I am saying is that it is
doing what it has every right to do. As all
members know, most councils are glad to have
any additional revenue they can get. In the
Salisbury area, where there has been a big
inerease in the number of houses with the prob-
lemns that consequently follow a growth of
population, the counecil has needed plenty of
finance. However, some of the assessments in
that area made consequent on the mcreased
land tax assessments were, to put it mildly,
hard to put up with, Mr, A. Mumford, whose
previous assesment was £79 15s., has a current
assessment of £727 10s. That is a multiple
inerease of nine times what he paid before.
Messrs. O. and- R. Rossitano, who paid
£82 10s. previously, now pay £247 10s.
—three times as much. Bishop ‘and Sons
had a previous assessment of £50 and
now have an assessment of £169; C.
Santon’s assessment increased from £6 to £27;
G. W. Schultz’s assessment increased from £9
to £52; D. Pioveson’s assessment increased
from 10s. to £14; G. Lupoi’s assessment
increased from £7 10s. to £41; J. H. Johnson’s
ussessment inereased from £39 to £121 6s.; and
M. Tropeano’s assessment increased from
£16 7s. to £52. I can quote many more similar
cases, but I will not do so. I think I have
probably quoted enough to give the House a
real idea of how steep were the council assess-
ments consequent on development and the
increase in land tax. I will quote two more
paragraphs from the submissions made to the
Premier by this deputation. The first is:

Until such time as any land is improved to
the extent of becoming a housing area;, it
remains agricultural land, and under ‘these
circumstances should be rated on its:produetive
capacity accordingly. This being so, the prin-
ciple adopted by Parliament in respect to the

Land Tax Aet whereby an application could
be made. to 'assess the land as agricultural
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land, should be applied to the distriet couneil
assessments by amending the Local Government
Act enabling eouncils concerned to apply the
same prineiple.

T could not agree more. Another submission is:
Until this is put into effect, agriculturists
in this State who own land in any area where
subdivision is rife will suffer one of the
greatest anomalies that has ever faced the
primary producer in South Australia.
In the main I agree with the points raised by
members of the deputation., I think that
honourable members will agree that the deputa-
tion was representative of men who were
making their living on the land, as in some
‘eases theéir ancestors had done for generations.
I consider it worth while bringing these points
to the knowledge of the House, Some mem-
bers may have seen a copy of this statement,
but I know that many have not. In such a
debate, anything that makes our point clearer
that there .is the need for a committee to
inquire into the whole- question of the land tax
is worth: bringing before the'House. Members
will know that praetically all the matters I
have mentioned or read from this document are
¢ontained in the motion. My Party believes
sincerély that it is vital and essedtial to have
an inquiry, but cannot agree that the inquiry
should be undertaken by a committee appointed
by the Premier; it should be a morée repre-
sentative committee than that. 1 am mnot
reflecting on the gentlemen who would make
up- this committee because obviously I do not
know who they would be. However worthy
they may be, they would tend to give the kind
of “report that the Premier wanted them to
give, The Premier on occasions has made that
very point when opposing the proposed appoint-
ment of a Royal Commission or Select Com-
mittee, I am afraid that such a report would
relate only to a few little things, magnified to
make them look important. As to the Premier
opposing the appointment of a political com-
mittee, I am very much afraid that the effect
of what he desires would be only to make the
inquiry more political —unfortunately, politieal
from only one point of view. I do not think
it 'would be of any help to anyome. I ask all
members sincerely to consider the proposal, as
'it'is worthy of their support and their keenest
interest.

Mr. HALL (Gouger): I oppose the motion,
but nevertheless agree with some of the
comments of the member for Gawler (Mr.
Clark), because he says there is an essential
‘need for an inquiry. We are in agreement that
‘a problem exists, warranting an inquiry. How-
every ,\yc: differ greatly as to how. the inquiry

shiould be constituted. He has asked us to
consider this motion carefully, but I eannot do
that without also considering the method
originally adopted by the Opposition. At that
time is was a political stunt raised during
the Address in Reply debate. Unfortunately,
that reflects on this motion. It cannot be
considered alone, but must be considered in
conjunction with the first official mention of the
matter in this House earlier this year. The
fact that members opposite desire that the
proposed committee should be ecomposed of
practising politicians would necessarily brmg
politics into the inquiry. Need I mention
more than one fact of how far politics would
intrude, as the proposal is a plank of the Labor
Party’s platform. All its members are pleged
to support progressive taxation on properties
exceeding £6,000 in value. This is the belief
of members opposite which. they are pledged to
support and it precludes them from approaching
the question independently. They are not able
to do so because they are pledged in the
opposite direction.  Therefore, it  becomes
impossible to have this matter inquired into
by a mixture of politicians from- this House
: The problems mentioned by Mr. Clark have
had my close attention during the last year .or
- The particular aspect that has concerned
my constituents and myself has been land ‘tax
and . its incidence on those people .,havmg
properties - close to subdivizional development
projects. This matter concerned -this House
last- session, a Bill having been passed to give
relief to landholders in such -instances.
Unfortunately, this did not have the wide-
spread - effect that we who voted for it
expected it to have. People at Virginia have
said they were not assisted in any way by the
1961 T.and Tax Act Amendment Act which
provided that certain land of high economic
value for subdivisional purposes should- remain
as agricultural land. Under this amending Act
it would be valued at agricultural land values.
This of course greatly benefited people having
properties close to the city which had a high
value, pérhaps £1,000 an acre. Under such
circumstances they could elaim to come under
the Aet in a defined area, and have their land
assessed on agricultural values. This land
would be assessed at the high agricultural
values for market garden purposes. = That
would bring such an assessment down to. £150
or ‘£200 an acre. Land in the Virginia area
does not eome within a defined area. Land-
holders wpilld be taxed heavily if the land
were valued at £200 and they applied to have it
valued for agrieultural purposes. It would still
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be valued on market garden values if the
defined area were extended to Virginia. This
would mot provide them with any relief.
Many of them are paying a tax of about £1
an acre on land that produces no more than
other lands do tens or hundreds of miles from
a capital city. That is just one aspeect of this
problem. There is a wide basis for setting up
this inquiry, taking into acecount the representa-
tions made to the Government by its own
members.

In one instance, the country convention of
the Liberal and Country League passed a
resolution calling upon the State Government
{o set up a competent committee of inquiry to
investigate the whole field of land taxation.
That.motion was moved by the Virginia L.C.L.
Branch and at that meeting I seconded it.
It “was carried. unopposed. That is one basis
on:which the representations were made to this
Government. - Another basis is this sheaf of
correspondence I have here containing a series
of letters I have had with the Premier about
the administration of the Land Tax Amend-
ment Act. I started this correspondence on
September 15, 1961, and continued it over a
period of four, five or six months. Since then,
of course, nothing more happened until this
matter was raised in this House; but you, Mr.
Speaker, have been active, as a leading member
of the Wheat and Woolgrowers’ Association
in this State, in bringing to.the notice of the
Government the anomalies that exist in land
taxation. This problem extends from land
taxation to water rating (which depends on
1and taxation values) , couneil rating, and pro-
bate ‘and succession duties.

‘I know of a property close to the Port
Wakefield Road, just south of the Gawler
River, where the water rating is far higher than
it is for areas 50 miles north of Adelaide; yet
that property, which has no prospect within
the foreseeable future of any subdivisional or
‘developmental activities, pays a greater water
rate than a property produeing far more an
acre. These matters certainly call for inquiry
by a competent committee. I stress that the
area where this matter is considered to be
contentious is, in the minds of most members,
immediately surrounding the city. I hope that
this matter is dealt with on a wider basis than
that and that the whole State is included for
consideration by this eommittee which we hope
will be set up if the motion is defeated.

I urge members to defeat it and hope that
thé Government will choose wisely the members

of its proposed committee. It has been sug-
gested by the Premier that Sir George Ligert-
wood should head this committee. That, of
course, should recommend it to all members
of the House. I hope I have demonstrated the
need for a wide basis for this inquiry, and I
trust that the Premier, in aeceding to the
representations of his own members and to
the resolutions of his own Party, will set
up an effective inquiry to investigate this
important matter. ' ‘

Mr. HUTCHENS (Hindmarsh): I support
the motion as moved by the Leader of the
Opposition. The House seems to be agreed
that it is more than neecessary for an inquiry
to be held in accordance with the terms of the
motion. We have an extraordinary difference
of opinion voiced by the Premier: that the
Select Committee would be a politieal one. But,
if he selected the committee, it would be
non-political. I do not know how green one
must be to accept such a view, for in’ the final
analysis, whoever may be the representatives
on any committee that is to make recommenda-
tions in respect of land tax, one has.to return
liere for the matter to be .finally determined
by legislation in this House before.it can be
effective. So, ultimately, members of this Par-
liament will have to decide what is’ going to
happen in future in the assessing of land tax.
To say that it is going to be a political com-
mittee if members from each side . of this
House are appointed to hear evidence and
bring down a recommendation is just a little
beyond comprehension, because hoth sides
of the Housc will consider the evidence sub-
mitted. . o .

Sufficient evidence has been submi@téd to the
Government and to this Parliament to show
that the time is long overdue for a new method
of assessing land tax. No member of this
House can ignore the faet that our -overseas
trade balances are determined by -the success
of agricultural pursuits in. this State.. It has
been proved conclusively by every member who
has spoken this afternoon that many .of our
primary industries are finding themselves in
extreme difficulty because of the present method
of assessing land values. The member for
Gawler (Mr, Clark) by producing some figures
demonstrated the great extent to which land
tax has been inereased. One set of figures will
be sufficient to illustrate that. He quoted one
figure of £79 15s. which, later, rose to £727 10s.
This is not the full story, because ecounecil
rates, the water rates and other assessments
are based on the land tax assessment. So, to
say that the primary producer has to pay only
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ten fimes as much in this case is putting it
more than moderately because, if the present
system continues, this sort of thing must get
worse.

The Premier tries to convince the House that
a Parliamentary Select Committee would not be
able to do this work, but many a Parliamentary
Select Committee has been called upon to do
mighty works in the interests of the State.
Who would say that any one of the Select
Committees of this House in the past showed
a political bias in its recommendations? Every
committee ‘that has been selected in this House
has come back with an unbiased opinion. It
has considered the evidence submitted to it and
‘on the evidence—and the evidence alone—it
has made its decision.

Mr. Hall: What about your pledge to imple-
‘ment your land tax policy?

Mr. HUTCHENS: The honourable member
interjects and says we have a policy.

Mr. Hall: It is in your platform.

The SPEAKER: Order!
out of order.

Mr. HUTCHENS: The member for Gouger
reminded the House that the Opposition has a
poliey -and platform. Of course we have, but
we are a flexible Party and if we find it neces-
sary to alter our policy to meet the State’s
economic and developmental requirements we
do so. That is more than can be said of the
Government, which has no policy but merely
moves of expediency. I challenge the member
for Gouger to persuade one of his fellow mem-
bers to rise and show the House his Party’s
policy in black and white.

Mr. Hall:

Mr. Lawn: The Premier would appbint the
committee and write its report.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. HUTCHENS: Any report of any com-
mittee must be considered by this Parliament
which has the sovereign power to amend the
legislation regarding land tax assessments. To
suggest that a committee would be political is
merely an attempt to mislead the House. Those
most interested in this motion are the wheat-
growers, woolgrowers, egg produecers; - wine-
growers and distriet counecils, A

Mr. Jenkins: They were all represented on
the deputation, and they did not want a Select
Committee.

Mr. HUTCHENS: The honourable member
is becoming intelligent; he is repeating what I
am saying. We are here at the good graces of
those -people and we are obliged to listen to

Interjections are

It is not pre-judged.

them whether we have policies or not. To sng-
gest that it is not competent for a Seleet Com-
mittee of this House to listen to evidence and
make an unbiased report is a direct condemna-
tion of the House and every member in 1t

Mr. Hall: No!

Mr. HUTCHENS: The honourable member
did not argue to the contrary when he spoke.
Can any member suggest that the Public Works
Committee, which comprises members of hoth
Parties, has brought down politieally biased
recommendations ?

Mr. Hall: It has not dealt with taxation.

Mr. HUTCHENS: No, but it has dealt with
almost every other subject under the sun. I
was a member of the Land Settlement Com-
mittee for some time and served with repre-
sentatives from the Government on that com-
mittee. I never once heard any member develop
a political argument. We made recommenda-
tions in what we considered were the bhest
interests of the State.

Could you ignore your pledge on’

Mr. Hall:
the— .
The SPEAKER: -Order! This is not a

conversation between the member for Gouger
and the member for Hindmarsh. .

. Mr. HUTCHENS: - I appreciate that, Mr.
Speaker. I urge members to recognize the
importance of .this motion.: Any .aection.:to
delay the commencement of this inquiry will
adversely affeect primary produecers.:ion. ivham

‘we rely to pr(‘v1de us with f‘lvourable tra(’{t

balances.

Mr. LOVEDAY (Whyalla):  Previous
speakers have emphasized the importance of
this subject to primary producers. The only
objection made by the Premier and the member
for Gouger was that the appomtment of the
Select Committee we suggest would be poli-
tical. However, it is clear from what other
Opposition speakers have said that if the
Premier appointed a committee there would
certainly be an accusation that it was politi-
cal. It has been pointed out that such a com-
mittee would be politically inclined one way,
and that is a certainty. We cannot imagine
the Government’s appointing a committee that
would not eomprise people favourably inclined
to its political views.

Mr. Hall: It would not be political: it
would not be pledged.

Mr. LOVEDAY: The honourable member
does not realize that man is a political animal
and that it is impossible to find anyone who is
truly neutral. As one writer said yedrs ago,
only the stars are neutral,
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The SPEAKER: Is the honourable member
referring to the member for Gouger as a poli-
tical “‘animal’’?

Mr. LOVEDAY: I am not sure whether he
is an animal of the higher order or of the lower
order: he can decide that issue for himself.
Man being a politieal animal, I think the
honourable member will, ‘111'61) realize that it
would be impossible . to select a committee—
whether 1t is selected by the Premier, the
Govelnment or this Parliament—that has n:t
political views.

Mr. Qulrke
Commission?

Mr. LOVEDAY: Yes, definitely. I do not
know of any person who has not political
views, nor does the honourable member.

Mr. Quirke: But a Royal Commission is
pledged to do a job.

Mr. LOVEDAY: Yes, and so would the
members of this House be pledged to do a
job. To insinuate that the members of this
House, when pledged to do a job, are not just
as capable of doing it properly because they

Would that apply to a Royal

have political views iz a reflection on the

character of the members of this House.

Mr. Hall: No! You are specifically pledged.

Mr. LOVEDAY: It is absurd to suggest
that because members have strong politieal
views they could not investigate this matter
properly and fairly.

Mr. Quirke: I think you might find a lot of
them running for cover.

The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member for Burra can make his speech later.

Mr. LOVEDAY: For a long time I have
been interested in this question of man’s
being a political animal. I have noticed in
local government activities that if one is in
an area that is predominantly Labor the
Liberal persons in that community always
say that there are no Party polities in local
government. ¥owever, when they are discuss-
ing the city of Adelaide it is an entirely
different matter: the Liberal Party is quite
happy to endorse candidates for. local govern-
ment and no-one suggests then that there is
no Party politics in local government. The
boot is on the other foot. We have the same
position now. Members opposite claim that
the Select Committee we propose will be Party
political because they won’t have the actual
selection of the committee. In other words,
if it is truly representative politically, they
don’t want it. They want it to be representa-
tive of their own political views, and nothing
else.

The SPEAKER: Order! I think the hon-
ourable member had better relate his remarks
to the motion. The committee has not yet
been appointed so I do not think his comments
are relevant to the debate.

Mr. LOVEDAY: I was dealing with objee-
tions raised by the Premier to the motion. I
want to deal now with a particular objection
raised by the member for Gouger. I believe
I am right in saying that the member thought
it-would be danzerous to appoint the eommittee
we suggested, because members of- the Aus-
tralian Labor Party were committed to- pro-
gressive -increases in land taxation on
properties valued at over £6,000. That has
absolutely nothing to do with the motion,
because it deals with the method of assessment
and not with the total of taxation or whether
it* should be progressive. The method of
assessment is the vital issue. Under present
conditions we find speculative values entering
into the buying of land and this affects people
living in the areas involved. That has nothing
to do with the Labor Party’s platform of
progressive land tax.

If the member thinks that under a Labor
Government. land tax will necessarily be
higher, I invite him to read the News of
Thursday, September 20, where he will find
a report headed ‘‘Land Tax ‘hunt’ is on’’.
The report is from Sydney and it states ‘that
the Land Tax Office has compiled a Domesday
Book of landowners to aid a hunt for unpaid
land taxes running into millions of pounds.
Further, a description is given of the methods
used in the Land Tax Office, but I shall not
read that because it is irrelevant. The report
continues:

The average home owners do not have to pay

land tax. It is based on unimproved capital
values of more than £15,000 for primary
production land and more than £7,500 for
other land.
The average house owner in New South
Wales does not have to pay land tax because
New South Wales has a Labor Government.
If the member for Gouger (Mr. Hall)
examines our Land Tax Aect he will find that
the value of land for taxation purposes com- -
mences at £5,000, not £7,500. Therefore, the
member need have no worries or fears about
the dangers associated with the appointment
to the committee of members from this side
of the House. His fears are not borne out by
what has happened in New South Wales, which
is a good example.

Mr. Quirke: Has the honourable member
seen today’s News about taxation in New
South Wales?
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Mr. LOVEDAY: No. The report continues:

Minimum valuations were doubled last year
because rising land values had brought home
owners into the land tax brackets.
That is & further indication that land tax rates
in New South Wales have been considerably
lower than they have been in South Australia
under a Liberal Government. Obviously, it is
far more dangerous to have a committee
appointed by a Liberal Government than it is
to have one composed of members of both
sides of the House. That effectively deals with
the objections raised by the member for Gouger.
Dealing with the question of whether people
of Liberal or Labor persuasion are best fitted
to deal with this question, it has been sug-
gested that Labor members have a bias towards
progressive land taxation, and it is true that
members of the Labor Party favour taxation
based on unimproved land values, but it is
also interesting to anyone acquainted with local
government to observe that members of the
L.iberal persuasion for the most part favour
taxation based on rental values in local govern-
ment affairs.

There again, a bias is exhibited in a particu-
lar direction, but I would not say that dis-
qualifies members of the Liberal Party from
sitting on the committee we suggest. A mixture
of various points of view should bring about
a better result than that which would be
achieved .if the suggestion of the Premier were
adopted. In the latter case we know that a
certain clags of people will be selected and that
they,will" hold the same views as those held by
the Government.

A further important point is that the final
decision, on the recommendation of any com-
mittee appointed, will be made in this House.
In other words, it will be a political decision.
Now, surely, it is quite absurd to carry this
argument further on the points advanced by
the Premier. Although the final decision will
be made in Parliament, the people making that
decision will not have shed their political views.

Mr, Milliouse; If you had your way, whom
would you put on the committee?

The SPEAKER: Order! This motion has

nothing to say about the membership of the
committee. ‘ )
- Mr, LOVEDAY: I am not discussing the
personnel of the committee; I do mot think
that question comes into the discussion at all.
The member for Mitcham is obviously obtrud-
ing something that is irrelevant.

Mr. Millhouse: I think it is Qery relevant.

The SPEAKER: It is quite irrelevant. The
House must make up its mind firstly what it
will do before a committee is appointed.

Mr. LOVEDAY: The main points have
already been well made on the motion. There is
no question about the desirability of this
inquiry; there is no question of the desirability
of having a committee representing different
political points of view to ensure that every
angle is properly examined. To suggest that
a joint committee, as suggested by the Labor
Party, cannot deal with this matter properly
and investigate it conscientiously is to reflect
upon the ability of members of this House. T
hope that the motion receives the support of the
House. ] )

Mr. Clark: 1sn’t that exactly what Parlia-
ment is for? .

Mr. LOVEDAY: Exactly! We maintain that
that is the virtue of this Parliament: that it is
able to get all points of view on the question,
and it is because all points of view are reflected
and the matter is examined in the light of those
points of view that we get the best results.
We are doing the right thing to ensure proper,
conseientious and adequate investigation into
this question. I have pleasure in supporting
the motion.

Mr. CASEY (Frome): I join with members
on this side in supporting the motion submitted
by the Leader.. The whole point revolves
around the fact mentioned by the member for
Hindmarsh (Mr. Hutchens), that recommenda-
tions made by any committee must be placed
before the House and decided upon by members
of Parlinment. We have only to recall com-
mittees that have been appointed by Parlia-
ment, such as the Public Works Committee, the
Industries Development Committee, and others
that are all comprised of members of Parlia-
ment from both Houses. The information
gathered by those committees is ecorrelated
and a decision is arrived at, apparently,
without Party polities entering into the discus-
sion. Members of those committees realize that
they must have at heart the interests of the
State, and for that reason Party politics are
put aside and the interests of the State are
borne in mind. Therefore, apart from the
time factor, there is no reason at all why mem-
bers of Parliament should not comprise the
suggested committee. That would place a
strain on members, but this question is impor-
tant from the State’s point of view and we
have seen how important it is regarded by the
public through deputations to the Premier and
the Leader of the Opposition. It is the duty
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of members of Parliament to find time to carry
out these duties. The Premier said that the
Opposition wanted to make it a Party political
show, but I think the boot is rather on the
other foot. It has been proved in the past—
and no doubt it will be proved again in the
future—that he will do anything to hold the
reins of office in this State. In his capacity
as Leader of the Government, I think that
if he had the opportunity of forming a special
committe to delve into land tax he would see
that that eommittee was one that would favour
whatever he had to say. The Premier would
have full aceess to whatever information was
collated by that committee, and there is no
doubt in my mind that the influence he would
exert on the committee would be one-sided and
would not be in the best interests of the State
on such an important question as this.

We maintain that an impartial committee
consisting of members of this House should be
set up to inquire into land tax.. I can see no
reason why that committee would not be an
impartial one. . However, if a committee is
to be set up by one side of the House, it will
definitely be influenced by the leader of the
Party setting it up. Land tax is a particularly
vital issue in this State today. People on the
land realize that unless something is done many
of them who are feeling the strain today with
increased costs of production will be forced to
sell some of their property to meet their com-
mitments or sell out altogether. Already, the
tendeney is for land to be reaggregated into
large holdings in some parts of the State. I
urge members to think seriously about this
important matter, in which impartiality is of
paramount importance. I support the Leader’s
motion, and I hope members opposite will do
likewise.

Mr. JENKINS (Stirling): 1 agree with
members on both sides of the House that land
tax is a matter of great importance to every-
body in this State. I also agree with the Pre-
mier and members on this side of the House
that a committee should be formed outside of
Parliament. Some members have likened the
duties of the proposed committee to those of
the Land Settlement and the Public Works
Committees, but I consider that this is some-
thing of far greater importance and of far
greater scope than anything that has ever been
undertaken by either one of those very good
committees. This committee would have effect
over the whole of the State and would affect

almost’ é\?éryﬁbdy in some way. Members of
this House ‘are very competent in some ways;

but in my opinion they would hardly be com-
petent to take cvidence of tlie nature that
would be needed by such a committee as this.
I think such a committee would need some-
hody with a knowledge of the workings of the
Commonwealth Taxation Department or the
State Land Tax Department, beeause the
machinery dealing with land tax is so com-
plicated. The committee would need at least
one member with vast experience in the various
methods of land valuation, not only in the
metropolitan area but throughout the whole
State. I think that probably these things are
outside the ecapabilities of members of this
House.

Mr. Lawn: Do you say that a committee
would not be competent to take evidence?

Mr. JENKINS: A committee of members
of this House could accept and compile evidence,
but muech more would be involved than merely
taking the evidence. I think most members of
such a committee should have a firsthand know-
ledge of the methods of assessing land values.
Members of the committee should be men of
great experience. Preferably, the chairman
should be a member of the judiciary, for as
such he would not be influenced by any Party
or anybody else. I think that is the only way
in which anything worth while will ever come
out of any committee or commission set up to
do this job. I oppose the motion.

Mr. LAWN (Adelaide): I would not have
spoken at this stage but for the remarks of the
last speaker, who disagreed with Parliament’s
setting up a committee.

Mr. Jenkins: I did not say that.

Mr. LAWN: The honourable member dis-
agreed with the motion, which provides for the
setting up of a committee consisting of mem-
bers of Parliament to consider land tax. One
reason he advanced for opposing the motion
was that the committee would not be competent
to dissect evidence.

Mr, Jenkins: I said that members of Parlia-
ment would not have experience in assessmg
land values.

Mr. LAWN: I understood the honourable
member to use the expression ¢‘dissecting
evidence’’. I also understood him to imply that
a committee of members of Parliament would
not be competent to hear evidence. However,
I do not wish to misrepresent him on the
matter. The honourable member said that
members would not have enough’ experience of
assessing evidence. It seems that the honour-
able member was not very clear on the subject,
and that he does not know what he said. If
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a committee of this House is not competent to
hear points of view and ultimately to make a
recommendation to this House regarding
matters—

Mr. Clark: We do that every -day, don 't we?

Mr. LAWN: Yes, that is what I was coming
‘to. What is the work of the Public Works
Committee,. the Subordinate Legislation Com-
mittee and other committees of this House?

We  have the Subordinate Iegislation
Committee— )
Mr. Jenkins: That committee deals with a

specific reference:  this much
greater scope.

Mr. LAWN: The idea is that the proposed
committee’ would do a specific job, for the
wording »of ‘the motion would ensure that all
aspects of land tax would be investigated. We
have another committee dealing with the
development of industries. We have industries
coming before that committee and stating their
claims for Government backing and for Govern-
ment money. That committee is not going to
throw away Government money, and no-one ¢an
say that it is not competent to deal with the
important matters that come before it. Omne
committee that stands out above all others is
our Public. Works Committee, to which every
State undertaking that is to cost more than
£100,000 must be referred for investigation
before coming to this House. The Publice
Works Committee investigates all sorts of
projects, and works practically each morning
of the week before the House meets. When the
House is not meeting the committee spends
more time on its work. It investigates matters
that involve millions of pounds. It hears
evidence, dissects it, and presents reports to
Parliament. I was surprised to hear a member
opposite suggest that members of this place
would be incompetent to take evidence, dissect
it, come to a decision and present a report to
Parliament. In this debate all sorts of state-
ments have been made by Government members.
One was that the proposed committee would be
political. Do members think that the Public
Works Committee is political? I challenge any
member to say that that is so. It has been
said often that it is nom-political. It is
accepted that the committee does its job
irrespective of politics, and has done it for
years.

Mr. Jennings: That applies to every Parlia-
mentary committee.

Mr. LAWN: I think we can say it also about
the Subordinate Legislation Committee and the
Industries Development Committee., Why
should the proposed committee be political when

is one with

dealing with land values? The Premier does
not waut an investigation. He has made that.
clear. He has been pressed for a long time to
have an investigation. Last year Parliament
considered a Bill to increase land tax. Opposi-
tion members sought to reduce the tax on the
minimum taxable amount of £5,000 from £d.
in the pound to #d. in the pound. The Premier
opposed the move. He had the numbers then,
but he is not in the same position today.
Now he depends on the casting vote. of the
Speaker, who has led many deputations to him.
Prior to that, as a floor member of this place
you, Mr. Speaker, spoke about the high land
taxation in South Australia. The Premier now
feels that the tide may be running against him,
and he is prepared to come some of the way,
but will ot agree to the motion in its present
form because, if carried, it will bring" the
Opposition some credit for steering the matter
through Parliament. The Premier says he will
agree to similar terms of reference, plus any-
thing the chairman of his committee might
require, but will not agree to the motion
because, if carried, it will bring some credit
to the Opposition. He said that if a Select
Committae were appointed it would be politieal.
I have heard him say, ‘‘Give me the right to
have a Royal Commission and I will write its
report’’. I do not know whether he has done
that, but in the 1940’s he introduced a Bill
for the appointment of a Royal Commission to
inquire into the aectivities of the Adelaide
Electrie Supply Company. No-one ever thought
that the Liberal Party would do such a thing.
It was done because the company would not
burn Leigh Creek coal. The Royal Commission
brought in the report the Premier wanted.
When we have made suggestions since about
the appointment of a Royal Commission, the
Premier has made the remark I mentioned,
‘“Give me the right to have a Royal Commission
and I will write its report.”’ He has killed
us when we have asked for a Royal Commission.
That is what he thinks of Royal Commissions..

In order to make sure of tying up the report
on land values he wants a committee of four
to be appointed by him. That is why he
opposes our motion and says it would be
political. He has indicated that if the motion
is defeated he will move another motion. That
would be the more political of the two. It
has been suggested by the other side that if
any of our members were on the Select Commit-
tee they would be biased, but the member for
Whyalla pointed out that Labor policy is
progressive taxation on unimproved land values..
That is the form of tax that applies at present.
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We have progressive or graduated taxation now.
- It starts at £d. in the pound and then progres-
sively increases. The Commonwealth Govern-
ment is a Liberal Government, and cur income
taxation is on a graduated basis.

The member for Whyalla gave some informa-
tion that I think took members generally by
surprise. In South Australia all land is taxed.
Up to a value of £5,000 the tax is #d. in the
pound. If the total tax does not exceed £1,
the land is exempt from taxation; but that is
the total exemption. The member for Whyalla
said that in New South Wales, where there is
a Labor Government, private blocks of land
used for house or shop purposes up to a value
of £7,500 are exempt. No tax is paid until
the land is worth more than £7,500. A block
of land used for primary production, and this
should interest members on the other side,
worth not more than £15,000 is exempt from
land tax. If anyone would be prejudiced in
this matter, surely it would be members on the
other side. I remember when the Premier
introduced a Bill to ease succession duties. He
said it was done because of inflation, but
don’t members think that is one of the reasons
for the outery against our land taxation? If
we do not have an investigation by a Seleet
Committee, we should do something along the
lines indicated by Mr. Loveday, who pointed
out what is done in New South Wales. Per-
haps we could inerease the minimum amount
to be taxed. I support the motion, and if it
is carried we shall have less polities in the
work of the committee than we shall have if
the motion is defeated and the Premier’s
suggestion is adopted.

Mr. TAPPING secured the adjournment of
the debate. :

METROPOLITAN AND EXPORT ABAT-
TOIRS ACT AMENDMENT BILL.

Adjourned debate on second reading. )
(Continued from September 20. Page 1033.)

Mr. FRANK WALSH (Leader of the
Opposition) : I oppose the second reading of
this Bill, which contains features objectionable
to me and the Party I represent, but, if the
second reading is carried, I reserve the right to
move two amendments in Committee. This Gov-
ernment strongly opposed the establishment of
a meatworks at Noarlunga about five years ago
and, as far as I can aseertain, its opposition
was based on a legal point of whether the com-
pany required a permit from the Government
to slaughter for export. The case eventually
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went to the- Privy Council, which ruled that
the company did not require a State licence to
slaughter meat for export. The case did not
hinge on processing meat for local consump-
tion because the company did not during the
flush season get the output it was believed that
it would get. I do not intend to deal with
this company at length, although I shall prob-
ably have more to say about it later.

The Government has now introduced panic
legislation that reverses its policy and even
allows meatworks to be established within the
metropolitan area, and for what reason? I
point out, as members on this side of the House
know, that employees engaged at the abattoirs
are working five days a week, which is their
normal working period. At no time have they
worked on an overtima basis on Mondays to
Fridays inclusive. They have in the past
worked on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays
as and when the occasion has required. Not
long ago these same people were highly com-
mended for slaughtering sheep and cattle
injured in the drastic bush fires, yet I have
been told that, when representatives of the
Meat Industry Employees’ Union approached
representatives of the management of the abat-
toirs recently to diseuss an application for an
additional one week’s leave a year because of
certain diseases believed to exist at the abattoirs
(about which the Minister spoke yesterday),
they were led to believe that this would not
be granted. I believe this reply can be attri-
buted to the Chairman of the Board although if
that is not so no doubt I shall be corrected.
Probably the same reply would be received if
the men applied to their wages board. Is it
any wonder that, when no agreement can be
reached between representatives of the manage-
ment and the union, a conflict of views exists
immediately? As a result, the Government has
introduced this panie legislation.

Mr. Jenkins: Call it relief legislation.

Mr. FRANK WALSH: I call it panic legis-
lation.

Mr. Millhouse: Panic on your side!

Mr. FRANK WALSH: Who is panicking?
Mr. Millhouse: You, I think,

Mr. FRANK WALSH: Mitcham!

Mr. Millhouse: Who introdueced the word

‘‘paniec’’?
Mr. FRANK WALSH: I did.
Mr. Quirke: Pannikin boss!

The SPEAKER: Order!



1114 Metropolitan Abattoirs Bill.

[ASSEMBLY.)

Metropolitan Abattoirs Bill.

‘Mr. FRANK WALSH: It would not be
hard to prove my contention that it was panie
legislation. Seection 70 of the Metropolitan
and Export Abattoirs Aet provides:

While abattoirs are available under this Act
for slaughtering stock no person shall within
the metropolitan abattoirs area—

(a) elsewhere than at the said abattoirs
slanghter or allow or cause to be
slaughtered any stock for sale for
human consumption or dress or allow
or causc to be dressed any carcass
for sale; or

(b) sell or attempt to sell or expose for sale
or allow or cause to be sold or exposed
for sale any carcass or meat not
slaughtered at such abattoirs;

The next subsection contains a proviso that
if meat slaughtered outside the Metropolitan
Abattoirs’ area is brought to certain places for
inspection, and if there is not enough room or
time to make an inspection there, it goes to
the abattoirs for inspeetion. Meat is brought
from beyond the boundaries of the Mitcham
district tc Adelaide, returned to Blackwood,
and resold over the counter. In addition to
all the things I have mentioned, the meat must
be taken to Adelaide to the point of inspeec-
tion and then to Blackwood to be sold over
the counter. The same applies to Noarlunga.
The Noarlunga meatworks is now being
opcrated by the Metropolitan Wholesale Meat
Company Limited, which claims it is rendering
a service to the people.

The Minister of Agriculture received a com-
munieation from the South Australian Whole-
sale Meat Company Limited, sited in the Gov-
ernment Produce Department at Light Square,
to the effect that it is operating at Kangarilla,
which is a little over 20 miles from Adelaide.
It has business interests in three retail shops
and supplies processed meat, cooked meat,
smallgoods and the like to another client. It
desires to continue its meat supply. There may
be other companies in a similar position.

Clause 3 of the Bill inserts the following:

Section 70a. (1) Nowithstanding any other
provision of this Aet the Minister, if he is of
the opinion that in the interests of the public
it is expedient so to do, may grant a licence
for such period as he shall think fit to any
person to slaughter, -elsewhere than at the
abattoirs of the board, any stock for sale for
human consumption.

I return to the panie. Is any other organiza-
tion to receive immediate consideration if, when
this Bill becomes law, it is ready to build a
meatworks? A company known as W. Angliss
& Company (Australia) Proprietary Limited
has already made strong representations to set
up a big concern within the metropolitan abat-

toirs area. At the moment no overtime is
being worked at the Metropolitan Abattoirs
beyond the 40-hour week, but I have yet to
learn that anybody has been short of a meat
supply as a result of this recent action. I can
only use the figures submitted by the Minister
of Agriculture who indicated that about
£2,000,000 was invested in the abattoirs. I
can only assume that that investment is
mostly public money. Why should the public
want another meatworks establishcd near the
Metropolitan Abattoirs? That is certainly
beyond understanding.

Let us take it a step farther. If meatworks
are to be established in any area, will they be
subject to inspection to ensure normal stan-
dards of killing, as provided in the Abattoirs
Aect? I can find nothing in the Act that lays
down standards = and conditions for the
slaughtering of stock. If stock were slaughtered
outside the metropolitan abattoirs area, the
inspectors would have a right to say what
type of conveyance should be used. Then, it
would have to pass the serutiny of the examiner,
and that would be all. In spite of everything,
there must still be some dissatisfaction with
the working conditions at the abattoirs. It is
not altogether the fault of the board or of the
employees, who have good reason for saying
that a working week of 40 hours should not be
exceeded. Why, then, do we insist that it must?
If, in accordance with the terms of the Bill
when passed, these meatworks are established
within the metropolitan abattoirs area, will
they have to provide for an excessive plant that
could not possibly be used other than at certain
peak periods? I believe that now is a peak
period. What happens in the off-peak periods,
which probably lagt from nine to 10 months?
Can we afford to say of any meatworks that
may be established within the metropolitan
abattoirs aréa, in competition wih the present
abattoirs, where its supply shall go¢
The Abattoirs Board has admitted that it can
supply all the meat requirements of the metro-
politan ares. Il Lrausports meat as far south
as Marino, into the Adelaide Hills, and over
wide distances. No-one has gone short of meat
through the employees not working overtime.

I disagree with the Government’s elaim that
this Bill is reasonable and mnecessary. If
another meatworks is established in the metro-
politan area, will it be able to compete with
the Metropolitan Abattoirs in supplying the
metropolitan area, will that area be divided,
or will a quota system be introduced? Pro-
posed section 70a (3) states:
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If the Minister is of opinion that an inspee-
tion of any carcasses or meat additional to the
inspection provided for in the licence relating
to such carcasses or meat is necessary for the
purpose of safeguarding the health of the
publie, he may give such directions to the owner
of the meat as he considers necessary to ensure
that an additional inspection is made before the
meat is sold, and the owner of the meat shall
comply with such directions.

‘T believe that this provision may need amend-
ing. It also provides that any person who fails
to comply with a direction shall be guilty of
an offence. Proposed section 70a (2) states:

Any such licence may contain conditions as
to all or any of the following matters, namely:

The branding, and inspection of carcasses
slanghtered and any other matters which in
the Minister’s opinion are required for the
purpose of ensuring compliance with law or
in the interests of the public.

I believe that the licence should provide for
the inspection of carcasses at the place of
slaughter. I have already referred to the hard-
ship imposed on those persons who seek a quota
of the metropolitan supply. They must kill
the animal and bring the meat to a place of
inspection approved by the board; the meat
must be hot, and it must be returned to their
place of business after inspection. If it is
necessary to approve the establishment of other
killing centres, it should be the Minister’s
obligation to appoint the mecessary inspectors.

I understand that at the meatworks outside
the metropolitan abattoirs area there is mno
dispute between union and managements. I
believe that between 40 and 50 persons are
employed at Noarlunga and about 15 at
Kangarilla,
employed at Strathalbyn and elsewhere, but
there is no friection between management and
personnel. Those meatworks would be capable
of slaughtering, even for export purposes. At
Noarlunga a Commeonwealth meat inspector is
engaged to supervise the carcasses for export.
If some' of that meat does not meet export
requirements it can be admitted to the metro-
politan area, but that right of entry was not
granted until 1958, Although a Commonwealth
inspector examines the meat that meat must be
brought, while hot, to a place appointed for
inspection before it can be accepted for human
consumption in the metropolitan area. At
present the Government will not accept the
examination of the Commonwealth inspector. I
do not know why there is a2 need to duplicate
the inspection. I do not know what the export
standard is, but I believe that certain weights
are involved. However, if I am wrong, no
doubt my colleagues will correct me.

I do not know how many are’

I believe that reasonably good relations have
existcd between the union and the board of
management and that negotiations have taken
place for improved conditions. During my
experience in union matters I have never hesi-
tated to negotiate for improved eonditions
wherever possible, because workers engaged in
industry have their labour to sell, whether it be
sold for wages or salaries, and that labour
should be sold under the best available condi-
tions in the various industries. In the case
under discussion the employees consider that,
because of the work they perform, an addi-
tional week’s sick leave is mecessary, whereas
on the other hand the management says ‘‘We
are not prepared to grant this.”’ I have heard
nothing of this grave emergency that is alleged
to be occurring at the abattoirs, but, if a grave
emergency exists, what efforts have been made
by the Government or any of its representa-
tives to solve the problem by conciliation? I
have not been informed of any such attempts.
If a straight-out approach were made to the
management by the union having members
engaged at the abattoirs surely, instead of this
stalemate, some attempt should and could have
been made to solve the problem. I believe that
ample time existed for an approach, but as I
have heard nothing about it I assume nothing
has been done. Negotiations would have
achieved better results than the Bill, which was
explained in the Minister’s second reading
speech. I will oppose the second reading and
if it is carried I will submit certain amend-
ments. If they are not accepted I will call for
a division on the third reading. I assure
you, Mr. Speaker, that the union has always
adopted a reasonable approach in these mat-
ters, and I believe it would be prepared to dis-
cuss this question if the ease were
examined more closely. I hasten to
reiterate, following the information I gave the
member for Rocky River (Mr. Heaslip)
yesterday, that the abattoirs is fully equipped
and can be manned to cope with the meat
requirements in the metropolitan area. There-
fore, it is not necessary—

Mr. Quirke: Will you read the full title of
the Abattoirs Board? It is the Metropolitan
and Export Abattoirs Board..

Mr. FRANK WALSH: I was referring to
a question in which I was asked to provide
certain information. I approached the union
Secretary and as a result I provided the fullest
information. I do not think that I can do
more than give an honest explanation. I do
not question the information I received from
the Secretary. Dealing with the letter, if an
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extreme emergency exists at the abattoirs on
produets for export, resulting from the appli-
cation made by the union to the management,
why hasn’t the Government done something in
the interests of the people it represents? 1
oppose the second reading.

Mr. HEASLIP (Rocky River): 1 support
the Bill, and despite the statement of the
Leader of the Opposition that it is a - panic
Bill T will try to show that it is a Bill the
object of which is to attempt to overcome an
emergeéney. Unfortunately, from what I have
heard from'the Leader of the Opposition, he
does mot seem to redlize the extent of the
émergeney existing at the abattoirs, However,
before dealing with that I shall ecome back to
the last remark of the Leader on the question
T asked yesterday. In his answer the honour-
able member said:

© T think that, instead of making a second
reading speech, the member for Rocky River
could have extended to me this afternoon the
courtesy of asking whether I had a reply to
that question, which I would readily have
agreed to give.

I do not know why the Leader made that
statement because, five minutes before I asked
the question, I received a slip of paper from
him on which was written ‘I have the answer
to your question’’.

Mr. Frank Walsh: T did that out of courtesy.

Mr. HEASLIP: Why the Leader should
think that I was discourteous I do not know,
and I consider that his comment was quite
uncalled for and quite unnecessary. The mem-
ber for Burra (Mr. Quirke) yesterday made
the remark ‘‘rubbish’’, and even though he
had to withdraw the remark he was entirely
eorrect, in my opinion,

The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member must not comment on that matter.

Mr. HEASLIP: Very well, Mr. Speaker. T
appreciate that the Leader was merely pass-
ing on the information supplied by the Secre-
tary of the union when he said:

The Secretary of the union also informs me
that there is no shortage of labour whatever at
the abattoirs to supply all the meat that is
required for human consumption in the metro-
politan area.

Mr. Jenking: That is not the point, is it

Mr. HEASLIP: No. What a narrow view!
The union eannot see further than the metro-
politan area. Apparently the Opposition does
not realize that there is an emergency. The
union states that there is enough meat for
consumption in the metropolitan area, and
apparently that is all its members think about;
they do not think of the people that produce it

or the losses those people are incurring, and
they do not think of the suffering of the
animals out there. The Royal Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, in a let-
ter to a newspaper, said that there was nothing
to worry about, as only a few sheep were
affected. Actually, there were nearly 30,000
sheep in the small paddocks at the abattoirs,
but the R.S.P.C.A. said there was no need to
worry; three sheep had died, but there was no
need to worry about that. If these people go
into the country later and see the effects that
this ban will have in the losses of hundreds
of sheep through starvation, they will realize
that there is some reason to act; at the present
time it does not hit them.

In introducing this Bill the Government has
done something that I think is long overdue.
I believe that this Bill or a similar one should
have been introduced years ago, because for
years now—not every year but almost every
year—the slaughtermen at the abattoirs, as
soon as the producer has the sheep ready to be
slaughtered, point a gun at his head and say,
‘‘Give us this or we won’t kill your sheep.’’
That has been going on for years, and it should
have been brought to a halt much sooner than
this. I do not know whether members opposite
know the industrial record of the abattoirs, but
it is anything but nice. From 1950 to 1955
there were 42 industrial disputes out there.

Mr. Fred Walsh: How many have there been
sinee 1955¢%

Mr. HEASLIP: I will deal with that in a
moment. In those five years there were 42
industrial disputes.

Mr. Fred Walsh: There has not been one
since 1955, and I challenge you to deal with
that.

Mr. HEASLIP: I will come to that. In
1950 there was one strike and four industrial
disputes. In November, 1951, the men were
dismissed for a period beeause of irritation tae-
ties and an endeavour to force claims for
increased pay and three weeks’ annual leave. It
will be seen that they took that action when
the glut period was on. They are employed
there for 12 months of the year, and for nine
or 10 months of the year they do not cause any
trouble at all, but as soon as the sheep and
lambs are ready to be killed the men adopt the
irritation tactics and go on strike and ban
overtime. In 1952 there were five disputes, and
in 1953 there were six. It was in 1953 that the
Industrial Board granted the men three weeks’
annual leave.



Metropolitan Abattoirs Bill.

[SEPTEMBER 26, 1962.] Metropolitan Abattoirs Bell. 1117

Mr. Ryan: There must have been some justi-
fieation for the stoppage a couple of years
before.

Mr, HEASLIP: I do not think there is
ever any justification for pointing a gun at
anybody’s head.

Mr. Ryan: Why did the court grant it?

Mr. HEASLIP: The union causes a stop-
page when we have to get rid of the stock.

Mr. Ryan: Was the court biased
judgment?

Mr. HEASLIP: 1 will come to that point in
a moment. In this case the court granted the
men three weeks’ annual leave, and one of
the conditions in the granting of that concession
was that they would work overtime; and they
promised to work overtime.

in its

Mr. Ryan: You believe in overtime, do you?

The SPEAKER: Order!
private conversation.

Mr. HEASLIP: It does not matter whether
or not I believe in overtime. When the men
were granted three weeks’ annual leave in
1953 they promised they would work overtime
when required, and they did so for a number
of years, and things went along quite well for
a little while. The member for West Torrens
(Mr. Fred Walsh) asked what had happened
sinee 1955. Unfortunately, I have not the
details of the disputes sinece then, but there
have been a number,

This is not a

Mr. Ryan: Why have you got details of dis-
putes before 1955 but not after?

Mr. HEASLIP: Beecause this information
has to be supplied by the Minister of Agricul-
ture. In 1955 a question was asked in this
House, and the figures quoted in the reply are
incorporated in Hansard for anybody to read.
Had I given notice of a question yesterday
probably I could have obtained the more recent
figures from the Minister today, and perhaps
I should have done so. Although in 1953 the
men promised that they would work overtime
they have now banned it. I am sure that the
Leader does not understand the position, for
he made some statements that were very wide
of the mark. A recent report in the Stock
and Station Jowrnal on this matter states:

No recent application had been made to
the Abattoirs Industrial Board for extension
of annual paid sick leave for members of the
Australasian Meat Industry Employees’ Union,
according to the Chairman of the Metropolitan
and Export Abattoirs Board, Mr. David Water-
house. Mr. Waterhouse said there appeared to
be some misconceptions about the chain of
events which had led to the present ban on
overtime by employees at the abattoirs. The

union had approached the Abattoirs Board
with an application to have annual paid sick
leave doubled from 40 to 80 hours a year, he
said. The board at a special meeting refused
this request, and, in advising the union, said
that the applieation should be submitted to the
Abattoirs Industrial Board for decision.

In other words, the board just cannot give it:
it has to go to the proper authority. The
report continues:

This was in accordance with an assurance
given at a mass meeting of employees when the
three weeks’ annual leave decision was made in
1953 that all industrial disputes of this nature
would be submitted to the Industrial Board,
and that the union avould abide by its decision.
At that time the union also gave an assurance
it would work overtime when required. How-
ever, when the board refused the union’s sick
leave application the employees held a stop-
work meeting and decided to ban all overtime.
“‘The Industrial Board is comprised of four
employers’ representatives, four umion repre-
sentatives, and an independent chairman.’’ Mr.
Waterhouse said, ‘¢This board is the proper
authority to make decisions of this nature.’’
Mr, Waterhouse pointed out the present practice
of the Abattoirs Board was to make sick leave
cumulative without limitation, although the
award only provided tliat it should be cumula-
tive for five years. ‘‘The board also pays
accumulated sick leave not taken.’’

I hope that gives the background to the
position that now exists. I am surprised that
the Opposition does not support the Bill,

because I always thought it opposed monopolies.

Mr. Quirke:

Mr. HEASLIP: This is a monopoly, because
no-one has the right to compete against it.
The Bill will allow competition, which competi-
tion has not been allowed in the past. I
thought the Opposition would support the Bill
because it gets rid of a monopoly. It is a
monopoly that has been bad. All monopolies
are bad, and I think the Opposition believes
that.

Mr. ¥red Walsh:
monopulies.

Mr. HEASLIP:
believes in that but not other monopolies.
are all bad.

Mr. Ryan: Don’t you support the Electricity
Trust?

Mr. HEASLIP: I am talking about the
Metropolitan Abattoirs. I do mot think we
shall get proper results until we have free
enterprise and healthy competition.

Mr. Fred Walsh: Why not advocate free
enterprise for the Electricity Trust?

Mr. HEASLIP: I am trying to stick to the
Bill, which deals with the Metropolitan
Abattoirs.

It is not a Socialist monopoly.

We Dbelieve in State

The honourable member
They
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The SPEAKER: The honourable member is
in order in doing that.

Mr. HEASLIP: In getting this competition
we as produecers may have to pay more for
our killing. Don’t run away with the idea
that the Metropolitan Abattoirs has cheap
charges, because that is not so. The slaughter-
ing charges are not low, in comparison with
others. I do not blame the board or the
slaughtermen for that. Work at the Metro-
politan Abattoirs is a seasonal occupation. If
it continued the whole year, as it does in
Queensland where there is a continuity of
supply, our charges would be on a par with, if
not lower than, others, but at present they are
above them. We have gluts and then nothing
to do, because there is no continuity of supply.
As producers we shall probably have to pay
more, because of the competition. We may get
it done more cheaply, but I do not know. We
‘have some assets at the abattoirs. In his
second reading explanation the Minister of
Agriculture said:

Members will recognize that this legislation,
in providing competition for the Metropolitan
and Export Abattoirs, could embarrass it in
some respects. The public investment in the
abattoirs is considerable. It is made up in the
following way:

£
Debenture funds (almost entirely
Treasury advances) . 842,823
Grants (some Commonwealth largely
conecerning sale yards) 44,433
Internal provisions and reserves
reinvested .. .. 951,963
‘In connection with the £842,823 and
-the £44,433, that is the extent to which
‘the taxpayer’s momney is involved. The
'£951,963 represents profits made by the
‘abattoirs, and does not represent tax-
payers’ money. There is no chance of our

losing these assets. I do not think we shall
lose any of them, but we shall not be able to
run the abattoirs at a profit because of the
competition. Prices will be forced down.
Private enterprise competition will reduce
prices. Primary producers want to keep costs
down. We do not work 40 hours a week, but
60 hours, and do it continuously. We do not
ban overtime. I would like to see the member
for Port Adelaide, if we do not supply any
stock to the metropolitan area—

Mr. Fred Walsh: Whom do you refer to as
“We}!?

Mr. HEASLIP: The primary producers, who
keep the metropohtan people supplied with
.meat. -

Mr. Ryan: At a price.

Mr. HEASLIP: Irrespective of the price.

.export.

We do not put the price on our produce. We
accept what is offered. We do not go on strike
and put a pistol at the head of the consumers
in the metropolitan area. Unfortunately, not
enough people realize the job that is being
done by the primary producers.

Mr, Ryan: Where does the discrepancy in
the price occur?

Mr. HEASLIP: I do not know what price
the honourable member is speaking about. The
slaughtermen at the abattoirs are putting a
pistol at our head and refusing to work over-
time.

Mr. Quirke:
are doing that.

Mr. HEASLIP: If it is not the slaughter-
men, it is the union. I think the member for
Burra might have a point there, but I do not
want to go into it. The men are advised by
the union and the result is that slaughtering
is not done as it should be. A strange state-
ment came from the member for Frome in an
interjection when Mr. Quirke was speaking.
He agked that member how much the primary
producers were losing, and, rightly, Mr. Quirke
replied that he could not say.

Mr. Casey: That is not quite what the ques-
tion was. It is not close enough.

The SPEAKER: This is not an inquiry into
what was said. The member for Rocky River.

Mr. HEASLIP: The member for Frome
said it was 2d. a pound.

Mr. Hall: On the export market.

Mr. HEASLIP: No. The member for Frome
is a primary producer and I would have thought
that he knew more about the matter.

Mr. Casey: That was on the ruling price
that day, and I got it from a stock firm that
morning.

Mr. HEASLIP: The honourable member did
not take into account all the losses, only one.
He did not consider the fact that because of
the ban thousands of sheep will remain in the
paddocks eating feed that should be left for
the breeding flocks that we must preserve. He
forgot that when a lamb is ready to be
slaughtered it must be slaughtered if the prim-
ary producer is to get full value for it.
Once it is a week over there are other losses,
but he did not take that into account at all.
The most serious feature is that we are already
short of feed and we cannot possibly carry
16,500,000 sheep. Fortunately, some sheep are
going to Vietoria, but there is a limit to what
that State can take, so we must slaughter and
The metropolitan demand does not
count very much; to get rid of the sheep we
must export as well as consume locally, The

I do not think the slaughtermen
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biggest loss is not apparent yet, but it will be
apparent later in the year when it will not be
possible to hold our breeding stock. If we lose
breeding stock we will lose next year’s increase,
yet the member for Frome said we were losing
only 2d. a pound. That. is one of the strangest
statements I have heard from a primary pro-
ducer. Amnother thing mentioned in relation to
the overtime ban was infection; the men are
demanding on extra 40 hours’ leave because of
the risk of infection.

Mr. Fred Walsh: But you do not believe in
40 hours. i

Mr. HEASLIP: I am talking about leave.
The men elaim they are more liable than any-
one else to get infections and disease.

Mr. Ryan: Isn’t that true?

Mr. HEASLIP: I have been in ghearing
sheds and have shorn sheep, and I, like anyone
who has been a shearer or knows anything
about shearing, know that the sheep breathe over
the men, whose hands are over the sheep’s faces
and close to the skin. As a result, they often
get dermatitis and yoke boils, whereas men at
the abattoirs are protected; they have ideal
conditions and first-aid. There are much more
hazardous jobs than their job.

The SPEAKER: Order! Will the honour-
able member connect up his remarks with the
clauses in the Bill¢ There is nothing about
sick pay in this Bill. I have allowed a fair
amount of latitude.

Mr. HEASLIP: I am speaking about the
ban that has brought about the neeessity for
this Bill. If there had been no overtime ban
at the abattoirs there would have been no need
for this Bill. It is not a panic Bill: it is
to meet an emergency.

Mr. Ryan: You admit that one links up with
the other, do you?

Mr, HEASLIP: I say that the overtime ban
has made it necessary and urgent that the
Government introduce this Bill. We must get
rid of our surplus sheep, and we cannot do so
unless employees at the abattoirs work over-
time, but they refuse to do so. The Bill is
necessary because of the ban. The whole crux
of the Bill is in new section 70a (4), which
provides:

Any careass or meat slaughtered in accord-
ance with the terms of a licence issued under
and inspected pursuant to the directions (if
any) given under this section may be sold
within the metropolitan abattoirs area.

‘That is something that nobody has been able
to do in the past, and now the Government in
its wisdom is throwing open for sale in the
metropolitan area meat killed by other people.

- Bill

I commend the Bill. Some amendments have
already been foreshadowed, but I will mot
support them. The Bill is what we want, and I
support it in its original form.

Mr. LAWN (Adelaide): I oppose the Bill
from start to finish. There is no doubt that
the member for Rocky River stated the Gov-
ernment’s position when he said, ‘‘I want the
I will stick to it. I do not want the
amendments.’’ He does not want anything but
what is contained in the Bill. The Government
is not hiding very much regarding its reasons
for bringing in the Bill, but the real reason
has not been stated, and I will refer to it. In
introduecing the Bill, the Minister of Agricul-
ture said:

The purpose of this Bill is to provide for the
Minister to be able to grant licences for
slaughtering stock and the sale of meat within
the metropolitan area. The policy of the
Government is to ereate conditions whereby the
interests of all sections of the community are
properly observed and it is felt that these
interests would be furthered by permission
being granted for the establishment of more
slaughtering facilities.

Mr. Ryan: There is no overtime there!

Mr. LAWN: No. I will come to that. T
emphasize that the Minister wants to create
conditions whereby important sections of the
industry (I will put it that way) are served
by the establishment of more slaughtering
facilities. It is well known that William
Angliss & Co. (Aust.) Proprietary Limited has
over 30 acres at Dry Creek and that
two years ago plahs for an abattoirs were
preparad.

Mr. Hall: It is a pity that the company did
not have an abattoirs now, isn’t it?

Mr, LAWN: This Government wag not game
to introduce a Bill of this description two
years ago, or even 12 months ago.

Mr. Heaslip: It had a promise from the
slaughtermen then.

Mr. LAWN: It did not. The honourable
member agrees with the statement I made.
My statement was. not challenged by any
member opposite, who would have challenged
it if it had not been correct. We all know
that William Angliss & Co. had plans prepared
two years ago to build an abattoirs, and we
all know where the land is situated and that
this firm is waiting for the Government to
give it the green light, by way of a licence,
to build.

Mr. Ryan: This is it!

Mr. LAWN: It is. The Goverhment has
jumped in and has used the overtime ban as
ah excuse for creating conditions whereby the




1120  Metropolitan Abattoirs Bill.

[ASSEMBLY ]

Metropolitan Abattoirs Bill.

interests of all sections (meaning William
Angliss and Co.) are observed.

Mr. Ryan: What about the employees?
Don’t they come into it?

Mr, LAWN: No. The Minister said:
It is felt that these interests—
that is, William Angliss’s—
would be furthered by permission being granted

for the establishment of more slaughtering
facilities.

We all know that Sir William Angliss left
£20 a week to the Prime Minister; we do not
know how much the Premier or other mem-
bers of the Government or of the Liberal
Party will get out of this! We were told a
couple of months ago that the Liberal Party
was broke. It is most fortunate that this
Bill has been introduced, as it may be that
this is the opportunity to fill the Liberal
Party’s coffers with Sir William Angliss’s
funds.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr. Ryan: How much did. Menzies get?

Mr. LAWN: He got £20 a week for life,
and that statement has not been challenged.
The Minister also said:

Many of the installations at Gepps Cross

are sufficiently large to eater for a population
increase in the Adelaide area. It is felt, how-
ever, that difficulties of management and opera-
tion make it advisable for licences to be granted
to other persons for the killing of stock.
He says that plant and equipment, etc. already
installed at the abattoirs are capable of
slaughtering for an increased population in
the metropolitan area.

Mr. Heaslip: You are thinking only of the
metropolitan area, are you?

Mr. LAWN: The Minister says that; he
says ‘‘the -Adelaide area’’.

Mr. Heaslip: That is not sufficient; he does
not say it is enough.

Mr. LAWN: He went further than that. It
takes a long time to penetrate the honourable
member’s mind. This is thc Minister’s state-
ment:

Many of the installations at Gepps Cross are
sufficiently large to cater for a population
increase in the Adelaide area.

Why should the honourable member object to
my saying ‘‘the metropolitan area’’$ 'The
‘Minister admits that the plant and equipment
at the abattoirs are capable of meeting all our
requirements now and for years to ecome.
He admits that there is no need for
the Bill purely because of a shortage of meat,
but that is not the reason that justifies the Bill.

I have given the reason for that. The Minis-
ter went further, and this statement is worth
noting by the Government:

All members are aware that at the present
time.there is a ban on overtime imposed by the
union at Gepps Cross. This ban has been placed
at a time when it is of the greatest urgency to
kill as many stock as are offered. Lambs reach
a peak of condition and quickly deteriorate if
not slaughtered at the right time. The same
applies, though to a lesser extent, to sheep.
As a result of the present ban, there has been
a serious loss to producers. I do not propose
to discuss the merits of the question on which
the overtime ban has been imposed. I ecan
briefly outline the position.

Then he described the dispute about sick leave.
I emphasize that the Minister says, in effect,
that at present.there is an urgency to slaughter
lambs and, to a lesser extent, sheep; he
also said that, as a result of the present ban,
there is a serious loss to producers.

Mr. Jenking: Does not the honourable mem-
ber belicve that?
Mr. LAWN: I am not denying it. The

honourable member does not seem to follow
me, but I remember the Premier saying. some-
thing like that on another oceasion in relation
to price control and remt control. Does the
member for Stirling (Mr. Jenkins) remember
that? The Government introduced Bills to
extend this legislation for 12 months. When
there was an emergency relating to Government
supporters inflicting exorbitant rents and prices
on the publie it was forced to give some pro-
teetion to the people, because other States were
doing likewise. This was during wartime. As
a matter of fact, we had Commonwealth con-
trol for a while. The Government on that
oceasion saw fit in those cases of emergency to
limit the operation of the Bill to 12 months.
Even now every year these Acts have to be
brought before us for renewal, but we do not
see any period specified in this Bill. If the
Government provided for a period of six
months, that would be ample for the purpose
of meeting an emergency. Three months
would have been ample, but I won’t argue for
three months.

Mr. Jenkins: Set up a meatworks and then
close it down in six months!

Mr. LAWN: The honourable member has
admitted that they are going to build the meat-
works. - We have it on record now that they
have openly supported my statement: the
proposition is for W. Angliss and Company to -
build an abattoirs at Dry Creek. He said they
would build it and knock it down in six months.
I think the honourable member had better go
quietly and stop interjecting.
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Mr, Jenkins: You are getting a bit more
mental every day!

Mr. LAWN: The Government, if sincere in
its desire to meet this situation, should limit
the life of the Bill. As the member for
Stirling (Mr. Jenkins) has pointed out, if a
building is put up for W. Angliss and Company,
why should we knock it down in six months?

Mr. Jenkins: I said nothing of the sort.

Mr. LAWN: We do not want hanging over
the slaughtermen’s heads all the time the
building of another abattoirs. The Minister
went on to say:

The operating clauses permit the Minister, if

he considers it iz expedient in the interests of
the public, to grant a licence elsewhere than
at the Metropolitan Abattoirs to slaughter any
stock for sale.
So he has made it quite clear that the licence
is mot confined to the Metropolitan Abattoirs:
it can apply elsewhere. The Minister also
referred to the dispute by saying:

The union approached the Metropolitan and
Export Abattoirs Board seeking an extra
week’s sick leave in addition to the week
already allowed. The board informed the
union that this was a matter that should be
heard by the Abattoirs Industrial Board. It
is understood that the overtime ban has been
imposed by the union until the extra week’s
sick leave is granted.

I will come back to the Minister’s reference in
a moment. He goes on to say:

It is not proposed to provide for other sale
yards, but authority is provided in the Bill
for auction sales to be allowed with the Minis-
ter’s consent as an alternative to the consent
of the Metropolitan and Export Abattoirs
Board.

The Minister, not the Abattoirs Board, can
give consent in all these cases! All this control
will be taken from its hands and placed in the
hands of the Minister. Before the next elec-
tions, it may well be that the member for
Stirling (Mr. Jenkins) will be one of the
members who will regret the introduetion of
this Bill. If I am a back-bencher sitting on
the Government side after the next elections, the
licences will be withdrawn, and they can do
what they like with their building: they can
demolish it or leave it idle with the capital
investment in it. The Government is doing it
with its eyes open. It is surviving only on the
casting vote of the Speaker and, if the
company is prepared to hand any money to the
Liberal Party for this act and is prepared to
build out there, it is doing it with its eyes open.

Another factor that the Minister has made
available for the information of members which
does not concern a conservative Government—
and interjections were made from the other

7 'Mr,Ryan:  -They do
-introduce a Bill.

side of the House while the member for Rocky
River (Mr. Heaslip) was speaking that they
were not Socialists over there—

Mr, Ryan: When it suits them they are!

Mr, LAWN: When it suits them, of course.
They have another bug in their minds. When
the Adelaide Electric Supply Company would
not use Leigh Creek coal, the Government took
it over. I want to draw attention to the public
money invested in these abattoirs. I am accept-
ing the figures quoted by the Minister when he
said:

Members will recognize that this legislation,
in providing ecompetition for the Metropolitan
and Export Abattoirs, could embarrass it in
some respects. The public investment in the
abattoirs is considerable. It is made up in the
following way.

The Minister then gave some figures that
totalled £1,839,219, He makes it quite clear
that this legislation could embarrass the Abat-
toirs Board. He sets out that the publie
investment is considerable, and obviously the
Government has decided that W. Angliss &
Company’s interest is greater than the public

investment. Government members boast about
private enterprise. ‘

Mr. Ryan: They are selling Government
instrumentalities.

Mr. LAWN: It is not a question of selling
them. If W. Angliss & Company were to
compete successfully and knock out the Metro-
politan Abattoirs, the money invested would be
sunk in the interests of private enterprise.
I was surprised at the Minister’s making such
a statement. He concluded that referemee by
saying:

Whilst this is a considerable sum, it has to

be considered in relation to the total value of
the State’s livestock industry.
In other words, he summed it up as I did by
saying that whilst that was a considerable sum,
the interests of William Angliss and the
Liberal Party are greater and have to be
looked after from that point of view. |

The SPEAKER: Order! I can see nothing
in the Bill about William Angliss.

Mr. LAWN: No, but I am giving the reasons
for this Bill. We have introduced legislation
to this House and we have frequently had it
rammed down our throats that the explanation

‘given in moving the second reading has not

been the true purpose for the legislation. Mem-

‘bers opposite aceuse us of not giving the actual

reason for the introduction of legislation.
it “every time we

Mr. LAWN: -Yes, and I am. giving the
reason. for. the .introduection of - this Bill.
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Throughout his speech the Minister hinted at
the reason, but he did not actually mention
William Angliss. The member for Stirling
(Mr. Jenkins) has admitted that another
abattoirs will be built, and that so far as he is
concerned it will not e knocked down within
12 months.

Mr. Jenkins:
tell the truth.

Mr. LAWN: I suggest that the honourable
member read Hansard tomorrow; then he will
know what he did say. As the Minister said,
this dispute arose over sick leave. He said he
understood that representatives of the men
had met the Chairman of the board to discuss
this matter and that the Chairman had said
that extra sick leave would not be granted
even if the men went before the wages board.
Yesterday the Minister referred to a cireular
that he had received last week. As a matter of
interest, he was shown preference because I
received my copy only two days ago.

Mr. Coumbe:

Mr. Jennings: If members opposite are
going to interjeet, they should speak up.

Mr. LAWN: They will not speak up because
they are making so many blues that they do not
want them to appear in Hansard. They prefer
to mutter under their breath. The member for
Stirling will be called before the Party meeting
next week and will be put on the mat by the
Master.

Mr. Jenkins: I am not worried.

Mr., LAWN: The Minister referred to the
circular yesterday when he spoke about sick
leave. When I received my copy of the cireular
I immediately checked to determine that the
information it contained was correct. I invite
the Minister to challenge its correctness. No
doubt he has already had it checked. The
circular stated that in the last 12 months, in
addition to sick leave for which compensation
was paid, the equivalent of 1,240 men lost a
full week’s work through sickness after having
used their normal five days’ paid sick leave.

The honourable member can’t

You were lucky!

Mr. Ryan: And the member for Rocky River
(Mr. Heaslip) said that they don’t bave a
complaint!

Mr. LAWN: If they had been losing some
dividends the position would have been different
so far as the member for Rocky River is
concerned. The Arbitration Court, when it
granted sick leave, expressed the opinion that a
workman should not lose or gain from being
sick. I agree with that principle. If a work-
‘man is sick and is unable to go to his place
of employment he, his wife and children

should not be forced to suffer a lower living
standard. In many awards sick leave is per-
mitted to accumulate, although the period of
accumulation differs. Railway employees, for
instance, are permitted to accumulate 26 weeks’
sick leave. My point is that for an additional
week’s sick leave to be granted the union would
have to prove to the court that one week is
insufficient. If a union took a case to court
and the employer was able to submit evidence
that 1,240 employees took an average of only

three days’ sick leave during the preceding 12

months the court would rule that one week was
sufficient and the claim would be rejected. On
the other hand, the court, by its own judgment,
has admitted that if 1,240 men can prove that
they have taken the week’s paid sick leave and
that they have been forced to take an extra
week, then the awarded leave is not sufficient,
so the court would have to be consistent and
give justice by increasing the period of sick
leave to a fortnight. That is the situation
at the Metropolitan Abattoirs. These men have
a just complaint.

Mr. Ryan: Some of the men have used other
leave so that they would not lose a week’s
pay.

Mr. LAWN: By arrangement with the man-
agement some have used part of their annual
leave or long service leave so that they would
not lose pay. The men complain that their
sickness is caused primarily by the nature of
their occupation. Some employers in other
industries—and I will not name them because
I do not want to delay the House or be aceused
of introdueing irrelevant matter—have agreed
to increase sick leave because of the nature
of the employment. The abattoirs men
undoubtedly have a just claim and to suggest
that they are holding a gun at someone’s head
is unjust. That line of argument will not go
over with the public today. The Minister, in
reply to questions from the Leader of the
Opposition, has made it abundantly clear that
the work performed by the abattoirs employees
during their five-day 40-hour week is sufficient
to cater for the requirements of the Adelaide
area. I use the term ‘‘Adelaide area’’ because
that was the expression used by the Minister,
and the member for Rocky River took exception
to my use of the term ‘‘metropolitan area’’
earlier.

Mr. Hutchens: But the Minister used both
expressions! C )

Mr. LAWN: Yes. Personally I do not
think there is much difference in the terms,
but the member for Rocky River objected to
my reference to the metrépolitan area.
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Enough animals ean be slaughtered in five days
for all the meat requirements of the people in
and around Adelaide. The men at the abat-
toirs have been requested by the management
to work on Saturdays, Sundays and public
holidays during a certain period to provide
meat for export purposes. They are not asked
to work an extra hour or two each day, but
to give up their weekends and public holidays.
Questions and answers in this House have made
it elear that a fourth chain could be worked,
and that would provide sufficient meat to
supply the board’s expert requirements.

Mr. Nankivell: The Seeretary was asked to
supply the staff for that, but did not reply.

Mr. LAWN: T did not hear the member’s
interjection. Would he repeat what he said?

The SPEAKER: Order! Will the member
for Adelaide get on with his speech.

Mr. LAWN: The member for Albert was a
little hurried in his interjection, but I avill
reply to it in due course and he will probably
regret that he interjected. The management
told the union that it required the existing
staff to work on Saturdays, Sundays and pub-
lic holidays. In effect, it said that it was not
calling for labour for the fourth chain. Ques-
tions and answers in this Chamber have dis-
closed that when the union was asked recently
to supply 150 men it supplied 156. TUsually
when the abattoirs management has required
more labour the union has been asked to supply
it and it is always understood that it allots
the labour. It is the responsibility and the
desire of the board to see that the labour is
‘trained, and that may take as long as five
weeks. Some men may pick up the work in one
week, whereas others may take two, three or
even. five weeks. Some members of Parliament
could be here for 25 years and yet not make the
grade. I suppose that in the training of labour
for slaughtering the odd man does not make
the grade, but the accepted thing is for three
to five weeks to be required for training.

The position is that the management did
not attempt to obtain labour to work on the
fourth chain on a five-day week basis, Mem-
bers opposite claim that they cannot get their
lambs slaughtered for the overseas trade, but
they could have got them slaughtered by the
men working overtime during weekends; an
extra chain eould have been working five days a
week slaughtering more than 10,000 lambs each
week. Members opposite do not believe in full
employment. They speak of their policy and
of the policy of the Australian Labor Party,
whereas their policy is to have a high level of
employment, but they also desire a pool of

unemployed workers. They did not wish to
see another 150 men, or the required number,
working on that chain, or for the board to eall
for extra labour to work that chain. They
would sooner have men registered at Currie
Street and drawing unemployment relief than
putting them to svork at the abattoirs. They
could have had more carcasses for the overseas
market with a fourth chain in operation than
by sticking to the present policy of having the
men work overtime.

That leads me to comment on the motor
vehicle industry, with which I was associated
for many years. If any industry in Australia
is over-capitalized it is the motor vehicle
industry. '

[Sitting suspended from 6 to 7.30 p.m.]

Mr. LAWN: Before the adjournment I
referred to an industry with which I was
associated for many years hefore becoming a
member of this Chamber, and I said that that
industry was very nuch over-capitalized. Until
after the Second World War employees in that
industry were working half-time and even less.
The industry was taking on seasonal labour
at busy times, for instance, just prior to
placing a new car on the market, but after a
few months’ work hundreds and thousands of
men throughout the industry would be dis-
missed altogether, and later still those remain-
ing at work would be placed on short time.
1 visualize that the same thing could happen
here. The Metropolitan Abattoirs, on a five-
day week, is able to cater for the wants of
the people in this State. The overtime that
they have been asked to work on two days a
week and three days when there is a holiday
weekend is for the export market and is only
seasonal work; at present it is required for
only a few weeks, after which the men will not
be required to work overtime again. If W.
Angliss & Co. or any other firm commences
operations this industry will beecome over-
capitalized, and the result will be that after
the finish of the export season the abattoirs
and any other private company that starts up
will not be able to retain their employees full-
time. Of course, that is the state of affairs
that members opposite want. Their Party
contains the -greatest Tories that I know of;
they always plead that they do not believe in
Socialism, and they want a state of affairs
under which they can pick and choose labour,
hire and fire, and work employees under the
conditions they want to set inside the factory
while those employees are on the payroll.

Mr. Quirke: More rubbish!
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Mr. LAWN: As I have said before, the
member for Rocky River (Mr. Heaslip), who
is sitting beside the honourable member who
is interjeeting, has made it clear in this House
for years that he opposes the 40-hour week.
The Government which the member for Burra
(Mr. Quirke) now supports opposed the
decision of the Arbitration Court for a 44-hour
week; it appealed against that decision, Tt
also showed its hostility to the 40-hour week.

The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member must link his remarks with the Bill.

Mr. LAWN: The Minister of Agriculture
has had much to say about this overtime ban.
The Government does not want a 40-hour week;
it wants the employees to work 40 hours in
five days, plus two days (Saturday and Sun-
day) on ordinary weekends and three additional
shifts on holiday weekends. The Government
has never wanted a 40-hour week, and it is
prepared to introduce thig Bill with the object
of breaking down the conditions of people
working in this industry.

Mr. Nankivell: Don’t they want overtime
at the abattoirs?

Mr. LAWN: Let me tell the honourable
member that before he became a member of
this Chamber the matter of a 40-hour week
and overtime was fully discussed here, and at
that time the honourable member’s colleagues
charged me with wanting overtime; they said
that we did not want a shorter working week,
but merely more money. We slung the lie back
in their faces. In the present case the
employees do not want just money.

Mr. Heaslip: Are you sure of that?

Mr. LAWN: The men are prepared to
sacrifice two days’ pay at overtime rates on
normal weekends and three days’ pay om
holiday weekends in their fight for a full
week’s pay all the year.

Mr. Quirke: I doubt whether they are
prepared to do that,

Mr. LAWN: They are also fighting for one
extra week’s sick leave. Honourable members
opposite claim that all these men are concerned
about is more money, but if that is all the men
are concerned about, don’t members opposite
think that in a few weekends of work the men
would earn more than one week’s pay? Of
course they would. If it was only a question of
money they would take the overtime that was
thrown to them. However, they have made: it
clear that they lose their full week’s sick leave
that is allowed by the court and they are losing
an additional week’s sick leave without pay
during the year. They are fighting for a
prineiple. o )

Mr. Heaslip: And by working overtime they
do not lose anything. i

Mr. LAWN: The workers do not merely want
more money; I know they need more money,
as we all do, but they also want better con-
ditions, and when all is said and done condi-
tions are equally as important as pay.

Mr. Heaslip: And they have got them out '
there, too.

The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member for Rocky River has made his speech.

Mr. LAWN: I don’t know about making a
speech; I heard the honourable member say
a few words. These men are fighting for a
principle, just as the honourable member
always fights for dividends. Let me say in
conclusion that here we have all sections of
the community, whieh is the term used by
the Minister—

Mr. Heaslip: You mean, just the metropoli-
tan area.

Mr. LAWN: No. I take it that on this
occasion the Minister was referring to the
whole State, and at least I am referring to all
sections of the community throughout the
State. All sections of the community that are
mentally and physically fit and able have
something to sell. It might be goods, and it
might be sheep and cattle. Honourable mem-
bers opposite are concerned only for the people
they represcnt who have sheep and eattle to
sell. The labourers—the people who work at
the abattoirs—have only their labour tfo sell,
and I am equally as concerned for those people
who have only their labour to sell as I am
for the people who have sheep and eattle to sell.

Mr. Hall: You are -not interested in the
people who have sheep and cattle to sell.

Mr. LAWN: The honourable member has a
warped mind and a mouth to mateh.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr, LAWN: There is a chain out there at
the abattoirs which is not being worked.

Mr. Quirke: The men don’t want it to
work.
Mr. LAWN: T say that it is the manage-

ment that does not want it to bhe worked.
The member for Gouger (Mr. Hall) said that
I am not interested in the people who have
sheep and cattle to sell. I am inferested in
those people. There is a chain at
the abattoirs which is not being worked, and
I say that it should be worked. The men want
the chain to work, but I believe the manage-
ment does not want that. The union concerned
is quite willing to supply the labour if the
management will only ask it to do so.
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Mr. Jennings: The union has faithfully
carried out its part of the bargain.

Mr. LAWN: Yes, it has supplied 2ll the
labour until recently. We should be concerned
with all sections of the community—the people
who have their labour to sell and the people
who have stock to sell—because otherwise we
cannot say we really represent all sections of
the eommunity. We know the electoral boun-
daries in South Australia have been gerry-
mandered—

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. LAWN: —to give the Government Party
a majority in this House to enable it to look
after the interests only of the people I have
mentioned. T am just as interested in the
people: who have sheep and cattle to sell as I
am in the people who work in the industry.
I oppose the Bill.

The SPEAKER: There have been far too
many interjections and too much conversation.
Let us have the decorum in this Chamber that
we should have.

Mr. LAUCKE (Barossa): When the mem-
ber for Adelaide began his discourse he said he
opposed the Bil from start to finish. Dia-
metrically opposed to him, I support the Bill
from start to finish. I am in complete accord
with it because it is high time that its pro-
visions were dealt with by Parliament. The
member for Adelaide said that the Minister
wanted to create conditions favourable to
one party. We are aiming at conditions
favourable to the whole community and the
cconomy. If passed, the legislation will work
in that direction. It is high time that the
spirit of enterprise, keen and buoyant, was
promoted far and wide in South Australia,
and in the Commonwealth. This is necessary
if we are to continue to progress as we have
done in this great nation. T was interested
to hear the member for Adelaide speak as he
did today and hear him support whole-heartedly
a socialistiec policy.

Mr., Ryan: There is nothing wrong with
that.

Mr. LAUCKE: I am not in favour of
Socialism.

The SPEAKER: There is no Socialism in
this Bill.

Mr. LAUCKE: I wag referring to Mr.

Lawn’s statement that he keenly advocated
Socialism as the best means of getting pro-
gress in this State. The duty of the State
is to provide the framework of utilities within
which the individual can freely operate. Beyond
that I am opposed to restricting the ability of
private enterprise to operate. I have a very

keen- appreciation of what has been achieved
by private enterprise, and through the years
I have noted the deadening effect of undue
State intrusion into industry. I am old
enough in the tooth to know the ill-effects that
can come from a monopoly. In our Metro-
politan Abattoirs we have a monopoly that
is not operating in the best interests of the
primary producers and the State’s economy.
The competition that will come under the
Bill is a good thing. )

Mr. Dunstan: How do you explain the
Commonwealth Government’s poliey of selling
public utilities to private enterprise in order
to prevent competition?

Mr., LAUCKE: ZFrom time to time the
Commonwealth Government has disposed of
national undertakings to private enterprise,
and to good purpose. The situation at the
abattoirs has finally led to the Government’s
decision to facilitate the entry into the
slaughtering business of interests other than
the Metropolitan Abattoirs, and it is indeed
good. We have our primary producers in
adverse seasonal times carrying an all-time
record of stock. They are carrying 16,500,000
sheep at present. They are faced with the
severity of an adverse season so far this year,
and desire to dispose of their stock as quickly
as possible to obtain the higher values the
market provides for stock in good condition.
There is also the serious feed situation, and
the need of the farmer individually and the
State as a whole to dispose of stock in
prime condition, but we have a situation
diabolically promoted to hold to ransom both
the producer and the consumer. Beeause of a
lack of efficient processing at a time when the
stock should be processed there is an increased
cost to the producer, which is passed on to
the consumer. The union’s action was taken
at a time when those who engineered it fully
realized that it was a most difficult time
because of the quantity of stock coming for-
ward, the condition, and so on. The
irresponsibility of those men who now refuse
to work overtime at a ecritical period reflects
badly onr those who should be working for the
common good.

It must be realized far and wide that the
rural ecomomy is the basis of our prosperity.
We earn overseas credits from the products of
the land. If we have a good season and good
prices we attain an overscas credit balance of
about £80,000,000 in any given year. If we
have an adverse season and good prices we
attain about £50,000,000 to £60,000,000. If we
have an adverse season and adverse prices we
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£30,000,000. From our rural economy come out the State provided that they are in

the credits that are necessary to allow seecondary
industries to exist first, and then expand for
the good of the community.

Fundamentally, secondary industries have a
local market. They do not export much at
all. Increased local costs to the secondary
manufacturer can be passed on to the consumers.
He is working in a very protected market, as
it were. On the other hand, the primary pro-
ducer must dispose of much of his produee on
the overseas markets, where keen competition
exists. Because the increased costs to second-
ary industries are reflected in the ecosts of
the primary industries the latter are in great
difficulties, and cannot continue profitable
operations. We have the situation where the
goose that lays the golden egg is in danger of
dying, or being severely hurt, by increased
costs being placed on it, and we may reach the
stage where, through the increased costs, we
cannot sell on the overseas markets. If that
were to eventuate, our Australian economy
would be in a bad position.

Mr. Hall:
market.

Mr. LAUCKE: Yes,
timely and efficient processing of our
products, and can ensurc ‘%o the pro-
ducers the greatest possible margins through
that efficiency, and catch the overseas
market at the right time, and so on, it is our
duty to see that we have it. We in this House
in recent years have been most ready to assist
efficiency in rural production. I refer to bulk
handling of wheat and barley, which assists
the grower to handle his erop more economieally
and enables him to maintain his farm in a
reasonably profitable condition. The fat lamb
export industry is being adversely affected at
present through its inability to get lambs pro-
cessed as quickly as possible because of the
overtime ban at the abattoirs.

The present trouble is the export

If we can have

Mr. Hughes: Do you support -country
abattoirs?
- Mr, LAUCKE: I certainly do; anywhere

they can be economically founded. It is a good
thing to have decentralization of slaughtering
facilities. This legislation will allow enterprises
condueted privately in the metropolitan area to
slaughter ~-and. country interests to have
slaughtering facilities in given areas. This is
a good thing from which will come a competi-
tion that will, T am sure, be beneficial to the
slaughtering industry, the producer, the con-
sumer, and the economy.as a whole. It is a

economically situated locations. The bird must
have a reasonable chance of flying before it is
released—of that I am certain.

I am pleased to note that, in deciding where
a licence may be granted, the Minister proposes
to have the advice of a committee. He will not
be the sole person to make a decision about
where a licence should be granted; he will
have the advice of an advisory committee (a
competent body) which will make recommenda-
tions to him. I commend the Minister for this
approach, as this provision takes away from
one person a grave and great responsibility.
This is in keeping with his approaches to all
matters. He views things fairly, and in this
instance it will be from a fairness that will
come from a wider knowledge gained by
being advised by several people.

I was most intrigued to hear the member for
Adelaide (Mr. Lawn) say that, were he to be a
member of the Party in office, on being elected
he would immediately withdraw all licences
issued under this legislation and revert to the
system we have so far known. That, to me,
further emphasizes the insistence on the part of
this gentleman to promote a socialistic State
so far as he possibly can.

Mr. Nankivell: It shows a lack of respon-
sibility. ’

Mr. LAUCKE: Yes, it indicates a lack of
responsibility in this matter. I, like every
member who views the situation, believe that,
having given an organization the freedom and
protection the abattoirs has had, to have noted
recurring strikes and been prepared to per-
petuate those conditions is a smallness of view.
I do not think any person who noted these
things would not say, ¢“We admit a big invest-
ment by the State in this abattoirs, but in the
public interests it is desirable to have com-
petition operating to make the svhole system
more efficient than it has been in the past and
to ensure that we do our utmost to maintain
to rural producers the best possible facilities
for clearance of their stocks at the right times
and at the right prices.’’

As I view this legislation, I consider it is a
good thing in every respect.
a move in a responsible direction to allow
private enterprise, which has been such a huge,
strong and wonderful force in progress in this
State and in this nation, to return most
definitely. I trust that this will be the criterion
and the way, as it were, for other institutions
which assume too mueh importance .as

I can see in it
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governmental institutions but. which could be
beneficially and profitably affected by the good,
sound, healthy winds of competition. 1 have
much pleasure in supporting this legislation.

Mr. FRED WALSH (West Torrens): I
oppose this Bill for several reasons, the principal
being that I am definitely opposed on principle
to legislation of this kind. Consequently, I
see no merit in the Bill. I believe the
measure has been introduced because of the
paniec caused by the position that has resulted
from action taken by employees of the abat-
tors, and that the Government has been stam-
peded by a certain seetion that has, perhaps,
been affected to some extent because the
employees have been clamouring for many years
for certain advantages. My thoughts have
been borne out by the statement of the mem-
ber for Rocky River, who admitted that this
was emergency legislation. I believe the Bill
reflects discredit on the Minister and the Gov-
ernment. I am sorry it was introduced, par-
ticularly on an oceasion like this.

One always expects from the member for
Rocky River the type of speech he made this
afternoon. Anything that has as its objeet
increased wages or improved working econdi-
tions, no matter of what kind, he always
opposes. Improved wages or reduced working
hours are anathema to him; omne has only to
suggest reducing working hours and he immedi-
ately objects. He has hardly made a speech
in this House without referring to this. In
the Address in Reply debate he quoted exten-
sively from the official journal of the Australian
Insurance Staffs’ Federation.

Mr. Heaslip: This all means extra cost to
the primary producer. :

Mr. FRED WALSH: Of course it does, but
don’t they benefit in the long run?

Mr. Quirke: No, they never do.

Mr. FRED WALSH: ‘I don’t think the
member for Rocky River is any the worse off
as a result of all these improved conditions.
I do not think he is on a starvation level, and
T think that applies to most members opposite.
None of them is in straitened circumstances, as
a result of the improved living standards gained
by the working people of this country. They
seem to me fto be in a fairly flourishing con-
dition and, the better the standards of the
working people are, the greater is the demand
for the things they produce.

Mr. Heaslip: Do they ever go on strike?

Mr. FRED WALSH: Yes, they go on strike
because of people like yourself, If we dealt
with reasonable people, there would not be half

the number of strikes. The honourable member
mentioned strikes and was going to make a
lengthy speech about all the industrial disputes
that had taken place at the abattoirs.

Mr. Heaslip: And I gave them.

Mr. FRED WALSH: Yes; the honourable
member went from 1950 to 1955. He was
challenged to mention any dispute that had
taken place at the abattoirs after 1955, but
he could not mention one; and there has not
been one industrial dispute at the abattoirs
since 1955——seven years ago. I suggest that
that is a good record. Compare that with any
other industry, or with most other industries,
and we shall find it ecompares most favourably.
Much is said about the poor old primary pro-
ducer. Mr. Walter Kidman said the other day
that it was the ‘‘poor old primary producer’’
who suffered and he was ‘‘broke’’—but he never
worked at any industry in his life. It was
his father who ecarried his swag and battled
to set up his big industry and Mr. Walter
Kidman and the rest of the family gained the
benefit of it. )

Mr. Ryan: And they are still living on it.

Mr, FRED WALSH: Yes, and his grand-
children will probably benefit from it. The
same applies to Angliss & Co.—it will
be the onc to benefit. I give full credit to
those who carried their swags and did the
pioneering work; we appreciate what they
did, but do not let Mr. Walter Kidman talk
about ‘‘the poor old primary producer’’. You
can’t tell me about that! No-one raises any
objection against the ordinary farmer, the man
working his farm and doing a good job. He
is doing the right thing, for which we all give
credit, but those big monopolistic interests—

Mr. Nankivell: Some producers are paying
an extra freight of 10s. a head to send their
stock to Vietoria to get rid of their surplus
sheep!

Mr. Ryan:
for years?

Mr. Nankivell: No.

Mr. FRED WALSH: When some members
talk like this, as they do, one tends to question
their sincerity, because I really believe that they
are cencerned about the big people and mnot
the small people, whom they claim to represent.

Mr. Quirke: Those with little . blocks of
500 acres! )

Mr. FRED WALSH: It is the little man
about whom we are all concerned. Certainly
we on this side of the House are concerned.

Mr. Quirke: He is in real trouble.

- The SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Burra can make his speech directly.

Have they not been doing that
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Mr. FRED WALSH: I have the greatest
respect for the member for Barossa (Mr.
Laucke), who said much about private enter-
prise, including that he believed that private
enterprise should be allowed to operate more
or less unfettered and have an open go. If
he were sincere in his attitude he should
advoeate the complete abolition of the
abattoirs and give private enterprise a go.

Mr. Ryan:
10 years?

Mr. FRED WALSH: I know who would, and
I suggest to Mr. Laucke that he also advoeate
the disbanding of the Electricity Trust and
the sale of all its assets. ‘

Mr. Laucke: No.

Mr. FRED WALSH: Yes. If the honour-
able member wants private enterprise to run
this State entirely, as he suggests, then he
shonld do as I say, if he is sineere in that
regard: abolish these State instrumentalities
and let private enterprise run them. But the
honourable member and the Premier both know
that private enterprise could not do that.
Despite what the member for Adelaide (Mr.
Lawn) said, it was not a question of Leigh
Creek coal; it was the inability of the Adelaide
Electrie Supply Company Limited to do the
job. If it had continued we could not have
had electric power to the same extent as we
have it today, or the same development in the
State. We know why the State took the
company over and I give the Premier full
marks for what he did, which was with the
support of the Australian Labor Party. Mem-
bers on his side who bitterly opposed the
Bill at the time were loud in their plaudits
here a few weeks ago when we were considering
the lowering of country tariffs.

The SPEAKER: The honourable member
must link up his remarks with the Bill.

Mr. FRED WALSH: It is all wrapped
up with the question of private enterprise.
The union, about which we have heard so much,
has a long and honourable record in the
Labor movement. Its officers are honourable
men, as I think the Minister of Agriculture
(Hon. D. N. Brookman) and the Premier
will admit. True, disputes have occurred at
certain times, but let us look at the union’s
record in its shop section. There have been
very few disputes in respect of the ordinary
butehers. I think that members of the Abat-
toirs Board will agree that the union and the
board generally get om very well together.
Although there is a dispute today on the
question of extra sick leave—

I wonder who would regret it in

Mr. Ryan: Can you blame the men for that?

Mr. FRED WALSH: It is only a
passing phase, as so many of these things
are. Soon we shall revert to the posi-
tion existing a few weeks ago. I
suggest that that is no reason for introdue-
ing legislation of this type. I do not know
whether it is true that this legislation was
recommended by the .Abattoirs Board. The
Minister has not mentioned it, and I should
like an assurance from him on this aspect. I
could not imagine the board’s recommending
the legislation, but possibly it did in view of
the prevailing circumstances. I do not want
to discuss the merits or otherwise of the over-
time ban, but this is not the first time a ban
has been imposed on overtime. I remind mem-
bers that if this legislation becomes law and
another abattoirs is established, it does not
necessarily follow that similar industrial action
will not be taken at the new establishment in
an effort to secure an improved industrial condi-
tion. The legislation will not afford protection
against industrial disputes.

The history of abattoirs legislation goes back
to about 1902. Several Bills have been referred
to the House over the years and in 1907 legis-
lation was referred to a Select Committee. In
introducing the legislation, Mr. Vaughan, the
Minister, spoke of compensation. The report of
that debate was as follows:

When a public authority took away from a
person the right to earn a livelihood, and vir-
tually destroyed his property by rendering it
valueless, it was only fair that he should be
compensated. While power was given to the
board to take over the city markets and
slaughterhouses, no provision was made with
respect to private premises. If a rich eity like
Adelaide was to receive compensation, surely
butchers like Hill and Conrad ought to receive
compensation. He did not think goodwill
should be taken into consideration, but he
thought the actual money private persons were
out of poeket should be paid back to them, and
he thought the municipalities and ratepayoers
would be quite agreeable to that being done.

He then referred to Hill, who had a big
slaughterhouse mnear Glen Osmond, Conrad’s,
who operated another slaughterhouse, and
Turner’s. I can well remember Turner’s
because as a boy it was intended that I should
be apprenticed to that firm as a butcher. I
worked for them for about two months, but the
first day I was put into the slaughterhouse was
enough for me. I went home and refused to
go back again.

Mr. Lawn: You went on strike!

Mr, FRED WALSH: Mr. Vaughan referred
to compensation for Hill and Conrad. My point
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is that it' was intended to compensate them for
~any losses they incurred through the establish-
ment of the Metropolitan Abattoirs. What is the
Goverument’s intention now? ~Will it compen-
sute the Metropolitan Abattoirs for any losses
it incurs-through the Government’s introducing
licensed competition that may affect its trade
and business? In 1907 the intention was tc

get away. from private slaughterhouses. The
Government of the day favoured a public
slaughterhouse and referred to adequate

hygiene; proper inspections and so forth. In
- introducing this Bill, the Minister of Agricul-
ture said:

_The .policy of the Government is to
create conditions whereby the interests of
all sections of the community are properly
~observed and it is felt that these interests
would be furthered by permission being granted
for the establishment of more slaughtering
faeilities. The Government has for some years
had a stated intention of providing killing
licences for country abattoirs where these can
be established.

We might not have the same objection to
country abattoirs: our objection is related
to the establishment of another abattoirs in
the mietropolitan area. The Minister continued:

However, this has not been availed of. The
reason is partly due to the ready market to
be found in the metropolitan area. The
’\Ietropohtan Abattoirs has been for many
years in a favoured position in regard to
the ' Adelaide market as the introduction of
meat slaughtered by other interests is strictly
controlled. Many of the installations at
Gepps Cross are suiﬁelently large to ecater
for a population increase in the Adelaide
area. It is felt, however, that difficulties of
management and operation make it advisable
for licences to be granted to other persons for
the killing of stock. Any reduction in output
has a highly deleterious effect on the
“interests of primary producers in the first
place, and also the consumer is affected and the
State’s economy suffers as a result of loss of
export killing. All members are aware that at
the present time there is a ban on overtime
imposed by the union at Gepps Cross. This
ban has been placed at a time when it is of
the greatest urgency to kill as many stock as
are offered.

We know that the abattoirs has mnot been
killing to its capacity, so if there is any fault,
part of it can be attributed to the management.
If the abattoirs were killing to capacity this
build-up- would not have occurred and over-
time would not be necessary to the extent
.suggested. : I am not familiar with the faets
mentioned by Mr. Lawn concerning the
slaughtermen, but I am prepared to accept the
facts and .figures he quoted. The Minister’s
contention.about the ban on overtime does not
K3

stand up. When it suits stockowners they do
not bring their stock to market. When they
want to keep prices high or to force prices up
they keep their cattle and sheep on their
properties. '

Mr. Ryan: That is not a strike!

Mr. FRED WALSH: No, that is not a
strike. Everyone knows that is done, but when
people stop work to improve conditions.or take
action to ban overtime that is said to be a
strike or something in the nature of a strike.
We should fairly examine these things and
appreciate that this is only a passing phase,
and we should not be stampeded into .taking
action that we may later regret. I regret that
you, Mr. Speaker, will be the determining factor
in this matter. I appreciate that you represent
certain interests that will be affected, but I
hope that you can see the position a little in
the same way as we see it having regard to
all the circumstances. The Minister adopted a
strange attitude in this matter and said, on
page 1033 of Hansard:

Members will recognize that this- 1eg1°lat10n,
in providing competition for the Metropolitan
and Export Abattoirs, could embarrass it in
some respects. The public investment in the
abattoirs is considerable. It is made up in the
following way:

£
Debenture funds (almost entirely
Treasury advances) . .. B42,823
Grants (some Commonwealth largely )
concerning sale yards) 44,433
Internal provisions and reserves
reinvested .. . .. 951,963
Total funds employed in the under-
taking .. .. .. .. £1,839,219

That is a conmderable sum and it will be
gradually whittled away if the Minister enforces
the provisions of this legislation, which are to
some extent econtradictory. In some cases the
word ¢‘shall’’ is used and in other cases
““may’’ is used. Clause 3 (2) provides that
‘“any such licence may contain conditions as to

- all or any of the following matters’’ and then

it ‘refers to the branding and inspection of
carcasses, Why ‘‘may’’ and not ‘‘shall’’%
Why not be determinate about the matter$
In clause 3 (3) we read that the Minister
‘‘may’” give such directions. Why does the
clause not provide that he ‘‘shall’’ give direc-
tions to the owner of the meat? Clause 3 (6)
provides that the Minister ‘‘may’’ revoke
the licence granted to such a person if he is
convicted of an offence under subelause (5).
There should be no’ question about it, and once
a person commits a breach of the Aet the

- governing. word should be “shall’ * and not

Cempy -
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Mr. Shannon: The nature of the breach
should play some part in the decision.

Mr. FRED WALSH: Firstly, that person
should not get a licence and secondly, if he
breaches the Act, his licenee should be revoked.
I am not sure whether the member for Adelaide
mentioned some points in support of the
men’s arguments. I stated that I did not
wish to enter into the merits of the present
ban, but the actual amount of wages lost in
12 months due to absence on unpaid sick leave
eost .the abattoirs’ employees £22,330, and
added to this figure we must consider that
many of them were forced to take annual
leave and long service leave in lien of sick
pay. Therefore, the stated loss of wages
could be greatly magnified to show that this
claim is modest. It is true, as stated by the
member for Adelaide, that workers in other
industries receive more than one week’s sick
leave, and workers in an industry with which I
am associated receive unlimited accumulated
sick leave during the whole term of the work-
ers’ employment. The question of unlimited
aceumulated sick leave is not new.

Members on this side know the position is
hopeless as far as the voting on the floor
of the House is concerned. We know how
members from each Party will vote, but I ask
you, Mr. Speaker, to consider how we feel
about this matter. This involves a vital
principle from our point of view. This is
strike-breaking legislation despite what mem-
bers opposite may say to the eontrary, and I
would sooner lose my seat in Parliament than
record a vote for this type of legislation, and
I believe that applies to all my colleagues. I
ask you, Mr. Speaker, to give special econ-
sideration to this question before voting on the
matter.

Mr. HALL (Gouger): I sincerely congratu-
late the Minister on introducing this legislation.
I offer the thanks of my constituents for his
endeavour to put the matter of stock slaughter-
ing in this State on a sound basis, Far too
much has been said of the industrial point of
view at the abattoirs as a background to this
Bill.  Legislation - of this type has been
demanded, asked for, and petitioned for over
many years by country people and this is the
result of the ground swell of opinion in
country areas. It should. not be entirely
related to this dispute although the dispute
may have brought it to a head. This is not
panic legislation and mno-one has been
stampeded into this measure; rather it is the
result of representations from many people

over a long period of time. I know that the
Minister has been interested in this problem
for many years.

Many opinions have been expressed by mem-
bers of the Opposition on the introduction of
this Bill. From the views expressed and the
lack of understanding shown it is clear that
members opposite have little understanding of
country conditions, so much so that it makes
one shudder to think what their administration
in country areas would be like. ILet me give
one illustration. This is purely a misunder-
standing on the part of the member for West
Torrens (Mr. Fred Walsh).. He referred to
the action of the graziers in withholding their
sheep, and likened this to strike action. He
said it was easy for graziers to hold sheep, and
sheep are just held from sale to sale until they
bring a better price. If that argument were
put to a meeting of country graziers or coun-
try fat lamb producers it would be laughable
and would be the biggest comic turn they had
heard for a long time. They only wish they
could hold their sheep for some time. At
present the farmer is carrying his stoek in the
spring flush, but when the flush of feed dis-
appears, as it soon will, he will have to quit
his stock and there will be no prospeet of his
holding stoek to gain higher prices.

Mr. Hughes: But you do do that?

Mr. HALL: There are many moves to have
this done by supplementary feeding and better -
farm husbandry methods, and it would be
far better for the consumer if this could be
done. He now has to pay a higher price in
the autumn at a time when sheep and fat

lambs are not fully available, simply beeause

they have to be quit in the spring. Do members
think farmers would not hold their stock until
times of better prices if they could do so? The
argument simply does not line up with prac-
tical farming.

I congratulate the member for Rocky River
(Mr. Heaslip) on his assessment of the posi-
tion. I do not think this is panic legislation, or
that it is the resnlf merely of thiz one stop-
page at the abattoirs. It has been evolved over
the many years’ history of disputes, as outlined
earlier by the member for Rocky River. I am
surprised that several members opposite .who
represent country areas should become involved
in this question of the disputes. As I said
earlier, I think we are looking too closely into
this dispute. It is not for us to pronounce
judgment on it. Several statemcnis made by
members opposite should be answered. Tt ill
behoves the member for Frome (Mr. Casey)
to belittle the losses that the primary producer
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has suffered because of this overtime ban.
It was pointed out that the honourable member
recently referred to ‘‘a mere 2d. a pound loss
on export mutton.’”’ We know very well, how-
ever, that it is the unwritten losses—the losses
that cannot be put in a hook and tallied up
with a pencil—that are the bigger losses. The
fact that aged sheep have to be retained and
thercfore eat up the available fodder reserves
is preventing the acquisition later in the year
of younger stock and next year’s breeding
flock for many of the fat lamb producers in
the Middle and Lower North.

Mr. Shannon: The 2d. a pound might be
the full value of some of the sheep you have
to quit.

Mr. HALL: Yes. Another aspect is the
number of sheep that go to Vietoria. Do
members think it is the consumer in Vietoria
who pays the cost of the freight involved?
Of course, that has to be paid by the South
Australian supplier of the sheep, who has
nowhere to slaughter his stock. Perhaps it
might be of interest to members to know the
cost of transporting sheep to Victoria by rail.
From Pooraka to Newmarket the cost is £50
7s. a rail truck. Lambs loaded 120 to a truck
cost 8s. 5d. u head, and sheep loaded 110 to a
truck cost 9s. 13d. a head. From the market
on September 4 nearly 20,000 sheep went to
Victoria, and from the September 11 market
30,000 sheep went. From the restricted market
that came into force because of the ban oun
overtime, 3,870 sheep went to Victoria.

Mr. McKee: Was there a shortage of mutton
and lamb in South Australia?

Mr. HALL: If the honourable member went
to a country distriet and said such a thing he
would be laughed out of the distriet. Accord-
ing to him, there is no inconvenience to South
Australia.

Mr. McKee: I asked whether there was a
shortage of mutton and lamb.

Mr. HALL: Of course there was not. The
honourable member cares not for the producers
but merely the consumers. The supply of local
meat is not affected, because the men at the
abattoirs would run up against public opinion
if that happened, and they dare not run up
against publie opinion in the metropolitan area.
The union is holding the producer to ransom,
not the consumer. The honourable member is
fully aware of that. :

Mr. McKee: Stock are being taken across
the border in their thousands. I have seen that
happening.

Mr. HALL: The member for Adelaide (Mr.

Lawn) had much to say. He said that a six .

months’ licence would be enough time to grant
a private firm to overcome this blockage of
slaughter of export lambs. Apparently some
private firm is to put up all the capital that
is mecessary to build a killing works, I sup-
pose with its associated by-products treatment
plants and other things. If we take just the
bare killing works without the by-produets
treatment plant, we know that it would cost
many tens of thousands of pounds to establish.
According to the honourable member, this is
to be put up for six months’ use and then dis-
banded, or perhaps we can wait for the next
dispute and t}en get it ready again.

This perhaps ties 'in with the honourable
nmember’s later thoughts. He said that if the
Bill is passed, if the Minister grants licences
and if the works arc established, then when
the Labor Party gains office in this State he
will destroy those works, and he said he spoke
for the Labor Party. Let the member for
Wallaroo (Mr. Hughes) go back to his distriet
and tell the farmers who have created this
ground swell for this move for killing works
that, if his Party gains office, he will destroy
their facility. We want the truth of this. I
would say that the member for Adelaide has
demonstrated by his threat on behalf of his
Party to destroy an industry that was properly
set up under an Act of Parliament—and I hope
it will be passed by a majority vote of this
Houge—that he is nothing more than an indus-
trial and soeial disruptionist. I hope the coun-
try members will take this truth back to their
districts and explain to their own farming
communities how they stand.

We heard from members opposite about the
slaughtermen and the fact that they were
forced to work overtime. This terrible thing
was foisted on them! It was also said that
the premises were unhygienic. An interesting
thing happened last Saturday. A ecarload of
slaughtermen came through my district in the
course of calling on various farmers and putting
their case. 'This ease is outlined in the pam-
phlet that has been handed around this House.
The party eomprised four young, presentable
Australians—slaughtermen and trainee slaugh-
termen from the abattoirs—who quite impressed
me. I admit that they had learned that I
was a member of Parliament, and that is
probably the reason they spent more time with
me.

Mr. Ryan: I wonder what they appreciated
most.

Mr. HALY.: They appreciate the stock I
send down to the abattoirs, for I suppose- it
gives them a job, and I appreciate the fact
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that they slaughter those stock at times. I
put séveral things to those men. They told me
that there was a spare chain at the abattoirs
not being used. I said to them, ‘‘Forget the
dispute for a moment, In normal times, would
you want that ehain to work, because if it
worked you would not get so much overtime,
would ‘you?’’ They agreed that in mnormal
times they would not want the chain to work.
Where - does that leave the question of this
ssparé’ clidin? -The slaughtermen themselves do
not - Want it.

I sald to them, ‘“Do you want the over-
time%’’ and they replied, ‘Oh yes, we want
the overtime; it is our harvest, but we are
willing to forgo it for these econditions.”’ They
admitted they wanted the overtime. Is it a
poor condition, something in violent opposition
to mormal industrial behaviour, that this over-
time is foreced on them? It is their harvest,
and they admit it. I asked them what they
earned in a week, and the reply was that they
earned £22 and more than £40 with overtime.
I am not saying that that is too much, for
they work hard when they are working seven
days a week, but let us be sensible about it;
they want that overtime, and they do not want
to see that extra chain take their overtime
away. I do not begrudge them their overtime,
but let us get the faects straight.

Much was said also about the alleged filthy
state of the premises. This was mentioned in
the pamphlet. It was said that there are a
lot of rats around, and so on.

The SPEAKER: The honourable member
cannot find in this Bill anything about rats.

Mr. HALL:: If the premises are unhygienie
it is because they are old buildings in many
instances. We all know that old buildings
are more difficult to keep in good condition
than new ones. I said to them, ‘‘If the
premises were put up privately you might have
better conditions’’ and they agreed that might
be so. I also said, ‘“Why do you spoil your
case by not taking it as far as you can with
arbitration?’’ That is something they have
not been able to answer. I do not think there
is any meed for us to say more about the
dispute. It is not for us to make a pronounce-
ment on it. Each year primary producers live
through the spring in dread of a dispute at the
Metropolitan Abattoirs, If they were told that
there had been no disputes there since 1953
they would not believe it, because they always
have the fear, and as the years pass they feel
that there have been disputes. There will

always be claims from workers for better con-
ditions. It is the nature of things and mem-
bers opposite are ‘aware of it.

Mr. McKee: Don’t you agree w1th clalms
for better conditions?

Mr, HALL: Yes, but as the claim,s_-‘ar_e made
from time to time and are not taken through
the proper arbitration channels: we; shall be
faced with threats of the cessation. of -overtime
killing during the spring. There .is: only one
way to deal with the situation, and that is to
provide additional killing faecilities. = This
would bring about more killing in nermal
hours, and do away with much of the overtime .
worked now. That would not be a bad thing,
beecause it would provide more steady jobs
throughout the year. Of course, there will
always be overtime worked to .cater for the
spring rush. I am confident that -the Bill
provides the solution to the problem, .and I
hope the Minister will act as .quiekly as
possible, on the advice of the propased com-
mittee, to ease the position. Adelaide is
growing at the rate of 20,000 people.a year,
and the present population will. be: doubled
in about 20 years. There is room' in. Adelaide
for the present abattoirs and - at. least
two additional abattoirs. Competition has
never hurt anyone. The farming community
has to facc the greatest competition thére is
in prices and methods. Our farming industry is
cfficient. On behalf of my constituents I
congratulate the Minister of Agriculture on
introducing the Bill. I hope that it will be
passed and that we shall see practieal results
so that the producers will not have fears that in
the spring they will not be  able - to get
rid of their normal surpluses. :

Mr. HUTCHENS (Hindmarsh): I oppose
the Bill. I listened with much interest to what
the member for Gouger said. I feel that the
Bill has not received the support expected by
the Minister, who would be well advised to
withdraw it. The member for Gouger said that
Opposition members lack an understanding of
country conditions, but that is a statement from
an uncontrollable imagination. Thé member for
West Torrens made it clear that in 1933, when
private enterprise could not cater satisfactorily
for the primary producers, Parliamént estab-
lished the Metropolitan and _Export: Abattoirs
Board after paying compensation to private
enterprise. Over the years supporters of
primary industry have given increased support
to the operations of the Metropolitan Abattoirs.
In June, 1936, when explaining the Metro-
politan and Export Abattoirs Act Amendment
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Bill,
said:

If Parhdment ean congratulate itself on one
thing, it is the change which took place in the
administration as the result of the appointment
of a new board at the abattoirs. I think it will
be essential for the abattoirs to take over the
Port, Lincoln freezing works in the future.
Last year the works at Port Lincoln experienced
difficulty in the slaughtering of lambs, with the
result that the lambs were available tco late
to be  exported. There should have been
co-ordination between the Port Lincoln freezing
works und the abattoirs, so that lambs which
were not fit for export could have been sold in
the metropolitan area.

:the then Premier (Hon. R. L. Butler)

Today the member for Rocky River said that
the Opposition is opposed to the establishment
of abattoirs. History proves the contrary.
During the time that I have been in this place
the Opposition has moved several times for the
establishment .of country abattoirs, but it is
strange: that some members who support this
Bill have opposed the establishment of country
abattoirs whenever we have made the sugges-
tion. We have now a Metropolitan and Export
Abattoirs Board comprised of representatives
of breeders of pigs for export, breeders of
lambs - for ‘export, exporters of stock, master
butchers, « stock salesmen, consumers and
employees. This covers the wide section of
the community associated with the slaughter-
ing and consumption of meat. Not one
member here who has supported the Bill
has indicated that any section represented on
the board has asked for the measure.
Of course, members opposite cannot, because
these.. are the people who appreciate
the establishment of the abattoirs, knowing
full well that private enterprise could not meet
the situation. On many oceasions we
asked for an abatteirs in the country.

Mr. Ryan: Have we got it?

Mr. HUTCHENS: No, our requests have
been rejected, but what are we as a Parliament
asked by this Bill to do? In explaining the
Bill, the Minister said:

The purpose of this Bill is to provide for
the Minister to be able to grant licences for
slaughtering stock and the sale of meat within
the metropolitan area.

Later, he said:

The purpose of this Bill is to make it possible
for other persons to slaughter stoek in the
interests of the community. The operating
clanses permit the Minister, if he considers it
is expedient in the interests of the public, to
grant a licence elsewhere than at the Metropoli-
tan Abattoirs to slaughter any stock for sale.

The very intention of the Bill must be to
destroy an. institution that is representative of
the widest possible sections of the community.

have

The Minister asks every member of this House
to sacrifice his rights as a representative of
the people and give him a blank cheque to-
destrey the Metropolitan Abattoirs when he
thinks it expedient to do so. That is simply
what it means, and it proves conclusively that
private enterprise cannot do, will not do, and
has not been able to do, the job. Of course,
members opposite, like their Commonwealth
counterparts, want to destroy semi-government
enterprise and take away the competition that
may be provided by it. I believe the reason
for the introduction of this measure is hidden,
and hidden deliberately. If that be so, and
if we are in doubt, the wise thing is to reject
it. If the Government had said that it wanted
to give a licence to establish an abattoirs in
a certain area to clean up the surplus for-
export, we would have been able to consider
the matter on its merits, but this Parliament
would be failing most miserably in its respon-
sibility to the people if it passed a measure
that left it to one individual to give a licence
wherever he thought it expedient to do so.

Mr. Nankivell: Don’t you believe the Minis-
ter is being honest to Parliament?

The SPEAKER: Order!

Myr. Nankivell: The honourable member has
not answered that. .

The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member would be out of order if he did so..

Mr. Nankivell:
going to answer?

Mr. HUTCHENS: Will the honourable mem-
ber keep quiet and save the Speaker from.
calling him to order again? The Minister also
said that the State’s economy had suffered as
a result of the loss of export killing. "He gave
about three different reasons but no conclusions
whatever. He then said that lambs rcached a
peak condition and quickly deteriorated if
they were not slanghtered at the right time.
The Opposition has been saying these things
for ever so long and has been pointing out‘
that, because this is the position, there should
be abattoirs in specified country areas.

Mr. Ryan: Like that at Kadina!

Mr. HUTCHENS: Exactly. An intellectual
and self-opinionated gentleman spoke tonight
about the colossal cost cf transporting live-.
stock to killing places. The Opposition has
been saying for a long time that it is wrong
and undesirable to transport spring lamb by,
rail or by any other method when it can be
killed without the necessity for its being sent
long distances, during which it must deteriorate,
We have been saying that lambs should be.

Is the honourable member




1134 Metropolitan Abattoirs Bill. [ASSEMBLY ]

Metropolitan Abattowrs Bill.

killed as near as practicable to the area in
which they are reared and that this would
result in a greater export value to the primary
producer. As set out by members on this
side, of course, this is simply panic legis-
lation, and it has one objective—to do a
little bit of strike breaking. How limited is
the thinking of members opposite when they
believe that it will be effective? The member
for West Torrens has had a phenomenal
amount of experience in the trade wunion
movement, and, as he says, if other works as
proposed in the Bill are established, their
employees will be members of the same union,
“and, if I know the calibre of unions in this
State, there will be solidarity if it comes to
a matter of principle regarding conditions.
The union will not be broken by this method.
I believe this legislation is a panic measure
with an ulterior motive, and I therefore urge
that the House reject it in the way it should
be rejected.

Mr. QUIRKE (Burra): It was interesting
to hear comments from members of the Opposi-
tion who would not know a Hereford steer
from a blue-heeler dog—and this applies par-
ticularly to the member for Wallaroo. He was
assuming that one of those persons who would
apply to set up. under this Bill would be at
Wallaroo. If a permit were to go to Wallaroo,
T suppose he would oppose it. It appeared from
his remarks that he would, but I think that, in
view of his remarks on divers oceasions about

decentralization, he would support this if
the offer were made.
Mr. Hughes: It will come again.

Mr. QUIRKE: It is peculiar to me that the
exponents of decentralization are today hell-
bent on opposing it—and that is what it
amounts to. They want centralized econtrol,
ag every word they have uttered in this House
tonight indicates. They want centralized
control so that they can manage the industry.
This Bill has one purpose only.

Mr. Ryan: What is that?

Mr. QUIRKE: T will give it. It is to see
that, as far as legislation ean make it possible,
the set of conditions operating today shall
not occur again. There is the straight answer
that gives the purpose of this legislation—
that is it shall not oceur again. Honourable
members have spoken to this, the member for
Hindmarsh (Mr. Hutchens) being the greatest
sinner in this regard. He says that, if this
legisiation is passed, it will back the union
because the members in the other place will be

members of the union and they can still tie
the business up if they want to. This is not
a matter whether the workers at the abattoirs
are justified in asking for an extra week’s
sick leave. If they are justified in doing that,
then they should have it.

I know enough about the killing of stock
to appreciate that certain contagion can occur
in places like the abattoirs, as I have said
before in this place. There is a way of getting
better conditions, but this is not the way.” The
member for Adelaide (Mr. Lawn) said there
were three factors concerned. One was the abat-
toirs worker, whom he supported. I have a
high regard for those men. .They are average
Australian citizens who want only to do the
job, earn their money, and live the life they
wish to Iive. That applies to Australians gener-
ally. I daresay if one were to take a secret
ballot among the workers at the abattoirs today
one would not get a vote in favour of the
action taken by the union. I know something
about this. I pick up those workers on the road
time and time again. It would amaze the
members opposite. These men do not know
who I am and I do not disclose who I am.
I just take them to Gawler. If any member
opposite would like to do likewise, he, too,
would get some candid communieations.

There is this about the Australian that, when
it comes to storming chinks in  the
armour, he is fearless. He makes a magnifi-
cent soldier but, when somebody who is inspired
by a Communist line of thought (and I say that
advisedly; I challenge members opposite to
deny that)gets together with others like himself,
the average Australian becomes a moral coward
—and I defy anybody to deny that.

Mr. Jennings:

Mr. QUIRKE: I said it, and I am asking
you to deny it. There is a principle in this.
The honourable member should link it with
what the member for Adelaide (Mr. Lawn)
said: there was the worker, there were the
consumers of moat, and there was the primary
producer. The member for West Torrens (Mr.
Fred Walsh) referred to him as ‘‘the poor
old primary producer’’. Some of them are old,
some are young, but they are rapidly getting
poorer and poorer. A malign influence in
this matter today is a drought period—there is
no doubt about that. If we do not get rain
very soon we shall have a major calamity in
South Australia. Anybody who has been
through the country knows that. These people
who have promoted this trouble know it as well
as we do. For that reason, they know there

And you have said it!
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will be an urgent necessity for the owners to
q_u'it their stock, and to quit so that they shall
not incur the loss of having to quit also their
breeding stock, which is invaluable to them.

There are two factors involved there. The
first is that thesc people know it is imperative
for them to get rid of their surplus because
they have not the necessary feed. "There is
no chanee of baling hay for the reserve feed
this year. The growth is not there and, because
it is not. there, they want to get rid of their
sheep in order to conserve what little they
have to maintain the nucleus of their breeding
stock, Today, this is destroying their oppor-
tunity of . doing that, and it is devised
deliberately. .

Mr. Jennings: You don’t think they would
have a business like this in the middle of winter,
do you?

Mr. QUIRKE: I should not think so. I am
not blaming the slaughtermen, the workers, for
it, but I would expect the people who are
designing this thing today to have those
thoughts. They would leave it until it would
do most damage to the community, for those
doing it are not concerned with the workers.

Mr. Jennings: The time to do it would be
when it would have the most effect.

Mr. QUIRKE: The most damage, and
damage is effect enough. The people who have
designed it are not concerned with the workers:
they are concerned with creating conditions of
chaos in this country. That is what they are
concerned with—and they have succeeded
beyond their greatest expectations. If this
Parliament sets out, by this Bill, to prevent
conditions like these arising again, then it is
amply justified. I have a high regard for the
average Australian worker,

Mr. Jennings: You have not shown it.

Mr. QUIRKE: Haven’t 1% I think I have
sliown it on more occasions than the honourable
member, and in wider fields, too.

Mr. Jennings: You have lived longer!

Mr. QUIRKE: I hope that, by the time the
honourable member has lived as long as I
have, he will have the same record.

The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member’s age has nothing to do with this Bill.

Mr, Riches: You have just called the Aus-
tralian workers moral cowards.

Mr. QUIRKE: They are.

Mr. Riches: They are not.

Mr. QUIRKE: They are.
I will repeat it.

The SPEAKER: Order! This is not a
private conversation: this is a debate.

Mr. Ryan: One-sided, so far.

Say it again and

Mr. QUIRKE: No. They are, otherwise
they would never allow this. If they had the
interests and continuity of their job at heart,
they would be displeased with what is taking
place today, because they know that under this
Bill, which is forced into thiz Parliament to
prevent these conditions recurring, their over-
time, which they value, will have gone for ever,
That is one way in which they have been
absolutely misled.

Mr. Jennings: By whom?

Mr. QUIRKE: By the union and its com-
ponents. It is a matter of principle. Their
leaders have wused this emergency, a State
emergency, which will under natural conditions,
cause tremendous losses to primary producers,
losses that are accepted in primary produection
because they have to work at the mercy of the
elements and all the vicissitudes of the weather.
Producers know and accept that as part of
their lives. They do not expect any section of
the community they supply with food to take
action that will further damage their interests,
ag is being done today, and, because of that,
to take advantage of it. That is a matter of
principle that should not operate today. The
good Australian should sympathize with the
people suffering from what is happening in
the country today, mot try to rub their faces
in the dirt because of the unfortunate predica-
ment that the weather conditions are placing
them in. That is what is happening today.
If there is a necessity for that leave, then I
would be the first to grant it, but they have a
constitutional method of going about it, which
they have by-passed.

The member for West Torrens, in reply to an
interjection from the member for Roeky River,
said that there had been no trouble at the
Metropolitan Abattoirs since 1955. Of courss
not! Conditions were not propitious until now
It is despicable for one Australian to act in
such a manner towards a fellow Australian.
The primary producer is subject to all the
vicissitudes of the elements—flood, fire, hail
and wind. He gets rain at the right time, rain
at the wrong time and no rain at all. He does
not eomplain about those conditions.

Mr. Jennings: His representatives here do!

Mr. QUIRKEi He realizes that these condi-
tions are inseparable from his chosen way of
life, but he does not expect that in his time
of misery another section of Australians will
deliberately set out to harm him, as is being
done today. There is a revulsion in Australia
to putting the boots in. I hope people are
disgusted today at the way the boots are being
put into innocent people.
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Mr. Riches: What are you trying to do now?

Mr. QUIRKE: I am not putting the boots
into anybody, unless it is into Opposition mem-
bers. 'To the extent that they have consented
to the present action they are culpable, and T
do not excuse them for it. However, I am
prepared to excuse them to the extent that they
have been misled. This Bill proposes to break
a monopoly. The Opposition is in a eleft stick
and torn between two loyalties. They favour a
centralized socialized industry. They need not
think that I am going to engage in a barrage of
talk against socialized industry.

The SPEAKER:  The honourable member
would be out of order if he did.

Mr. QUIRKE: An analogy has been drawn
frequently between the Eleetricity Trust and
the Metropolitan Abattoirs. The Electricity
Trust was well founded and it has functioned
remarkably well. I hope it never changes and
that nobody intrudes on what it is doing.
However, if the situation at the trust became as
intolerable as the conditions at the abattoirs
today, X would consider that the trust had
fallen from grace and that it should be opposed.
However, there is no likelihood of that. There
is much loose talk about Socialism: one ecan-
not walk on a footpath without walking on a
socialized footpath or turn on a light without
turning or a socialized light.

Mr. Ryan: Is that a disadvantage?

Mr. QUIRKE: I am not opposing the
honourable member; I am supporting him.
Absolute Socialism, however, is Communism,
and when members use a socialized service like
the abattoirs in order to promote that ideology
I am opposed to them, and so should the
member for Port Adelaide be. That is what is
happening at the abattoirs today. For seven
years there has been no trouble, but when one
disturbing element got into the show the troublé
started. The time has been well picked. I
think members opposite in their hearts realize
that the proposed legislation is justified.
Yesterday the Leader of the Opposition quoted
a letter which was an excuse for the union’s
action. The letter said that the people in the
metropolitan area would be supplied with meat
and would still get their chop for breakfast.
That chop is getting skinnier every day as a
result of the union’s action. Of course the
metropolitan area will be provided with meat!
The people controlling the union do not want
to be alienated by depriving people of their
breakfast chops. They will see that the
majority of the population receives its meat
ration, but they do not recognize the man who

produces the chops and who today is .losing an.
incalculable sum. In the eyes of the.-Opposi-
tion the poor old cockie is a capitalist because
he owns a few acres of land. The Opposition is
against eapitalism so it does not matter how
much the cockie is bashed into the ground or.
knocked around. He is only a fellow Australian
anyway, doing his job on the land! .

Mr. Fred Walsh: Who said that the cockie
was a capitalist?

Mr. QUIRKE: In the eyes of the Opposition
anyone who owns 1,000 acres of land is a
eapitalist.

Mr. Hughes: I have not said so.

Mr. QUIRKE: Well get up and deny it!-

Mr, Hughes: I am denying it now.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. QUIRKE: I may have made a mistake
beeause one member opposite who spoke owns
more than 500 acres of land so he must be a
eapitalist.

Mr. Hughes: No he doesn’t. :

The SPEAKER: The decision on whether
any member shall rise and make a speech
is in the hands of the Speaker, and I eall
on the member for Burra.

Mr. QUIRKE: I am glad of your proteetmn,
Mr. Speaker. ‘

Mr. Loveday: Continue with your objective
survey ]

. QUIRKE: That is the posltlon ag 1
see 1t ‘

Mr. Ryan: You had better put your dark
glasses omn, then.

Mr. QUIRKE: This is a matter of prmmple
completely, and members cannot eseape that.

Mr. McKee:

Mr. Jennings: He agrees with ‘‘principals’’.
He spells the word differently. :

Mr. QUIRKE: I agree with the principle
that nobody should subject to economic
torture any other section of the community in
order to gain his own particular ends. To the
extent that the action at the abattoirs is
a deviation from that prineiple, it is
wrong. The workcrs at thc abattoirs, who
have been badly misled by their. union, have
broken that fair-minded principle whieh is
characteristic of the Australian. Because they
have done that to the extent that they have,
they are moral cowards.

Mr. Hughes: Don’t tell those chaps that
when you give them their next ride.

Mr. QUIRKE: They will probably tell me!
They are pretty factual, those boys!

Mr. Hughes: You tell them and they will
be factual. .

Do you agree with prineiples?




Metropolitan Abattoirs Bill.

[SepTEMBER 26, 1962.]

_ Aboriginal Affairs Bill. 1137

Mr., QUIRKE: 1 will take the honourable
member out to them and tell them who he is
and he will get some candid communications

from the workers whose right to overtime will

disappear if this Bill is passed. Never again
will there be sufficient work at the Metro-
politan Abattoirs to give them overtime.

Mr. Hughes: Have they told you that?

Mr. QUIRKE: They have told me, as they
have told the member for Gouger, that overtime
is their bread and butter.

Mr. Hall: Their harvest!

Mr. QUIRKE: Yes.
it each year, but today it is being denied them.
The employees are paid more for shift work
and they are eager to do it, too.

Mr. McKee: If that is their bread and
butter, don’t you think their conditions need
improving?

Mr. QUIRKE: There is no complaint about
conditions other than that the men are subject
to certain contagions, and I am prepared to
believe that.

Mr. Ryan:
believe it.

Mr, QUIRKE: I gave the House an example
of that and am prepared to believe it. Any-
one who understands the processes of coniagion
in ‘places like the abattoirs realizes that the
men run greater risks than those engaged in
cleaner industries, and I am not opposed to
giving them an extra week’s sick leave—that is
the second time I have said that—provided
they go through the correct channels. If their
request were granted I do not believe any
member on this side of the House would oppose
the finding of the tribunal.

Mr. Jennings: What is the use of their
going to a tribunal?

Mr. QUIRKE: What are tribunals for? Is
the member for Enfield saying that all tribunals
are biased against the worker?

It would be hard for you to

" Mr. Jennings: In this case the men were
told that they would not get extra sick leave,
so what was the use of going to the tribunal?

Mr. QUIRKE: The honourable member is
incorrect and has been misinformed. The men
have refused to go to the tribunal. They ean
go before the tribunal and be refused their
claim, but before they take that step, no action
should be necessary. I do not deny people the
right to strike.

Mr, Ryan:
vent it.

Mr. QUIRKE: The honourable member is
doing his best to prevent it. Everyone should
try to prevent strikes.

You are doing your best to pre-

They look forward to

Mr, Ryan: You are bringing downvvlegisla-
tion to prevent strikes. .

Mr. QUIRKE: No. That shows that these
people do not understand the position. They
are ahead of their time and run on a monorail.
If T say that every possible effort should be
used to avert strikes, other honourable mem-
bers, like the member for Port Adelaide, say.
I am a strike breaker.

Mr. Ryan: You admit that!

Mr. QUIRKE: Nothing of the sort. I
have been engaged on work that is more
laborious than work ever done by 90 per cent
of members opposite, and that ineludes the
member for Port Adelaide.

Mr. Ryan: Don’t take us back 100 years.

Mr. QUIRKE: The member for Port Ade-
laide never did anything but talk his way out
of work. No harder work exists than earry-
ing wheat, and when I was a member of the
Australian Workers’ Union I quarried stone
and built roads, so members opposite can’t tell
me that I do not know the conditions of the
workers.

The SPEAKER: Order! Is the honourable
member going to connect his remarks with
this Bill?

Mr. QUIRKE: Yes, I will directly connect
them with the Bill. I am opposed to unneeces-
sary strikes and to deliberately engendered
strikes, because they do not benefit the worker.
He is always the poor dummy who loses, and
also his family. If the worker is out for six
weeks he can never make up that loss. Every
possible effort should be made to avert strikes.
To deprive these people at the abattoirs of
their right to overtime in the flush season,
which is the only time they get it, is wrong
and this Bill is necessary to see that the
innocent section of this community (the people
who supply the materials to keep the abattoirs
going) shall not be the primary sufferers. 1T
support the Bill in its entirety and will oppoese
any amendment that attempts to destroy its
intentions.

Mr. CASEY secured the adjournment of the
debate.

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS BILL.

(Second reading debate adjourned on Augﬁst
30. Page 824.) :

The SPEAKER: I wish to inform the Houqe
that I have examined the clauses of .the Abe-
riginal Affairs Bill and consider that it is of
a type which should have been founded in
Committee in pursuance of Standing Order No.
283 and not introduced, as it was, on a simple
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motion for leave. Although the basie principle
<demanding its introduction by a Minister of
the Crown has been observed, I feel that the
procedural formality requiring the Bill to be
founded on a Committee resolution cannot be
ignored. I rule that the Bill may not be
further proceeded with until the irregularity
has been corrected.

Mr. RICHES (Stuart): Mr. Speaker—

The SPEAKER: Are you raising a point of
order? )

Mr. RICHES: In connection with the ruling
you have just given, I was on my feet, but was
not seen.

The SPEAKER: The honourable member is
not in order in raising a question of a point
of order regarding the Speaker’s ruling. If
the member wishes he may disagree with the
Speaker’s ruling, but he must bring it up in
writing at once. The only way the House ecan
test the ruling is to put it to the vote.

Mr. RICHES: May I move that the ruling
be disagreed with and then ask that the debate
be adjourned, because you have given a ruling
it, and that vitally affects the rights of mem-
bers on this side of the House ever to intro-
duce a Bill of this nature? I am only asking
you to consider you have given a ruling without
allowing it to be challenged.

The SPEAKER: The honourable member
must move that the Speaker’s ruling be dis-
agreed with. Before he does that I probably
should inform him, for his own consideration,
that the Speaker is in a rather difficult position
with regard to Bills as they come up. He
does not know whether they are money Bills
or whether they are properly introduced until
they are laid on the table of the House. That
is why this ruling is probably late. If the
honourable member disagrees with my ruling
and wishes to move that it be disagreed with,
he should bring up his reasons in writing.

‘Mr. RICHES: Can I ask a question?

The SPEAKER: No, you must move that the
Speaker’s ruling be disagreed with and bring
up your reasons in writing.

Mr. RICHES:

That the Speaker’s ruling be disagreed with.

The SPEAKER: The honourable member for
Stuart has moved that the Speaker’s ruling
that the Aboriginal Affairs Bill is out of order
because it should have been founded in Com-
mittee be disagreed with. Does the honour-
able member wish to speak?

Mr. RICHES: Yes, Mr. Speaker. I
regret the neccssity for taking this action,

I move:

Mr. Speaker, but I consider that the ruling
that has been given could vitally affect the
rights of every member on this side. I have
taken this action because I believe that we
should have an opportunity of examining the
ruling that you have given before we agree
to it. 1In faet, the Opposition had prepared
a Bill on almost all fours with the Bill that
you have ruled out of order, and if you rule
that any such Bill must first of all be founded
in Committee and introduced by a Minister
you are ruling out for all time the rights of
the Opposition ever to introduce a Bill of this
type. I know your difficulty, Mr. Speaker; 1
know that you do not have the opportunity to
examine Bills immediately they are introduced.
I hope that the House will appreciate our
difficulty, too, because if this ruling is allowed
to stand and no objection is taken it will be
held as a precedent and we will be bound by
that ruling in the future. We have not had
time to have recourse to Standing Orders or
to search the authorities on previous procedure.
This is the first time that I can remember that
such a ruling has been given. I venture
the opinion that the Government must have
thought the procedure that it adopted was in
accordance with the accepted praectice or it
would not have introduced the Bill in the way it
did. oo

I am at a disadvantage in not having had
any notiee that this ruling was to be given and
in not having had any opporfunity of being
able to carry out any resecarch or to consult
authorities such as Erskine May. If it were
possible I should Ilike this debate to be
adjourned so that we could examine the matter,
but if that is not possible then 1 am afraid
we shall have no alternative but to test the
feeling of the House and proceed with the
motion that I have submitted. My first thought
is that in my opinion your ruling seriously
infringes the right of every member of the
House to introduce a measure of this nature, a
right that most of us in the past understood
that we had, and a right that members
have exercised in the past, and we are not
willing to see that taken from us without a
protest. For those reasons, Mr. Speaker, I
move that your ruling be disagreed with.

The SPEAKER: I think I should make it
clear that clauses 14 and 41 of this Bill deal
with the expenditure of money, and the hon-
ourable member will appreciate that Standing
Orders provide that a Bill which authorizes
the expenditure of money must be founded
upon resolution of the Committee of the whole
House before it is introduced. This Bill was
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not founded in the correct manner, as provided
by. Standing Order No. 283, and that is what
I base my ruling on. Is the motion seconded?

Mr. DUNSTAN (Norwood): Yes, Mr.
Speaker. I entirely agree with the point of
view put to the House by the member for
Stuart. The ruling that you are now giving
means that any Bill which provides the manner
in which public moneys may be expended, even
though it imposes no impost upon the people
and does not in itself authorize the expenditure
of public moneys without appropriation, is out
of order unless it is founded in Committee
as a money Bill in this House and the resolu-
tion in Committee is obtained by a Minister.
The effect of your ruling, Mr. Speaker, is to
call in question the validity of a number of
Acts that are upon the Statute Book at
the moment, and that will have serious
repercussions to the public of this State. This
is a complete departure from previous rulings.
Let me turn to. the provision concerning money
Bills. TUnder the provisions of the Constitu-
tion, money Bills may be introduced only in this
House: they may not be introduced in the
Legislative Council.  Under the Standing
Orders of this House money Bills are to
be founded on resolution in Committee.
Standing Order 283 reads:

Every Bill which imposes a charge upon the

people or authorizes the borrowing or expendi-
ture of money shall be founded upon resolution
of the Committee of the whole House, sub-
mitted by a Minister and agreed to by the
House.
‘Well, Sir, previously it has been the practice
of this- House to aceept that a Bill which
provided the manner in which moneys might
be expended was not a Bill authorizing the
expenditure of public moneys, unless it
specifically provided for appropriation or
mandatorily provided that certain moneys must
be expended without further appropriation.
Let me instance the introduction in this House
of the present Maintenance Act. That Act
provided for the manner of expenditure of
public moneys, and it was not founded in
Committee but introduced simply by ordinary
leave. It was not introduced in the manner
provided by Standing Order 283, because in
itself and without further appropriation it did
not authorize the expenditure.

Let me point to the further fact that we
have on the Statute Book at present the
Alcohol and Drug Addiets (Treatment) Act,
1961, which provides for the expenditure of
public moneys for setting up a department in
the same way as the Aboriginal Affairs Bill

does. It did not in itself provide for an appro-

priation, It did not in itself impose a charge

on the people or authorize the expenditure of

moneys without further appropriation by Par-

liament. It was introduced in the Legislative

Council and it was not treated as a money Bill.
Mr. Lawn: It was out of order.

Mr. DUNSTAN: Exaectly. Mr. Speaker, if
your ruling is correct, any person committed
by the court under that Aet will have the right
of an action for false imprisonment and can
call into question the whole of the validity of
the law, because under the Colonial Laws
Validity Aet, which binds this Parliament,
seetion 6 provides that the publication
of the Act with the notification of
assent by the Governor, and notifieation by
the Clerk or authoritative officer of the Par-
liament, is only prima facie evidence that the
matter has been dealt with on the forms
prescribed by Parliament. The Constitution
provides that a money Bill shall be started in
this House. If your ruling, Mr. Speaker, is
correct, no-one will be committed under the
Aleohol and Drug Addicts (Treatment) Aect
without being able to bring a case in the
court. '

Mr. Clark:

Mr. DUNSTAN: Exactly. If your ruling,
Mr. Speaker, is correct, no private member in
this House may introdnce a Bill whieh deals
with a form of administration, or indeed
commands the administration to do a
single thing, because by doing anything the
administration must spend some money. That
has never been the intention of this Standing
Order and not heen the practice of the House
previously.

Mr. Lawn:
ruling.

Mr. DUNSTAN: Exactly. Your predeces-
sor, Mr. Speaker, in this House did not rule
the Aleohol and Drug Addicts (Treatment)
Bill out of order. Your predecessor when the
Maintenance Aect Amendment Bill was intro-
duced did not rule it out. Neither of these
was introduced in accordance with your present
ruling. Your ruling does trench upon the
rights of private members, and although Par-
liament is not making any appropriation of
public moneys, and is not putting a charge on
the people, and is saying that Parliament must
provide a separate appropriation, and although
this is not an expenditure of public moneys,
you say that no-one may introduce any-
thing which lays down the way in which
public moneys later appropriated may be spent

There are many others.

That has not been the previous
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You say that that is an authorization of
cxpenditure, even though some other thing
must be done in this Parliament before an
appropriation is made and a charge is made
on the people.

This is not the practice in the House of
Commons. Erskine May makes it clear that
your ruling of what is a money Bill is certainly
not the practice in the House of Commons.
There ~are two definitions wused in the
House of Commons: one is a money Bill
under the. provisions of the Parliament Act,
and the other is in the practice of the House
of Commons, . which gives a wider definition.
Under neither definition is a Bill which simply
says the public moneys may be expended

without providing an impost on the people or

authorizing the expenditure. Page 779 of
the 14th edition of Erskine May’s Parlia-
mentary. Practice states:

The expression ‘‘money Bill’’ which has
been given a statutory meaning by the Parlia-
ment Aect has long been used, and is still used,
in the House of Commons in a different sense,
which is too well established to be discontinued.

That is in a wider sense than is provided in
the Parliament Aect, and indeed our Constitu-
tion. It continues:

For this reason, wherever in this section the
expression. is used in the sense given it by the
Parliament Aect it is printed in inverted
commas. The ordinary Parliamentary signifi-
cation of the expression is not very strictly
defined. Without inquiring into its earlier
meanings, a money Bill has meant, sinece the
establishment of modern financial procedure
(that is to say for the last hundred years
or more), primarily a Bill originating in a
Committee of the whole House appointed with
the Royal recommendation. But it is also
sometimes used as meaning a Bill originating
in the Committee of Ways and Means. Thus,
in its -widest sense, it means a Bill the main
purpose of which is either to impose a charge
upon public funds or to impose a charge upon
the people, ¢.e. a tax. It will be seen that the
statutory usc and the ordinary Parliamentary
use of the expression overlap rather than
coincide. A Parliamentary money Bill may be
certified by the Speaker as a ‘‘money Bill”’
if its provisions deal only with the imposition
of charges. But it will not be certified if
it contains provisions dealing with any other
matter execept ‘‘subordinate matters inciden-
tal’’ to suech echarges. On the other hand,
the terms of the statutory definition allow
ample opportunity for the certification as
‘‘money Bills’’ of Bills which do not impose
charges and are, therefore, not required to
originate in a Committee of the whole
House . . . '

Let me now turn to the clause under which you,
Mr. Speaker, have ruled this Bill out of order.
Clause 14 states:

The Treasurer of the State shall in every
year place at the disposal of the Board such
sums as are provided by Parliament to be
applied to the purposes of the Board.

Mr. Lawn: That is not an appropriation.

Mr. DUNSTAN: No. It does not authorize
expenditure. The expenditure has to be
authorized under a further measure. There
must be a separate appropriation Aect under
which Parliament authorizes the expenditure;
otherwise the Treasurer has no funds to place
at the disposal of the board. It does not
authorize the expenditure until Parliament is
given the authority under a further measure.
That is the only way in which Parliament can
funetion. Otherwise, no private member can
introduce any Bill dealing with administration
at all. That has never been the intention.
What was the purpose of the Standing Order$
It was to provide that when matters ‘eame
iwefore the House which involved an expendi-
wire of public moneys they would fit into
the programme provided by the Government
in the disbursement of public moneys. It had
to have an overall programme; otherwise execu-
tive Government could not be carried on. That
is not trenched wupon by this Bill or
any other Bill of a like kind previ-
ously agreed to by Parliament. The
Government only needs to introduce here the
appropriation and authorization of the expen-
diture in accordance with its plans, and if it
does not do so Parliament does not authorize
the expenditure, and cannot authorize the expen-
diture even though it has provided the manner
in which the Government may expend the
moneys which are appropriated. Until those
poneys are auvhorized by Parliament there is
no authority xor the expenditure. That has
always been the attitude ever since the incep-
tion of the House. '

I have given two instances -but many can be
given where this is the ease, and if this ruling
is persisted in not only will it mean that pri-
vate members are extraordinarily limited in
the measures they may bring before the House
in future but it will mean that there will be
questions as to the validity of a number of
Statutes already on our Statute Book, which
have not been introdueced in this House in
accordance with the provisions of the Constitu-
tion, if your ruling is correct, Mr. Speaker, and
therefore will be challengeable in accordance
with the Colonial Laws Validity Aect, and the
administration will then be in hopeless holts
because of cases brought against the Govern:
ment by private citizens.
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The SPEAKER: I think the honourable
membér for Norwood has overlooked the faet
that this- action of the Speaker does not
mvah(late any Bill at all.

' ’\'Ir Dunqtan If your ruling is correet, it
will.” :

Thé SPEAKER: There is a provision that,
becausé of a mistake, informality, or something
of that kind that is effected in this Bill, it
does not invalidate this Bill or any other Bill
at all.”" The honourable member was quoting
from Erskine May, who was dealing with the
position between the House of Lords and the
. House of Commons, but that is not relevant
to this matter. I shall quote from page 692
of the 16th edition of Erskine May in the
chapter entitled ‘‘General Rules of Finaneial
Procedure’’ which cover this ruling; this is not
the position between the House of Lords and
the House of Commons. He states:

At first the requirement of the Queen’s
recommendation was confined to proposals
which directly and effectively authorized expen-
diture. by ordering payments to be made out
of . Comnsolidated Fund. It was a considerable
step when the requirement was extended to
proposals which were not in themselves effec-
tive, -and did no more than direet that pay-
ment should be made ‘‘out of moneys to be
provided by Parliament,’’ 4., by Istimates
to be subsequently presented which the House
might vote or reject as it pleased.

On page 755, which is headed ¢¢Tests whether
expenditure involves a ‘charge’ ’’, he says:

The most frequent case of expenditure of
this type is that of charges upon moneys to be
provided by Parliament for salaries and other
expenses caused by the imposition of novel
duties upon the executive government by the
legislation of the session. The sane-
tmnmg of such expenditure thus undergoes two
stages: " (1) it is initiated by a money resolu-
tion imposing a charge payable ‘‘out of moneys
to be provided by Parliament’’ which receives
confirmation by specific enactment; (2) it is
subsequently presented to the House of Com-
mons ‘in the form of an estimate which receives
final - sanction in the Appropriation Act.
Although. .a resolution of this type initiates no
immediate charge, but it is intended only to
authorize. the eventual presentation of an esti-
mate,’ it is in view of the terms of Standing
Order No. 78—

this “ig"read in relation to our own Standing
Ordér-=" '

rega,rded as containing a ‘‘charge’’ in the
technieal sense and could not be brought before

the House without the recommendation of the
Crown._.-

Mr. Lawn:
to me!

The SPEAKER: Therefore, this position is
not creating any dangerous precedent -what-
ever. It is only a formality under the Standing
Orders as I have interpreted them and as they
have been interpreted for as long as I have
heen a member. The previous Parliamentary
Draftsman (Sir Edgar Bean) to my knowledge
on two or three occasions had to draw the
attention of the Government to this so- that
it would found this on a proper resolution, This
is a formality and it does not prevent any
private member from introducing any, Bill so
long as it is not a money Bill. Clauge 14 is
the power from which ﬂowé the authorization
of the money. The other Appropriation.Aect is
only a matter of formality and, even.if the
Minister did get an appropriation by the Appro-
priation Bill, he must come back to this Bill
from which it flows.

It does not sound too convincing

The House divided on the motion: )

Ayes (18).—Messrs. Bywaters, Casey,
Clark, Corcoran, Curren, Dunstan, Hughes,
Hutchens, Jennings, Langley, Lawn, Loveday,
McKee, Riches (teller), Ryan, Tapping,
Frank Walsh, and Fred Walsh,

Noes (18).—Messrs. Bockelberg, Brookman,
Coumbe, Freebairn, Hall, Harding, Heaslip,
Jenkins, Laucke, Millhouse and Nankivell,
Sir Baden Pattinson, Mr. Pearson, Sir
Thomas Playford (teller), Messrs. Quirke
and Shannon, Mrs. Steele, and Mr. Teusner.

Pair.—Aye—Mr. Ralston. No—8ir Ceeil
Hincks. )

While the division was being taken :
Mr. Lawn: Look at Onkaparinga! He can’t
say anything. S

The SPEAKER: Order! The honourable
member for Adelaide is completely out of order.
There can be no interjections while a division
is taking place. There are 18 Ayes and 18
Noes, and T cast my vote in favour of the
Noes; therefore, the question passes in the
negative. ‘

Motion thus negatived.

ADJOURNMENT.

At 10 p.m. the House adjourned- until
Thursday, September 27, at 2 p.m. ' = =




