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The SPEAKER (Hon. L. G. Riches) took
the Chair at 2 p.m. and read prayers.

PETITIONS: TRANSPORT CONTROL.

Mr. RODDA presented a petition signed by
1,733 electors residing in the Victoria, Mount
Gambier and Millicent Distriets. It urged that
no legislation to effect any - further control,
restriction or diserimination in the use of
road transport be passed by the House of
Assembly.

Received and read.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON presented a peti-
tion. signed by 120 electors residing in the
Flinders and Eyre Distriets. It urged that
no legislation to effect any further control,
restriction or diserimination in the use of
road transport be passed by the House of
Assembly.

Received and read.

QUESTIONS

ABORIGINAL EYE COMPLAINT.

The Hon, Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Has
the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs a reply to
the request I made during the Budget debate
that a report be obtained from a medical
officer on the prevalence of eye complaints
amongst Aborigines (particularly Aboriginal
children) in the North-West Reserve?

The Hon. D. A, DUNSTAN: I have a report
from Dr. Woodruff (Director-General of
Public Health) to whom the request was
originally sent after the Leader had raised
the matter. Dr. Woodruff reports:

We were mnot directly associated with the
Yalata survey (but there has been a survey
in relation to glaucoma). I think Dr. Howarth
of the Imstitute of Medical and Veterinary
Science would be the best source of information
on this, it you think it necessary in this con-
neetion. The disease trachoma is an infee-
tion of the eye which is common in many hot
arid areas of the world, especially where con-
ditions of hygiene are not good. It causes a
great deal of blindness in parts of Africa
and Asia, In recent years a virus has been
shown to be a causal factor in the disease.
The virus has been found in patients in
Western Australia, the Northern Territory
and South Australia, and it has been claimed
that the disease is common in these parts of
Australia. For this reason the Department
of Public Health and the Institute of Medical
and Veterinary Science, with the voluntary
help of a senior opthalmie surgeon, made sur-
veys in 1963 of 302 persons at Coober Pedy,
Musgrave Park and Mount Davies. A high
proportion showed evidence of inflammation of
the eyelids and membranes, likely to be due

to infection with the trachoma virus; but a
much smaller proportion showed the com-
plications of corneal scarring (30 cases) and
deformity of the eyelids (five cases). Treat-
ment has been and is being carried out for
those requiring it, and the importance of
improved personal hygiene as a preventive
measure has been stressed, particularly in the
schools and mission stations in the area, A
full report of the survey work appeared in the
Medical Journal of Australia of September 11,
1965, and a reprint of that report is attached.
I will make that report available to the

Leader.

LOTTERIES REFERENDUM.

Mr. McKEE: My question deals with the
recent referendum on lotteries. An article in
the Sunday Mail, under the heading ‘‘Why
informal votes jumped’’, states:

At least 30,000 people did not appear to
know how to vote. All they had to do was put
a figure 1 in either of two squares. They did
almost everything else that you could imagine.

I have been told by six responsible people in
my district that on November 20, while the
referendum was in progress, frequent broad-
casts were flashed over the Australian Broad-
casting Commission’s stations advising people
to vote with a cross. I conmsider that, if these
broadeasts were made, they were contrary to
the Electoral Aect. Will the Attorney-General
call for a report on the matter?

The Hon. D. A, DUNSTAN: I do not think
that in this case it would have been contrary
to the Electoral Act for anybody to have made
these broadecasts, but it was extremely undesir-
able that electors should have been so misled. I
will -write to the Postmaster-General and ask
whether he could obtain a report on the matter
in order to see whether this practice could not
be prevented in future.

BOLIVAR EFFLUENT.

Mr. HALL: Will the Minister of Works
bring down to the House the departmental
report on investigations into the use of effluent
for irrigation in the Bolivar district?

The Hon. C. D. HUTCHENS: When a
debate took place on a motion before the
House some time ago I promised that T would
get a report. I have instructed the depart-
ment to prepare a report for presentation to
the House, and as soon as it is available it
will be tabled.

ADVERTISER LETTERS.

Mr. RYAN: Has the Attorney-General’s
attention been drawn to the correspondence
column of the Advertiser today?

Mr. Millhouse: It obviously has.
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Mr. RYAN: I thought I was asking the
question. The column contains two letters,
both with a nom-de-plume, attacking the Gov-
ernment and its policy. Whilst biased, unfair
and anonymous letters have been a feature of
this column ever since the present Government
was elected (and they appear to be part of
the Liberal and Country League campaign), I
ask the Attorney-General whether, in view of
the provisions of the Electoral Act, this sort
of thing is permissible at the time of a
by-election?

The Hon. D, A. DUNSTAN: I have had a
complaint about this morning’s column in the
Adwvertiser.

Mr. Millhouse: I bet you have.

The Hon. D. A. DUNSTAN: I was rather
surprised to see the column in the ddvertiser,
because that newspaper was prosecuted by my
predecessor as the Labor Attorney-General in
this State for a breach of the Electoral Actin
similar circumstances in 1924, At that time Sir
George Murray pointed out that publishing
material of this kind in a newspaper at the
time of an election was completely contrary te
the Electoral Act. However, I am having the
matter investigated and further action may he
taken.

SAMCON SCHOOLS.

Mr. FREEBAIRN: A few days ago I asked
the Minister of Xducation whether he had
information about the construction cost of the
new Samcon type of school building, the type
members saw at Mount Barker a couple of
weeks ago, and the type that has been com-
pleted at Saddleworth to the great satisfaction
of the Saddleworth people. Has the Minister
a reply?

The Hon. R. R. LOVEDAY: The Director
of the Public Buildings Department has
informed me that at this stage of the pro-
gramme of Samecon schools, it is not possible
to give precise details of cost. Tinal costs on
the Mount Barker school are mot yet available,
as expenditure on certain stages of the work
has yet to be completely collected and analysed.
However, the latest review of anticipated
expenditure indicates that the cost of this
school is reasonable in relation to the latest
costs of solid-construction primary schools.

Mount Barker school was truly experimental,
being the first of the first batch of six. Suffi-
cient has been learnt from Mount Barker,
combined with substantial progress on other
schools in the present programme, to predict
real saving in the costs of other Samecon

schools as compared with Mount Barker. For
example, because of further experience in
erection and the acquisition of new skills by
departmental tradesmen in this type of con-
struction, a considerable reduction in erection
labour costs has been achieved on the new
school nearing completion at Elizabeth. Actual
experience on site combined with a continuing

- research into the design of components is also

resulting in variations and reduced costs in
materials and components.

SOLDIER SETTLERS.

The Hon. T, C. STOTT: Has the Minister
of Repatriation a reply to my recent question
about living allowances for soldier settlers
at Loxton?

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: A schedule
of allowances applies to war service settlers
in the following circumstances:

(1) Where a settler’s holding has not
reached a stage of production which
will enable him to finance necessary
expenditure (prior to the declaration
of the assistance period).

(2) Where the department holds a stock
mortgage from settlers on mnon-irri-
gated holdings.

(3) Where a settler is not able to meet com-
mitments as a consequence of pro-
gress below expectation or due to a
deeline in productivity or in returns
for various reasonms.

(4) Where a settler, notwithstanding the
fact that adequate returns are received
from the block, has shown an unwill-
ingness to meet commitments or
inability to manage his finances in
a manner as will enable him to meet
them.

Items of expenditure shown in departmental
schedules for settlers in irrigated and non-
irrigated areas differ because: (@) there is
a different basic requirement of working
expenditure; and (b) the schedule in respeect
of irrigated holdings does not specify actual
amounts for some items but relies on the Dis-
trict Officer to recommend an appropriate
allowance, having regard to individual ecir-
cumstances. It is appropriate to point out
that the only items mentioned in the earlier
reply which do not at present apply to irriga-
tion settlers are life assurance and ration
sheep. However, where irrigation settlers have
asked for life assurance premiums to be taken
into account in their expenditure, allowances
to the same extent as apply to dry land settlers
have been permitted.
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‘Whatever the form of budget, it must be
clearly understood that, except for settlers who
have not reached the assistance period, the
expenditure which can be permitted must be
related to income. In those cases where,
through no fault of his own, a settler’s income
is not sufficient to cover necessary expenditure,
the department can and will give favourable
consideration to budgeting for a deficit or to
allowing time for payment of commitments.
However, it must be realized that if there is a
deficit in one year (except before the assistance
period) this must be made good as soon as
the returns from the holding will allow. In
dry land settlements, all proceeds are secured
to the department under stock mortgage and
settlers’ expenditure is controlled by a budget
under which advances are made to meet an
approved schedule of expenditure, The same
basic principle of providing finance for neces-
sary expenditure according to a schedule of
allowances applies to settlers on irrigated
holdings, but, up to the present time, the
method of implementation differs,

~ For settlers who come within the first cate-
gory set out above, the settler nominates a
financing agent who is authorized by the
department to make advances to the full
amount of the estimated crop proceeds in any
one season, and all the crop proceeds are
secured jointly to the financing agent and
the Minister. At the end of each financial year,
the financing agent submits a statement of the
amount of the advances made, including interest
where applicable, and the amount of proceeds
received to Jume 30. If proceeds exceed
expenditure, the financing agent forwards the
balance to the department and the amount is
credited to the settler’s account for rent and
water rates. In the event of a deficit, the
department reimburses the financing agent
accordingly. All proceeds derived from that
year’s activities but received after June 30
are paid to the department. Necessary expen-
diture which cannot be met from estimated
crop proceeds is provided by way of advances,
on requisition from the settler.

Settlers who come within the ambit of (3)
and (4) above arrange their own finanecing
agent and are encouraged to make such
arrangements as are available to them to meet
commitments to the department. In most of
such cases the settler is asked to submit details
of income and expenditure and the depart-
mental scale of allowable expense is applied
to determine what, if any, payment for
departmental commitments the settler can
reasonably be expected to provide. Payment

can be made by cash or by procuration order
over crop proceeds. This method for provision
of finance in irrigated holdings has operated
since the inception of the scheme, but it is,
however, intended to redraft the irrigation
settlements schedule in much the same form
including detail as to personal expenditure as
applies in the budget for non-irrigated areas.

In the proposals now being considered for
irrigation settlers, the department will make
advances direct to settlers along the same
lines as those now applying to non-irrigated
holdings. Funds to implement this plan are
not available during the current financial year,
but action will be taken to include provision
for these funds in the estimates to be sub-
mitted to the Commonwealth for 1966-67. The
extent to which this scheme can operate will
be governed by the amount of funds which
are provided. It should be appreciated that
the department is an agent for the Common-
wealth and in the matter of finance for, and
the recovery of dues from, war service settlers,
there is an obligation to conform to Common-
wealth policy and a necessity to eonfine expen-
diture within the funds provided,

MARGARINE,

Mr. SHANNON: In view of the findings of
the Commonwealth Bureau of Economies to
the effect that the Australian dairy farmer
earns less a year than do workers in industry
(even after working about twice the number
of hours a week), will the Minister of Agrieul-
ture say what progress is being made to pro-
téct the dairying industry from the competi-
tion in respect of margarine from other States,
which is seriously affecting butter sales in this
State?

The Hon. G. A. BYWATERS: I shall obtain
a report for the honourable member, and bring
it to the House temorrow.

RADAR SETS.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: On the front page
of this morning’s Advertiser appears
the report of a judgmeunt of Mr, Bade-
noch, S.M., on the use of radar sets. The
judgment apparently contains criticisms on
technical grounds of the use of these sets, and,
to say the least, casts doubts on their effective-
ness. In view of this judgment, will the
Premier, representing the Chief Secretary,
ascertain whether the Police Department

" intends to continue to wuse these sets, and

(regardless of whether it does or not) whether
investigations are being made to determine
whether the criticisms on technieal grounds
made by His Honour in this judgment are
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valid? Further, will he ascertain whether we
should continue to use either the type of set
concerned or any other type of radar set?

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I avas some-
what perturbed by the press report. I hasten
to assure the honourable member that I will
ask the Chief Secretary to ascertain what the
future position will be.

REGENCY ROAD.

~Mr. COUMBE: Has the Minister of Educa-
tion, representing the Minister of Roads, =«
reply to my question of November 18 regarding
the reconstruction and widening of Regen:y
Road?

The Hon. R. R. LOVEDAY: My collengue,
the Minister of Roads, reports that land acquisi-
tion for the widening of Regency Road betweon
the Main North and Prospect Roads
progress and should be completed within 12
months. Roadworks will commence following
the. completion of lund aequisition.

is in

HALLS OF RESIDENCE.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: T-do
not know whether the Minister of Education
has made a statement about the establishment
of halls of residence at the Bedford Park
university site, which was the subject of a
question I asked some time ago. Can the
Minister say whether any decision has been
made on the matter or whether it is still being
considered?

The Hon. R. R. LOVEDAY: I believe I
informed the House that site works would com-
mence at the end of 1966, We have informed
Senator Gorton that a certain sum will be
required for this purpose by way of a Com-
monwealth grant in this trienniam, I am
unable to say what is the exact sum, but I
will check on it.

SCHOOIL SUBSIDIES.

Mr. RYAN: Some time ago I was asked by
the Woodville High School Council to make
representations to the Education Department
sceking approval for a subsidy for the building
of a new canteen at that school to replace
the old canteen. I was informed that the
departmental policy on subsidies for canteens
was being determined. Can the Minister of
Education say whether the policy has been
determined ?

The Hon. R. R, LOVEDAY: The policy has
now been determined and it deals specifically
with canteens as well as other matters relating
to subsidy payments. Over the period 1960-61
to 1964-65 the amount spent by the Kducation
Department annually on subsidy payments to

G9

schools has increascd-from £159,700 to £215,700,
a total over the five-year period of  almost
£1,000,000. The amount provided for subsidy
payments for the current financial year is
£237,300. This is 10 per cent greater than the
amount spent in the last financial year, thus
maintaining the same annual rate of increase
in subsidy payments as has been experienced
during the past five years. In each of the
years under review, it has been necessary to
defer a number of requests for subsidy pay-
ments because of insufficient funds. The prob-
lem of meeting requests from schools for the
payment of subsidy on approved items is made
more difficult because a number of schools have
accumulated large sums which have been ear-
marked for the provision of assembly halls,
canteens and swimming pools. Because of the
large sum involved, requests for the payment
of subsidies on the -construction of assembly
halls have heeri -déeférred from year to year and
it is. most unlikély that they could :beé met

for many years to come. -

In order to deal with these-feq‘uests more
adequately, a new policy has been approved.
As projects such as assembly halls, canteens
and swimming pools are essentially of a capital
nature, it is appropriate that any Government
contribution toward their eonstruction should
be met from Loan funds. Accordingly, in
future half the cost of approved works in this
category will be met from the annual provision
for minor works in the Loan works programme,
provided that the school committee or counecil
agrees to pay the other half of the cost
upon the completion of the work. The
previous Government provided a subsidy of
£500 towards lcarners’ swimming pools for
primary schools and secondary schools costing
respectively about £3,500 and £4,500. This
was a subsidy of £1 for £6 or £8 respec-
tively. The present Government will provide
a subsidy of pound for pound for these pools
and considers that more schools will thus be
encouraged to raise money for this purpose as
the amount to be raised will be more within
the reach of the school organizations.

In any finaneial year the amount to be
spent in this way will be budgeted for as part
of the total sum provided for minor works.
This will mean that a number of less urgent
minor works will be deferred in order to
contain the total expenditure within the
amount provided for minor works in this and
future years. The canteens referred to are
expressly those which the parent bodies may
desire to erect in an existing school. In
future new schools 'it is clearly desirable
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wherever possible, to incorporate the canteen
in a part of the main sehool structure. By
doing so, the canteen can be located in an
appropriate position and the cost of comstrue-
tion should be less as compared to the cost
of a separate structure. Aceordingly, in
future new schools the Government will meet
the full cost of the shell of the canteen and
the parent bodies will be required to meet the
full cost of fitting out the room as a canteen,
inecluding the provision of the mecessary fix-
tures, furniture, equipment and completion of
the engineering services. In this way, the
contribution of the Government and the parent
bodies towards the provision of a canteen
will be roughly equal and the Government will
be in effect subsidizing the cost of the can-
teen pound for pound.

With regard to subsidy payments on
approved items, the KEducation Department
currently pays a pound for pound subsidy on
an extensive list of items which includes teach-
ing aids, sports equipment and library books.
In future the funds available for subsidy pay-
ments will be allocated in any financial year
in the following way: first, as a first
approximation schools will be allotted a sum
proportional to the total amount of subsidy
they have applied for on approved items, and
having regard to the size of the schools;
secondly, the superintendent may then adjust
these amounts having regard to any special
considerations applying to a particular school,
as for example the fact that the previous
application by the school for subsidy on par-
ticular items has been deferred for some time
because of lack of funds; thirdly, the schools
will then be notified by the superintendent of
the amount he is prepared to alloeate to the
school for subsidy payment and the parent
bodies will be invited to apply for subsidy
on approved items up to this amount in that
finaneial year. This is likely to ensure that
schools will apply for subsidy on items which
they econsider are of the highest order of
priority. Fourthly, in general a school
which in any year has received an allocation
in excess of the pro rata amount first deter-
mined, will be advised that it should expect
a reduction in the amount available in the
next year.

The present policies regarding initial sub-
sidy payments on amenities and equipment in
new schools and the developing and improving
of ovals in mew schools will remain in forece.
The adoption of this particular policy will
result in an equitable distribution of subsidy

funds and ensure that as far as possible the
funds are applied to the best advantage.

The Hon. G, G, PEARSON: I was inter-
ested in the comprehensive report on school
subsidies, and T believe the Minister said, '
among other things, that in future new school
buildings the canteen structure or shell would
be incorporated in the building and would
therefore not cost the school committee or
parent organizations anything in the future.
I assume that the Minister was suggesting that
this was a new policy, but I understand that
this policy has been operating for about three
years and that new schools erected in recent
years have a canteen building provided. Can
the Minister of Education say whether I am
correct, or whether this procedure is a new
policy?

The Hon. R. R. LOVEDAY: The provi-
sion of a shell of a canteen within the school
design was, to the best of my knowledge,
initiated about two years ago after considera-
tion by the Edueation Department. In the
design of what could be ecalled a standard
type of high school which had been sub-
mitted to the Public Works Committee, the
shell of the canteen is provided in new plans.

The Hon. G. G. Pearson: Tt applies in area
schools, too.

The Hon. R, R. LOVEDAY: It may be in
area schools, hut T am speaking specifically of
high schools because I am conversant with
those plans. The plans provide for a school
of 400, 600, or 1,000 as reguired. The plan
for the cantecn and assembly area is stan-
dard in each ecase.

PORT LINCOLN HIGH SCHOOL.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: Has the Minis-
ter of Works a reply to my question of a
week or so ago in whieh I inquired what priority
was allotted to the new Port Lincoln High
School and when it was likely that the work
might be commenced?

The Hon. C. D. HUTCHENS: As priorities
for the planning and design of new school
projeets are determined hy the KEdueation
Department, I took up the honourable mem-
ber’s inquiry with the Minister of Education,
who states that, on the basis of priority deter-
mined for this school and the funds available
next financial year, it is unlikely that the
department will be able to commence eonstrue-
tion on the Port Lincoln High School during
that year.

MURRAY RIVER SALINITY.
Mr. CURREN: Recently I introduced to the
Minister of Irrigation a deputation from the
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Cooltong settlers to draw -to—the Minister’s
attention the serious position regarding the
salinity of the water being pumped for irriga-
tion purposes. Can the Minister say what
action has been taken to reduce the salinity
in the irrigation water at the Chaffey and the
Cooltong pump and what further action is con-
templated ?

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: Regarding the
matters raised by the deputation, Mr. Ligert-
wood, the engineer, is at present working on
proposals to try to reduce the high salinity.
These have not yet been finalized. However,
Cabinet yesterday approved of a tender for the
de-snagging of the Hunchee and Ral Ral
Creeks, and this in turn should improve the
flow of water in the creek and possibly have
some effect on salinity. Immediately I receive
further information from Mr. Ligertwood as
to the department’s intentions regarding
improvements surrounding the pumping area, I
shall inform the honourable member.

TPPER MURRAY BRIDGE.

The Hon. T. C. STOTT: The Minister of
Works will appreciate that much work has been
undertaken by the Highways Department on
a survey and specifications for a new bridge
aeross the Murray River. I understand that
the specifications are likely to follow the design
of the Blanchetown bridge. Can the Minister
say when terms of reference will be forwarded
to the Public Works Committee to inquire in
respect of this bridge? .

The Hon. C. D. HUTCHENS: This matter
has been raised before, and in my opinion it
comes within the jurisdietion of' my colleague,
the Minister of Roads. I shall take the matter
up with him to see what progress has been
made and obtain a report for the honourable
member.

MODBURY INFANTS SCHOOL.

Mrs. BYRNE: Has the Minister of Educa-
tion a reply to a question I asked earlier
regarding the provision of a major addition
in brick to the Modbury Primary School to be
built adjacent to the existing school facing the
Golden Grove road, at Modbury?

The Hon. R. R. LOVEDAY: The Public
Buildings Department has advised that plan-
ning for the new Modbury Infants School,
which will consist of eight classrooms, activity
room and ancillary accommodation, is pro-
ceeding satisfactorily. Working drawings and
specified bills of quantities are almost com-
plete, and it is cxpected that tenders will be
called within the mnext few weeks., Tt is

expected that the building should be ready for
occupation about the end of next year.

GREENWAYS LAND.
Mr. RODDA: Has the Minister of Lands
an answer to a question 1 asked last week
regarding blocks of land at Greenways?

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: The town of
Greenways is situated on land, the lease of
which was surrendered by Mr. A, H, Gould in
1955. The area surrendered contained 943
acres and was donated by Mr. Gould condition-
ally upon the Government paying all costs in
relation to survey and half the cost of fencing
the boundaries between the land donated and
that retained by Mr. Gould. The department’s
share of the fencing cost was £130. The town
was surveyed and the first of the allotments
(1 to 12) were offered at auction on October
11, 1956, at an upset price of £10 each, and
allotments 1 to 7 were sold at this figure in
1958. Subsequently the Land Board revised
the priee of the umsold blocks (8 to 12) and
applicants were advised that these blocks were
available for purchase by private contract for
£15 each. Allotment 8 was sold in November,
1959, and allotments 11 and 12 in 1961. Allot-
ments 7 and 8 were subsequently cancelled for
non-complianee with the building condition.
Allotments 9 and 10 were withdrawn from offer
and arrangements made for these, together
with allotment 8, to be auctioned publicly. The
Land Board, when recommending the re-offer
of allotments 8 to 10, gave consideration to the
prices at which they should be offered, and
had regard to the following factors:

(1) the previous pricings had been in 1956

and 1958; k

(2) the costs which had been borne by the
department for surveying, fencing and

administration involved in offering
and re-offering these allotments for
sale;

(3) variation in the value of money over
the intervening period of eight years.
The board was of the opinion that, on present-
day prices, an amount of £50 was a reasonable
figure to charge for a surveyed residential site.
Sales of land in this town have not resulted in
any profit to the Crown, as receipts have not
covered even the costs of survey and fencing
together with interest thereon. The prices of
the blocks were increased for the foregoing
reasons,

MANNUM DEATH.
Mr. HURST: It was reported in the Adver-
tiser of Friday, November 26, that a four-year-
old girl at Mannum had found her mother




32.5_6,;

IHOUSE OF ASSEMBLY

Novemser 30, 1965

electrocuted. - The report stated that the unfor-
tunate death occurred at 8.30 p.m., apparently
while the mother was connecting a lead to a
back-yard power point to switch on a light in
the dairy at the back of the house. Has the
Minister of Works read that report, and can
he say whether it is accurate? -

The ITon. C. D. HUTCHENS: T eertainly
read the report. I think this matter can be
determined only by a Coroner’s inquiry, and
that it would be improper for me even to
hazard a guess as to the cause of death.

NICKEL INVESTIGATION.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Has
the Minister of Agriculture yet received a
report concerning investigations into nickel
deposits in the North-West. of this State?

The Hon. G. A, BYWATERS: The Minister
of Mines has supplied the following informa-

" tion: h

The Leader of the Opposition is aware from
his recent inspection with me that substantial
geological and geophysical effort is
expanded in this area searching for nickel
and any other potentially economic minerals.
A progress report will be available early in
1966.

SCHOOL LAVATORILS.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: Last Friday, at the
invitation of the school committee, I went to
the Westbourne Park Primary School and
inspected the boys and girls lavatories at the
sechool. The school was opened in 1914 and T
would guess -that the lavatories were erccted
at the same time and have not been substan-
tially touched since. The pans, which are
miniature ones, look as though they were meant
for kindergarten children and infants, and they
are cracked. I was told that over the years
a new lavatory block had been promised but
no action had been taken, and I was asked to
take up the subject with the appropriate Minis-
ter with a view to hastening a decision and
hastening action on the building of a new
lavatory block. Will the Minister of Educa-
tion give his personal attention to this matter?

The Hon. R. R. LOVEDAY: Yes; I shall
call for a report and inform the honourable
member when I have it.

JUSTICES OF THE PEACE.

Mrs. STEELE: It is now a considerable
time since the Attorney-General said he was
taking a survey into the number of justices
of the peace in this State and of further
appointments. As I, and many other mem-
bers, have been approached by people anxious
to know what has happened to their applica-

being -

tions, can the Attorney-General outline the
position concerning the survey that was to Dbe

undertaken at his request?

The Hon. D. A. DUNSTAN: The informa-
tion from the survey is now to hand, but cer-
tain processing work has to be done to estab-
lish quotas for various areas, The quota for
the more closely seftled areas would be estab-
lished as one justice to every 150 people in
each police district. In country areas that
would be too many people to each justice,
because there are some areas where a justice
has to be provided for a much smaller popula-
tion than this, therefore special gquotas have
to be provided in each cf the country police
districts, taking into account the distribution
of population in those areas. This is entail-
ing much work, but I hope to announce the
final result of the survey before the cnd of
the -year. ‘ '

REFLECTIVE NUMBER PLATES.
Mr. MILLHOUSE: Has the Minister of
Education a reply from the Minister of Roads
to my recent question about reflective number
plates?

The Hon. R. R. LOVEDAY: My colleague,
the Minister of Roads, reports that investiga-
tions are continuing into the proposed
use of reflective number plates. The imple-
mentation of the use of thesc plates would
require legislative action, and the stage has
not been reached where the matter is ready
for consideration by Cabinet.

CORNSACKS.

The Hon. T. C. STOTT: Has the Premier
a reply to my recent question about whether
the cost of cornsacks held by people who pur-
chased them last year will be considered in
fixing this year’s price of cornsacks?

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: A report
from the Prices Commissioner states:

Where cornsack merchants have a carry
over from the previous season this is aver-
aged with current purchases in arriving at a
new season’s price. Similar action has been
taken this year, but because of the large
harvest last season only a relatively small
quantity of bags remained on hand. The
carry over represented less than 2 per cent of
the cornsacks available for this season’s har-
vest, consequently averaging has had little
effect on the 1965-66 price.

INDUSTRIAL SAFETY.

Mrs. STEELE: Has the Minister of Works,
representing the Minister of Labour and
Industry, an answer to the question I asked
earlier this session relating to action being
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taken in respect of indusirial safetyand the
encouragement of employees to take pari in
such action?

The Hon. C. D. HUTCHENS: My colleague,
the Minister of Labour and Industry, states:

The whole objeet of the industrial safety
campaign is to encourage workers in all indus-
tries actively to interest themselves in measures
for their own safety. Training courses are
only one of the measures used in an endeavour
to achieve this general objective. The main
emphasis has always been on training in acei-
dent prevention techniques being given to fore-
men and supervisors, and these courses of
instruction are still being given rcgularly by
safety officers of the department. There is a
much. greater demand for this training course
for supervisors than for the Union Safety
Training Course which is intended to supple-
ment the Supervisors Training Course.- In
addition, other means are used to bring to the
attention of workers the need for adopting
safe working practices. These include the dis-
tribution of safety pamphlets, the display of
safety posters, screening of industrial safety
films, talks by safety officers to meetings of
workers, and the publication of safety articles
in union journals.

An Industrial Safety Convention was held
early in November on the general subject of
materials handling. . Among the delegates to
the convention were union officials. An even-
ing session was held as part of the convention
which was attended by approximately 300 mem-
bers of the general public, most of whom were
foremen, employees and apprentices in industry.

The number of industrial accidents will not
be significantly reduced by using one method
of attack: constant attention is heing given
to finding the most effective means to actively
interest workers in adopting safe working
practices.

RHYNIE SCHOOL.

Mr. FREEBAIRN: Will the Minister of
Works obtain a report on the renovation
programme at the Rhynie school, the work for
which he has already approved as urgent?

The Ilon. C. D. HUTCHENS: I will

endeavour to obtain a rcpert for the homnour-

able member this week.

VIRGINIA WATER BASIN,

Mr. HALL: Has the Minister of Agricul-
ture, representing the Minister of Mines, a
reply to my question concerning underground
water in the Virginia Basin? '

The Houn. G. A, BYWATERS: My col-
league, the Minister of Mines, reports that the
Underground Waters Preservation Aect, passed
in 1959, provides that an arca may be pro-
claimed under the Act if the water being
obtained from bores can be shown to be con-
taminated or to have deteriorated in quality.
The Aect, as it now stands, cannct be invoked
to protect against falling water levels or loss

of supply. The Government intends to intro-
ducec amendments to meet. this.situation, and
will act promptly once’ these amendments have
been incorporated in the Act.

i ROAD SIGNS..

Mr. RODDA: Has the Minister representing
the Minister of Roads a reply to the question
I asked last week, concerning road signs?

The IIon. R. R. LOVEDAY: The Minister
of Roads reports that it is not the policy of
the department to erect warning signs for farm
entrances. A vehicle entering a roadway from
private, property has no right-of-way in any
direction, and at the Struan Farm school there
is sufficient visibility in both -directions for
safe entry if normal care is taken. Signs will,
however, soon be erected for a: district road
junection with the main road which' is.almost
opposite the  Struan Farm entrance. This
should tend to reduce the speed of motorists
past -the school entrance as well as the distriet
road junction. It is assumed that. the second
question refers to a crest on the new Nara-
coorte Caves district road. This road has been
designed to departmental standards, and visi-
bility at the crest is in accordance with these
standards. Departmental policy is to erect
signs only at locations which are substandard
or hazardous.

TRANSPORT CONTROL.

Mr. MILLHOUSE (on notice): Does the
honourable member for Mount Gambier (Mr.
Burdon) propose to take action to support the
prayer in petition No. 3 opposing transport
control, which he presented on Thursday.
November 25?% - If so, what uction does he
propose to take?

Mr. BURDON: As a private member, T am
not obliged to declare my intentions to the
member for Mitcham. The matter is currently
before the House, which gives all honourable
members an opportunity to take whatever
action is considered proper. 1 shall do my
duty as 1 see it. As a member, I have carried
out my duties in duly presenting the petition
as requested.

QUESTIONS.

The SPEAKER: I refer to the question
just asked by the honourable member for
Mtcham, and directed to the honourable mem-
ber for Mount Gambier. I entertained doubts
as to the admissibility of this type of ques-
tion, but resolved those doubts in favour of
the  hcnourable member for Miteham, hecause
I considered that the question ecould be held
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to conform to the letter, if not the spirit, of
Standing Order No. 124. The question, in
essence, relates to a Bill currently before the
House, and the General Rules relating to ques-
tions prohibit any question that would antiei-
pate discussion upon an order of the day.

An appropriate opportunity for eliciting
information of this nature presents itself during
the discussion on the relevant Bill. I make
this statement, because I feel that multipli-
cation of a type of question, asking members
what action they propose to take in relation
to Bills before the House, could become ludi-
crous, and because I wish the House to know
that the admission of this question is not to
be taken as a binding precedent.

ELECTRICITY TRUST OF SOUTH
AUSTRALIA ACT AMENDMENT
BILL.

The Hon. C. D, HUTCHENS (Minister of
Works) obtained leave and introduced a Bill
for an Act to amend the Electricity Trust of

South Australia Act, 1946-1954.

Read a first time.
The Hon. C. D. HUTCHENS:

That this Bill be now read a second time.
Section 36 of the Electricity Trust of South
Australia Aet provides for the management of
the Electricity Trust’s undertaking in accor-
dance with the Adelaide Electric Supply -Com-
pany’s Acts, 1897 to 1931. Section 37 provides
for the application of those Acts to the trust.
Among other powers, the Adelaide Electrie
Supply Company’s Aect, 1922, provides by
section 7 for the compulsory acquisition of
easements with certain limitations, one of them
being easements over the site of any building
of the value or more than £100. This is the
only legislation giving the trust power to
acquire an interest in land.

I move:

It is the trust’s policy to acquire easements
by voluntary negotiations wherever possible but
occasionally it has been necessary to invoke
the 1922 Act to ensure that a necessary trans-
mission line can be built. TIn the supply of
electricity to a community a transmission line
is only one part of the necessary facilities.
The line must terminate in a substation where
the power can be controlled and transformed
to a more convenient voltage. A substation
houses much valuable equipment and neces-
sarily prevents the site being used for any
other purpose. It cannot therefore be pro-
perly built on an easement and eonsequently
the trust has at present no power to acquire
sites for substation purposes.

‘ticular

In the past the trust has always been able
to acquire substation sites by negotiation. In
some cases, however, this is becoming very
difficult, particularly in built-up sections of
the metropolitan area. The trust endeavours
to plan ahead as far as possible and aequire
gites well in advance of future needs where
this seems desirable. It is, however, not
always possible to determine in advance the
pattern of demand for power. For example,
industries may spring up in a particular loea-
tion using large quantities of power which
could not have been foreseen. On the other
hand, it is essential that substations be
located close to the power loads which are
to be served. Within limits, it is mot omly
impracticable but impossible to supply power
except from an adjacent substation. Further-
more, the actual site of the substation has
an important bearing on its costs and ecap-
ability. Entrances and exits must be pro-
vided for incoming and outgoing transmission
lines. To illustrate the difficulty being experi-
enced by the trust in obtaining suitable sites,
I refer to the need to construct a major
substation in an area bounded by the
West Beach and Marion Roads, where a major
substation must be constructed to meet loads
in the area where there is already a substan-
tial conecentration of industrial establishments
with considerable expansion taking place.

In all, 15 sites have been examined by trust
officers and some of these comprise vacant
land which would be suitable for the trust’s
purposes. However, following protracted
negotiations extending over several months,
the only site available for purchase (over
which options have heen taken and which
expire within the next few weeks) would
involve the demolition of five houses. All of
these are habitab’e and some are modern and
of good quality. The trust recognizes that
in special circumstances the location of a par-
substation may sometimes require
demolition of a house. However, the trust
believes that it is not in the best interests of
the community for it to be forced to do this
as a consistent policy when in some instances
vacant land is available within the general
area as a suitable alternative. This is par-
ticularly so at a time when demands for
housing cannot be fully met. .

To overcome the difficulties of the trust it
is considered desirable to provide powers of
compulsory acquisition of sites for the con-
struction of substations with the Governor’s
approval. Clause 4 accordingly adds such a
power to the powers of the trust. With
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regard to eascments, I point out -that the
limitation in section 7 of the Act of 1922 is
out of line with modern conditions and money
values. The amount of £100 fixed in 1922 was
intended to cover a building of some sub-
stance. There have been recent instances
where it has been possible for an owner of land
to erect a prefabricated garage or glass house,
thus precluding the trust from exercising its
powers to acquire easements. It is considered
that the existing limitation is too restrictive
and clause 3 accordingly provides that in its
application to the trust, section 7 of the 1922
Act shall be read as if the limiting words
were omitted.

The Hon., Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD
gecured the adjournment of the debate.

CITRUS INDUSTRY ORGANIZATION
BILL.

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from November 25. Page 3187)

The Hon. G. A. BYWATERS (Minister of
Agriculture) : This morning I received a letter
from the Murray Citrus Growers Co-operative
Asgsociation, and I think it would be of interest
to honourable members. It is addressed to me
and states:

The rfeport of the committee of inquiry into
the citrus industry in South Australia, and a
draft copy of the Citrus Industry Organiza-
tion Act, 1965 were considered at a meeting
of the committee of management of Murray
Citrus Growers Co-operative Association held at
Waikerie on Friday, November 26. It was
unanimously agreed that, through you, the
inquiry committee be commended on its factual,
comprehensive and constructive report. There
was also unanimous support for the Citrus
Industry Organization .Act, 1965, as drafted.
The hope was expressed that the relevant Bill
would be passed without. unnecessary delay so
that steps for its implementation may be taken.
The main purpose of a press statement, issned
by direction of the association committee of
management (copy attached), was to empha-
size this urgency. There 18 no doubt that
enactment of this legislation in South Australia
will provide example and inecentive for similar
development on an Australia-wide basis. This,
as you will know, is already under considera-
tion by the Awustralian Citrus Growers Federa-
tion. (signed) J. J. Medley.

This adds to many other letters I have received
and to the many comments made to me about
the Bill. I noticed that the leading article
in this morning’s newspaper also commended
the Bill. People generally have a favourable
impression of it. I appreciate the comments
made by Opposition members, commend the
Bill to the House, and trust that it will have a
speedy passage through Committee.

Bill read a secoud time.

In Committee.

Clauses 1 to 4 passed.

Clause 5—*‘Interpretation.’’

Mr. QUIRKE: I move:

After ‘‘grower’’ to insert ‘¢ (¢) In Division
T of Part IT and in sections 34 and 36 of this
Act?’.

I move this amendment in anticipation of
further amendments.

Amendment carried.

Mr. QUIRKE: I move:

To add ‘‘and (b) in the other provisions of
this Act means any person who carries on the
business of produeing citrus fruit for sale.’’
This amendment will clarify the provisions of
the Bill by defining ‘‘grower’’ for the pur-
poses of elections and polls as a person who
grows more than 50 citrus trees commercially
and, for the other purposes of the Bill, as a
person who carries on the business of produe-
ing citrus fruit for sale (without regard to
the number of trees). The amendment makesit
clear that the scope of the Bill will be extended
to all commercial citrus growers. By virtue
of the penalty provisions, the Bill as drafted
probably has this effeet, but the amendment
will put the matter beyond doubt. The expres-
sion ‘‘carries on the business’’ is used, as the
courts have given it a precise interpretation in
similar marketing legislation.

The Hon. G. A, BYWATERS (Minister of
Agriculture) : The Government has no objec-
tion to this amendment. What the honourable
member says is quite‘correct: it was the inten-
tion that this should be so, and it would have
been so, but some doubts were expressed as to
just whether this would actually take place.
The honourable member has spoken to me on
this matter, and the amendment is aceeptable
to the Government.

Amendment carried; clause as amended
passed.

Clauses 6 to 11 passed.

Clause 12—¢‘Grower companies.’’

The Hon. G. A. BYWATERS: I move:

To strike out ‘‘section 11’ wherever occur-
ring and insert ‘‘this Division and section 367’.
This is a consequential amendment.

Amendment carried.

The Hon. G. A. BYWATERS: I move:

In subclanse (4) after ‘‘election’’ to add
‘“or poll under this Aect.’”’

This, too, is a consequential amendment. This
clause then enables a grower company to
nominate a person whose name will be included
in the register of growers as its nominee, and
the amendment will ensure that such nominee is
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enabled to vote at an ‘clection or a poll both
as the nominee of a grower company and as a
grower in his own right.-

The Hon. T. C. STOTT: As T understand it,
a company is not a partnership. This clause
p10v1des ‘for a company, but ‘what is the posi-
tion with a partnershlp? Are ‘all the partners
entitled to vote, and, if so, how many votes
would each be entitled to? '

The Hon. G. A. BYWATERS: 1 believe it
would be necessary for a partnership to be
registered before the partners would get the
extra vote, for this is what usually apphes in
other marketing legislation.

Mr. FREEBAIRN: I support the member
.for Ridley in this matter. 1 suggest that the
Minister should pay special attention to the
-meaning of ‘‘partnership’’ and ‘‘company’’ as
they apply under this clause.- We accept, of
.course, that a company, being a body corporate,
should have one vote. I believe that under
common law mgmbersnf a partnership could be
held to have a share of the partnership assets.
- Will the Minister. see whether this clause ean
be modified to -ensure that, in the case of a
-farmer with several sons working in partner-
.ship, each has a vote, as I know the Minister
-would wish that they should have a vote? We
have a precedent under the Commonwealth
Wool Referendum Act, which provides that a
_partner having an entitlement to a share in the
property of the partnership is entitled to a
vote. It may be a good thing to include it in
this legislation.

The Hon. G. A. BYWATERS: A partner-
ship has to be registered and, where a partner-
“ship exists, each partner has a vote.

Amendment carried; clause as
passed.

Clauses 13 to 20 passed.

Clause 21—*‘General powers of Committee.’’

Mr. QUIRKE: T move to insert the follow-
ing mew paragraph:

(dl) by order, exempt from the operation
of this Act a grower who produces a
small quantity of citrus fruit;

This would enable the Citrus Organization
Committee to exempt small growers from the
provisions of the Bill. The work of the ecom-
mittee would be unduly hampered if it had
to supervise the marketing of growers who
produced a small quantity of fruit, and exemp-
tions could be provided to these growers by
order. The quantity of fruit to be released
would be in the committee’s discretion.

Mrs. BYRNE: Is adequate provision made
for citrus growers not resident in the Murray
River areas?

amended

The Hon. G. A, BYWATERS: It is con-
sidered that people not resident in the Murray
River areas should he accommodated, and the
committee will be fully sympathetie and will
have cognizance of those people. In several
areas small growers are situated, and the
member for Burra had this in mind when he
moved his amendment. It is considered that
‘‘by order of the committee’’ may not be
sufficient, but I assure members that the com-
mittee, which will be directly responsible to
me as Minister, will have in mind the needs
of the small grower. The Bill was not intended
to control growers having two or threc trees
and selling four or five cases a year, but these
people will be adequately protected under the
provisions of the Bill, as this amendment will
draw the committee’s attention to this need.

The Hon. T. C, STOTT: Exemptions should
be handled carefully by the Citrus Organiza-
tion Committee. This matter was provided. for
in my Bill, and much depends on the quantity
of fruit produced by the small growers ‘and
how it would affect marketing and prices con-
trolled by the committee. The committee
would control, under its marketing order
authority, the sale of most of the citrus fruits.
Much depends on the interpretation of ‘‘small
quantity’’. How big is a small quantity?
How many small growers would sell their
oranges to consumers, and how would this
affect the marketing order issued by the com-
‘mittee? This matter should be carefully con-
sidered as, although individual growers may be

small, they may have for sale, collectively,
a large quantity of oranges. This matter
should be handled with cireumspection,

because I do not wish to see a number of
small growers affecting the working of the
committee. An orderly marketing scheme
should be supported by as ncar as possible
to 100 per cent of the growers. There is
nothing to stop a controlling authority issuing
an exemption, but these exemptions should
not be issued willy-nilly. This power should
not become too wide. I should be happy for
the committee to control the 1ssue of an order
for cxemption, but not for it to bhe said that
Parliament was giving exemptions willy-nilly.

Mr. RODDA: Apparently, under the Act,
Canadian eases will be used. Can the Minister
assure me that logging licences will be issued
to cover a satisfactory output?

The Hon. G. A. BYWATERS: That is
purely a matter for the consideration of the:
committee. In reply to the member for Ridley,
I point out that four members of the com-
mittee will be grower representatives, which
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should adequately cover the matter he has
raised.

Mr. RODDA: Paragraph (k) provides for
the storing and handling of citrus fruits. A
legitimate request in respect of ecases was
made to me and I should like the Minister’s
assurance on this point.

_ The Hon. G. A. BYWATERS: The Com-
mittee is not considering actual cases. 1
received a telephone call today from a saw-
miller, in regard ’50o the use of the Canadian
dump case as against the Australian bushel
case, but that is a matter for the citrus com-
mittee to decide.

Mr. Rodda: Do I have the Minister’s
assurance that this matter will be investi-
gated?

The Hon. G. A. BYWATERS: The only

assurance I can give is that the committee will
examine every matter referred to it.

"~ Amendment carried; elause as amended
passed.
‘Clause 22—¢‘Power to issue marketing

orders.”’

The Hon. T. C. STOTT: Apparently, the
committee will have the power to issuc market-
ing orders, but that is a departure from the
idea of an orderly marketing scheme. The com-
mittee should not delegate its power to issue
marketing orders to somebody else, and I issue
a warning against this provision.

The Hon. G. A. Bywaters: Would you say
‘that powers should be delegated to the
secretary

The Hon. T. C. STOTT: Of course they
should, but here we are delegating the powers
of Parliament. The clause should be tried out,
but it is a complete departure from the general
principles of orderly marketing.

Clause passed.

Clauses 23 to 29 passed.

Clause 30—‘‘Offences in connection
the marketing of ecitrus fruit.’’

Mr. QUIRKE: I move to add the following
subclause: .

(3) Notwithstanding the preeeding provi-
sions of this section, it shall be lawful for a
grower “to.sell or attempt to sell or to offer
for sale any citrus fruit or to do any other
act, matter or thing included in the marketing
of citrus fruit if he is exempted from the
operation of this Aet pursuant to an order
made under paragraph (dl) of subsection (1)
of section 21 of this Act.

This amendment ig consequential on my pre-
vious amendment. It provides that an
exempted person will not contravene the pro-
vigions of the Bill if he sells his citrus fruit.

with

The provision was probably clear before, but
my amendment makes it doubly elear.

Amendment carried; clause as amended
passed. )

Clauses 31 to 35 passed.

Clause 36— ‘Polls on continuation of this
Act.”’

Mr. QUIRKE: I move:

In subclause (5) to strike out ‘‘two-
thirds’’ and insert ‘‘sixty per cent’’; and
after ‘‘poll’’ to insert ‘‘being not less than
thirty per cent of the growers whose names are
then included in the register of growers,’’.
Provision is made in the Bill that, if the
industry wishes to get rid of this committee,
it can vote it out. As the clause stands, the
scheme could be revoked if there were pre-
sented to the Minister a petition signed by
not fewer than 100 growers requesting that a
poll of growers be taken on whether the
scheme should continue, and if at least two-
thirds of all the growers who voted at the
poll voted against the continuance of the
scheme. The clause provides that two-thirds
of the growers voting at any poll thereunder
may vote the scheme out of operation, and
the amendment, modelled on a provision of
the three pest control Aets of 1962, means
that 60 per cent of the growers voting, being
at least 30 per cent of all growers entitled to
vote, may vote the scheme out. Without the
amendment, it could mean that a few dis-
gruntled people (provided other growers were
negligent) could vote the scheme out of exis-
tence. The amendment will mean that at
least 30 per cent of the growers must vote
or there will be no poll, and that 60 per cent
of that 30 per cent must be in opposition
before the discontinuance can apply.

Amendments clause as amended
passed.
Remaining clauses (37 to 39) and title

passed.

carried;

Bill read a third time and passed.

WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT
AMENDMENT BILL.

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from November 24. Page 3158.)

Mr. MILLHOUSE (Mitcham): When I
asked leave to continue my remarks last
Wednesday I did so on the grounds that this
Bill had only been introduced the preceding
day and there had not been time for those out-
side this House (and even for those within
the House) fully to appreciate the effect of
the amendments being proposed. Sir, what has
transpired since has shown that it was wise to
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adjourn the debate, because since then some
matters have come to light of which I was not
aware at the time when I was last speaking.
It is rather strange, actually, that the Premier’s
explanation of this Bill was notable rather for
what was left unsaid than for what was said
about this.
Mrs. Steele: That would not be unusual.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: It may not be unusual,
but it was certainly unfortunate, and the
explanation was notable for this. There are
two points, particularly, that I desire to raise
now. One concerns the amendment to omit
almost everywhere throughout the Act the
words ‘‘by aceident’’; and the other is the
probable effect (although the drafting is far
from clear, I regret to say) of section 28a.
When I was speaking last Wednesday T said
that I could not understand what the effect of
the omission of the words ‘‘by accident’’ was,
and I noticed that everybody on the Govern-
ment side sat back poker-faced and did not say
anything.

Mr. Broomhill: The member for Semaphore
had already told you.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: I find it difficult to
listen to the member for Semaphore sometimes,
and I must have missed what he said. I try
to listen to the honourable member.

Mr. Lawn: He has not got the toothpaste
smile that you have got.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: I am jolly glad to hear
the member for Adelaide say that. It is about
five years since he referred to my toothpaste
smile, and I rather thought I must have lost
it. I am glad indeed to know that I still have
it, and I thank the member for Adelaide for
his merry interjection on this matter, As I
say, I now realize that there is a good deal
behind this provision, and that it is very wide
indeed. It means that any injury, including
any injury not caused by accident, will be
included in the Act, When one starts to
think about this, it is not difficult to see what
sort of injury this may include. It may be
anything that comes on slowly, over a period
of time, and it will be covered. For example,
deafness caused by being exposed to con-
tinuous noise could be one which previously
was not covered but which will be covered now.

Mrs. Steele: A jolly good thing, too.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: I do not deny that such
an injury should be covered. However, I think
at least the Government should have explained
in the second reading explanation of the Bill
that this was being covered. Another pretiy
significant group of injuries are back injuries
that come on suddenly and apparently have no

particular cause: they certainly do not seem
to be caused by any accident. Now I admit
that the trend of decisions has been to allow
compensation for these things, but this Bill
will confirm that trend very definitely.
Another type of injury or ailment any-
way is heart attacks that occur apparently
without a precipitating -canse at all, when a
man or a woman is at his or her place of
employment. These now will be covered
by the Act. A clerk may be sitting doing his
daily work and he may seddenly suffer a heart
attack. That will be sufficient now for him
to have a claim under the Act. It will not be
necessary to show that there was any accident
at all. Therefore, as I say, this is a consider-
able widening of the scope of workmen’s com-
pensation. I do not argue against that neces-
sarily ; in fact, T do not argue against it at all.
However, I complain that the Premier, when he
gave the second reading explanation, did not
see fit even to explain this matter, I think
he should have done so, and that he deserves
respectful reproach for not having done so.

One significant difference between our Act
and the Acts in Victoria and New South Wales
will now be that we have not got a defini-
tion of ‘‘injury’’ in our Act at all; it is as
wide as the world. At least in the New South
Wales Aet there is a definition of ‘‘injury’’,
which was amended in 1960. I suggest that
it would be appropriate for there to be some
such definition in our Aect. This is the defini-
tion of ‘‘injury’’ in the New South Wales
Workers’ Compensation Aect:

‘“‘Injury’’ means ‘‘personal injury arising
out of or in the course of employment—
and that is the same as our Act will read in
future— ’

and includes (@) a disease which is contracted
by the worker in the course of his employment,
whether at or away from his place of employ-
ment and to which the employment was a
contributing factor; and (b) the aggravation,
acceleration, exacerbation or deterioration of
any disease where the employment was a con-
tributing factor to such aggravation, accelera-
lion, enacerbation or dctcrioration, but doos
not, save in the case of a worker employed in
or about a mine to which the Coal Mines
Regulation Aect, 1912, as amended by subse-
quent Aets, applies, include a disease caused
by silica dust or the aggravation, acceleration,
exacerbation or deterioration of a disease
caused by silica dust.”’

Now we have no sueh definition, mor is it
proposed to put any such definition of
““injury’’ in our Act. I know the Premier
has pricked up his ears because he knows,
as I know, that there are speecial Parts deal-
ing with industrial discases.
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The Hon. Frank Walsh: Silicosis.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: Yes, these things are
dealt with in Part IXa, I think, of the Act.
I am not arguing against that; all I am sug-
gesting is that it would be wise, quite apart
from these industrial diseases, if there were a
definition of ‘‘injury’’ in the Workmen’s
Compensation Act, and there is no such defini-
tion. Previously, when it was injury by acei-
dent, that was a definition in itself, but now
that the words ‘‘by accident’’ have been taken
out, ‘“injury’’, so far as our Aet is concerned,
is as wide as the dictionary definition, and
this may lead to results that are not desired
or intended, even by this Government.
It may lead to a multiplication of litigation.
Someone had to explain to the House the effeet
of this amendment. The other point is the
probable effect (and I regret to say that it is
far from clear in its drafting) of new seection
28a, to be inserted by clause 8, which states:

Notwithstanding anything in this or any
other Act contained, the amount of compensa-
tion payable to & workman pursuant to this
Part shall be computed and based upon the
rates of compensation in foree at the time of
the death—

death is a definite time and there is no difficulty
in fixing that—

or incapacity as the case may be of the work-
man, whether the injury occurred before or
after the day upon whieh such rates came into
force.

That refers to death, which is a definite fixed
time, but ‘‘incapacity’’ is not a definite fixed
time. This is not the same as saying ‘‘at the
time when injury was sustained’’. The mem-
bers for West Torrens and Port Adelaide and
other members will know that incapacity is
something that can be assessed from day to
day.

Mr. Ryan: You also cannot declare incapa-
city at the time of the accident.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: No, but my poiat is
that, as I think this section will be inter-
preted, it imports considerable retrospectivity
into the legislation. This was something that
the Premicr did not canvass in his second
reading explanation. Insurance companies and
those who have been studying this Bill—

Mr. Ryan: Unfortunately, they have had
too much of their own way in the past.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: I do not know whether
this type of insurance is particularly profitable,
but I am told by representatives of that busi-
ness that it does not matter to them what
the scale of compensation is under the Act.
The premiums are simply adjusted aectuarily,
and the insurance companies do not suffer as

a business when compensation is increased or
decreased, because their premiums follow.

Mr. Ryan: They hate paying them.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: No reputable company
does.

Mr. Ryan: Reputable or otherwise.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: They are alarmed and
perturbed when retrospectivity is imported, as
apparently it is in this section. All companies
have claims that go back five or more years,
and they continue to pay out sums on them
and naturally have estimated the total amount
of those claims. They have done that in past
years on outstanding claims, but under this
new section they will find their estimates far
below what could be a reality. Up to the
present their estimates for claims which have
been made in the past have been based on a
figure that was certainly not £6,000 as is
being imported by this Bill, but on a figure
of £3,250 so that this retrospectivity will mean
that many of their claims will increase to
nearly double, in the proportion £6,000 to
£3,250. That is serious for a business which
must estimate its claims annually and which
should be able to rely on those estimates being
reasonably accurate. Yet, because incapacity
is something that can be fixed at any time in

the future while it continues, and bccause
the compensation 1is based on a rate
payable at the time of fixation of
incapacity, they will find their estimates

in past years are haywire. The compensation
they thought was payable could be increased
to nearly double.

Mr. Shannon: It is based on former pre-
miums, too.
Mr. MILLHOUSE: Yes. They have

received premiums to cover those claims but
cannot go back over the years to piek them
up. Perhaps the Government will not insist
on this, but the rumours I have heard indi-
cate that it will not be sympathetic. These
companies cannot recoup themselves by way of
increased premiums unless they try to load
the lot on industry this year or next. They
are stuck with a premium income to cover
what is increased claims, and that is unfair.
I do not know whether this was the Govern-
ment’s intention, but I believe that new see-
tion 28a is likely to have that effect. T should
have hoped that the Government would take
heed, but the payments that will be involved
occur under various sections in the Act, I
‘hope that the Minister of Works will indi-
cate the Government’s intention of playing it
fair in this regard. They are the only two
additional matters I wish to raise. They have
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both cropped up since T last spoke, but that
is not surprising, beecause it is only a week
since the Bill was first introduced, The Bill
was dreamt up no doubt by the Government
and its supporters, and introduced without
consultation with insurers or employers. If
that is so, it is doubly undesirable that it
should be pushed so quickly through this
House and through another place, if it would
allow itself to be pushed around in that way.
I do not know if it will, but it has been
foisted on wus, and this is not good enough.
I hope that what T have sa’d will bear fruit in
Committee or in another place.

Mr. M¢cKEE (Port Pirie): I shall not
make a long speech because I believe it is bad
policy to stomewall good legislation. I lis-
tened with extreme interest to the member
for Mitcham and have concluded that, after
saying nothing, he repeated himself. It would
be impossible to comment on any part of his
speech that supported _the\vorker, although
he did support insurance companies and indus-
try generally, However, it gives me great
pleasure to support this long-overdue legisla-
tion—like many other matters (soeial and
otherwise) overdue because of thé previous
Administration. The workers of this State
have always been behind their counterparts
in other States, and I am pleased to be asso-
ciated with a Goyernment that has considera-
tion for the people who play the most impor-
tant part in the functions of the Stite. I
agree with the member for Semaphore (Mr.
Hurst) that the Bill does not go far enough,
but it will at least afford provisions similar to
those applying in other States. The trade
union movement of this State was continually
refused any consideration, despite its numer-
ous approaches over many years. The Bill is
welcome news to union officials and members
alike.

The member for Torrens (Mr. Coumbe),
who pretends to have some consideration for
‘the workers, said that he believed £6,000 was
too much compensation for permanent disable-
ment, but I point out that that is little enough
for a permanently disabled person, particu-
larly for a young married man with a family
to feed, clothe and educate. After all,
£6,000 is an average earnings for six years,
and six years in the life of a man in his
early thirties is not much compensation if he
is permanently disabled. I am afraid I ecannot
support the honourable member’s suggestion
that that sum be reduced. If that shows the
honourable member’s concern for the workers,
I suggest he address some factory gate meet-

ings, and tell the workers how he intends to
support their case by suggesting that the Bill
is too generous.

To assist him in his eampaign to persuade
the people that he is their champion, I suggest
also that he approach the member for Mitcham

-(Mr. Millhouse) to see whether the honourable

member will accompany him. Like the mem-
ber for Torrens, the member for Mitcham
has had ample time and opportunity to do
something for the people about whom he and
his colleague now pretend to be so concerned.
On the other hand, I believe it would be wise
for them ot to- attend those factory gate
meetings, because, although they are covered
for workmen’s compensation through Parlia-
mentary insurance, I do not know whether the
sum involved would cover the cost of an expen-
sive by-election. I compliment the Govern-
ment on introducing the Bill, whieh demon-~
strates the Government’s concern for the people
who are so important to the welfare of the
State. ’

Mr. HEASLIP (Rocky River):
oppose the Bill—

Mr. Jennings:
producer!

My. HEASLIP: When similar Bills have
come before the House I have opposed clauses
relating to the payment of compensation to
workmen travelling to and from their work,
the relevant provision in this case being con-
tained in clause 4. The member for Enfield
says, ‘‘What about the primary producer?’’
Well, what about him% What compensation
does he receive when travelling to and from
his woik? What compensation do many other
people receive in this respect? They receive
no compensation at all but, according to the
member for Port Pirie, our concern should
be directed to employees in the com-
munity. I do not sgree with that, for our
concern should be directed to the whole of the
community. By this provision, we shall force
industry to pay a higher premium, ultimately
to be borne by the consumer, for the consumer
always pays. It will mean extra costs to the
producer and to the manufacturer. Much of
the legislation passed in the House this session
will increase costs and rule this State out of
competition with the Eastern States.

I do not

‘What about the prima:rj}

Mr. Jennings: Strangely enough, they have
had this provision for years.

Mr. HEASLIP: They may have, but we
have not, and we have not had many other pro-
visions that they have. Therefore, we have
been able to produce goods and export them te
the eastern markets, and to maintain that
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competition. We have been able also to bnild
up our all-important secondary industries,

Mr. Ryan: They are only of secondary
importance to primary industry, though, aren’t
they?

Mr. HEASLIP: Yes, but both are import-
ant, Costs must be kept at a minimum, so
that secondary industries can compete with the
markets in the Eastern States. Our present
employment figures are a credit to South Aus-
tralia, but our percentage of unemployment
must grow if our costs continue to rise. South
Australia has been able to sell its goods because
it has kept its prices down.

‘Mr. Hudson: What percentage of increase
in costs will result from this Bill?

- Mr., HEASLIP: It will be small in this
cage, but from the start of the session the
Government has introduced legislation that will
add to costs.

Mr. Ryan: We are trying to make up the
leeway for 27 years.

Mr. HEASLIP: South Australia has made
up terrific leeway in secondary industries over
the last 27 years.

‘The Hon. G. G. Pearson: The Government
has taken £6,000,000 from South Australian
taxpayers in the last six months.

Mr. HEASLIP: Yes. The Government’s
legislation has increased costs and those
increases could mean that people will lose

their employment.

Mr. Ryan: You admit that costs lave
increased over the years, even though that
increase has been slight.

Mr. HEASLIP: Increases will always take
place.

Mr. Hudson: What was the effect on costs
©of the stamp duties legislation introduced by
your Government in 1964%

Mr. HEASLIP: That was an increase, but
the present increase in stamp duties will be
larger than that. The Bill before us will
increase the costs of secondary industries. I
will not oppose it because I should like to see
workmen benefit from its provisions if we can
afford them. We would all like many things
but, if we cannot afford them yet still have
them, we eventually lose everything. Because
of this increase I am afraid that South Aus-
tralia may lose all it has and that its workmen
will be worse off than they were before. In
the past they have got on very well. The Bill
affects happy people who are better off than
their counterparts in other States because costs
in South Australia have been kept down. If
costs are increased many workmen will be
worse off because they will not have a job.

However, if this small increase-in costs can be
supported by industry I shall be glad to see
workmen benefit from the provisions of the
Bill. I do not oppose the Bill.

Mr. BROOMHILL (West Torrens): I sup-
port the Bill, which provides for urgently
required changes to the Workmen’s Compensa-
tion Aet. While these changes do not go
all the way towards completely removing the
diffieulties expcrienced under the Aect, the Bill
does take care of four of the most serious
matters that have created considerable trouble
in the past for persons who, although injured
at werk, have not been entitled to workmen’s
compensation. Members on this side who have
been members of Parliament for some years
must feel great pleasure at being able, as a
Government, to bring forward this Bill. The
background of workmen’s compensation mat-
ters shows that, often over the years, members
on this side triéd to introduce some provisions
now inecluded in the Bill. This means that
Opposition members cannot now claim that they
have not had adequate opportunities .in the
past to do something about these matters. The
member for Mitcham obviously knew little
about this matter., When I sought further
information from him by way of interjection,
he replied, rather rudely, that I was becoming
emotional about workmen’s compensation. It
is true that I can become emotional about this
matter.

Mr. Millhouse: It ill becomes members of
Parliament to become emotional.

Mr. BROOMHILIL:: The member for Mit-
cham spoke about some workmen’s compensa-
tion claims that he had taken before the
court.

Mr. Hurst: How many do you think that
would be?

Mr. BROOMHILL: I do not know. The
honourable member spoke about representing
the widow of a workman. Obviously he felt
the claim was justified or he would not have
proceeded with the case, yet his lack of success
did not disturb him in the least. I should
have thought that, if the honourable member
had considered that this was a proper case,
he would have proceeded, when he was unsue-
cessful, to attempt to rectify the matter in
this House. The fact that the honourable
member has not moved in this direction clearly
proves that he was insincere when he spoke
this House. As a trade
union official, T found that the most frustrating
part of my duties concerned workmen’s com-
pensation. I was forced to tell many people

on the matter in
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that they would not be entitled to compensa-
tion on account of their disabilities, nor would
they receive compensation during the long
periods they would be required to be away
from work. This was simply beeause of the
omission of one or two words from the Act,
and I am pleased to see that rectified now.
The provisions of the Bill are readily under-
stood by most people, and I bhelieve that they
are incapable of misrepresentation. Misrepre-
sentation has taken place previously on other
matters before the House. Despite the simplic-
ity of these provisions, the member for Mit-
cham could not understand some of them. The
first provision provides for the removal of the
words ‘‘by accident’’ from the Act. The mem-
‘bers for Semaphore and Torrens drew atten-
tion to this amendment, but apparently both
speeches were above the member for Mitcham’s
head.

Mr. Millhouse: That wouldn’t surprise you,
would it?

Mr. BROOMHILL: No, I am not surprised.
The member for Semaphore drew attention to
the fact that persons are occasionally employed
in jobs where they are required to sit in
unusual postures. He referred to typistes and
said that, from time to time, they suffer back
ailments and muscular pains in their arms.
The member for Mitcham said that many
injuries that workmen suffer are back injuries.

Mr. Millhouse: I now understand the point
the member for Semaphore was trying to
make.

Mr. BROOMHILL: Very good. I, too,
have had many gimilar instances to this in
the past, and it has been most difficult to
convinee those persons, who have heen required
to seek medical treatment and thus lose time
from work, that they are not entitled to work-
men’s compensation. I had the instance of
an employee who had entered the milk-
processing industry, where he was required to
transfer bottles of milk to crates. He found
that the new occupation affected the muscles
of his arms, and he was off work for some
monthg without receiving workmen’s compen-
sation. In addition to thig, he was dismissed
from his job, after suffering absences with
his injury, because he was unable to continue
with his occupation. The member for Torrens:
admitted that, because of the provisions in
the " Act, a very large area of dispute had
existed in the past in relation to the words
‘“py accident’’. The only odd thing that
struck me in relation to the honourable mem-
ber’s observations wag his failure to support
this proposal when he was a member of the

Government., The next amendment sought
relates to the coverage of an employee whilst
travelling to and from work. This matter
has been well dealt with by the members for
Semaphore and Port Pirie. As has been
pointed out in arguments on this matter in
previous years, this provisions applies in most
other States. The need for this provision has
inereased, particularly over the last few years,
because industry has been established outside
of what we may refer to as the city area.
I refer to industry at FElizabeth and similar
places, to which employees are now required
to travel a much greater distance than has
been the case in years past. The Opposition’s
attitude to this provision seems to relate only
to the costs that are likely to be involved or
to be placed upon the industries if this pro-
vision is implemented. The member for Tor-
rens did, rather apologetically, give some wild
estimation of the existing cost per employee at
present applying in relation to workmen’s
compensation. I think he referred to 17s. and
20s. a week per man. I suggest that this is a
great exaggeration, and that the honourable
member should have another look at that
question. My information is that 2 per cent
of a total wage bill of an employer generally
makes up the compensation premiums payable,
and this is in the heavy industries; it comes
down to as low as 3 per cent of the total
wage bill in relation to office workers and
the like. As an example, I have been pro-
vided with information that an employer in &
heavy engineering workshop pays as wages for
the year to employees £4,010, and his present
workmen’s compensation premiums are £86 a
year.

Mr. Coumbe:
way.

Mr. BROOMHILL: I think the honourable
member indicated that his figures were sub-
jeet to correction, but obviously they were
grossly exaggerated.

Mr. Hurst: That would be a very hazardous
industry, too.

Mr. BROOMHILL: Yes, and the highest
premiums would be paya.b]e in that industry.
The only other objection that has been raised
by the Opposition on coverage to and from
work is that considerable difficulties of inter-
pretation could bhe associated with the pro-
vision.

Mr. Millhouse:
would you?

Mr. BROOMHILL: It was suggested by the
honourable member that many cases had been
taken in New South Wales on this question,

He must be in a very small

You would not doubt that,
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but he omitted to say that most of those diffi-
culties were recognized and overcome recently
when the section was amended in New South
Wales. We have included in the Bill before
us the existing provision that applies in New
South Wales, and it removes the greatest area
of dispute that can arise under this section.
The next amendment relates to the increase of
payments from £3,250 to £6,000. I do not
think anybody could deny that the present
payment of £3,250 is completely inadequate. 1
agree entirely with the member for Port Pirie,
who has pointed out that even the £6,000 is
not very generous when we consider the ease
of a person who has been widowed as the result
of her husband’s death at a youthful age.
Obviously, if a young widow is left with a
young family the payment of £6,000 could not
be considered over-generous, How these people
at present continue to raise their families with
the present payment of £3,250 is a wonder to
me. The percentage payments have also
increased, and, although these percentages for
loss of limbs or loss of portion of limbs have
increased, I think members will agree that no
sum can compensate an employee for the loss
of a limb or for injuries that restrict the use of
his hands. The sum provided should be suffi-
cient to compensate for the disability suffered,
and in most instances it should also compensate
for the loss of earning ecapacity that the
person so affected will be faced with for the
rest of his life.

One of the biggest problems with the Work-
men’s Compensation Aect, in my view, is that
employers accept this as a ready excuse for
dismissing- an employee who has suffered an
injury and who is unable to continue with his
old occupation. The employer, instead of
accepting his responsibility of finding another
occupation within his industry for the employee,
feels that his conscience is clear because the
employee concerned has received a lump sum
compensation settlement. However, as an
example of our present situation, the payment
for the loss of a finger (depending on which
finger it is) is between £350 and £500. Even
though these amounts will be increased, it is
obvious that they will still not be extravagant
for an employee who has to suffer this loss.
At the same time, we must also consider the
employee who may crush his hand and, although
not losing any fingers, suffer a 50 per cent loss
of the use of that hand. The sum of £1,225
at present payable hardly makes up for the dis-
ability that this employee will suffer for the
rest of his life. I suggest that these examples
show that the percentage increases for loss of

limbs or partial loss of use of lunbs are
justified.

The other amendment affects the payment
of weekly sums at current rates, and the situa-
tion at present defies logic. An employee may
have been injured 10 years ago, but suffers
recurring injury when he is unable to work.
He may be off work this week because of the
injury he suffered 10 years ago, but I can see
no reason why he should receive the weekly
rate applying then, as it will be about half
the current weekly payment. How this pro-
vision has centinued under the previous Gov-
ernment for so many years is beyond my
understanding. There can be no merit or
argument in favour of that proposition, and
the amendment seeks to overcome this problem
and to provide that any employee who suffers

 recurring injuries shall be paid at the appro-

priate rate. That is completely justified. The
provisions about which I have spoken were
overwhelmingly endorsed by many voters at
the last election. I consider that many mem-
bers opposite, particularly those who have
spoken, have changed their attitude and are
not opposing the Bill, although they have
strenuously opposed it in the past. They have
recognized the demand by the people of South .
Australia for amendments to this Act. I com-

mend the Bill to the House, and trust that its

passage through both Houses will be rapid.

Mr. SHANNON (Onkaparinga): I have close
contact with people in the insurance business,
and do not objeet to the Bill. However, I
am sure that it will increase premiums, because
benefits will be increased. Two fields of insur-
ance give insurance companies the greatest
problems—compulsory third party om motor
vehicles, and workmen’s compensation.
State an Insurance Premiums Committee fixes
the premiums that companies may charge the
owner of a vehicle for third-party insurance,
which is a compulsory insurance. I think such
a committee should operate for workmen’s com-
pensation, as a thorough investigation by people
competent in this ficld is necessary. I do not
object to a man who suffers an injury in the
course of his employment being appropriately
compensated, but certain factors applying to
the to-and-from work provisions should be
considered. The Bill will be a legal beanfeast,
and will not improve the lot of the worker
greatly. ) .

Circumstances c¢ecur over which neither the
employee nor the employer has control, where
an employee proceeding lawfully to or from
his work can be feloniously injured by a.third
party. This is a case avhere the law of equity

In this
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and of ccmmon rights should apply, and I
think we are trying to protect people in this.
Bill who should be more appropriately pro-
tected by common law. Clause 4 amends sec-
tion 5 of the Act by inserting a new subseec-
tion. This is difficult to interpret and will
create fine legal arguments. It excludes from
compensation certain people who are injured
going to and from work, but I cannot under-
stand why the following words are included:
. unless in the circumstances of the
particular case the risk of injury was not
materially increased by reason only of such
substantial interruption or deviation or other
break. ’

They will create a sense of absolute befogment
in the minds of insurer and employer. The
employer will not be sure until a court has
decided whether there was or was mnot a
material factor applying to the ecase. We should
stop at the word ‘¢ journey’’, and we would still
achieve what we want to do. We are tying
things up in such a way that it will result in a
legal beanfeast.

The Hon. G. G. Pearson:
drafted without ambiguity?

Mr. SHANNON: The necessary exclusions
are covered if we stop at the word ‘‘ journey’’.
If we want exclusions to cover culpability of
workmen running into trouble, then we should
say so. This provision will be contenticus for
every employer and employee, Dbecause the
employee will get nothing until the court
decides, although he may be justly eutitled to
something. 1 do not agree that all employers
are hard-hearted scoundrels who do not look
after their employees. I know from my own
experience that, frequently, injured workmen
Lhave purposely been found light work, because
of their loyalty to the employer who does not
desire to dispense with their services and who
finds a job suited to the circumstances of the
employee -after the injury has occurred. Dis-
pensing with the servieces of a loyal employee
is the last thing the average cmployer wishes to
do.

The establishing of a premiums committee to
consider premiums chargeable by insurance
companies would cover the matter in the Bill
that concerns me most. The member for Mit-
cham (Mr, Millhouse) said that the retrospec-
tive aspect of the payment of a weekly allow-
ance in respect of an injury suffered in the
past would be affected by the new rates to be
applied under the Bill, where the premiums
collected by the insurer had previously been
fixed and could not be affected; nor could any-
thing be recovered to offset the additional cost
involved. That seems to me to be unjust.

Could this be

I do not wish to deny the workman a weekly
payment in keeping with present-day costs,
but the premiums should be sufficiently loaded
to cover that added cost to the companies
concerned. Tt is recognized in every branch
of insurance (particularly in respect of work-
men’s compensation and third party motor
vehicle) that, as soon as an 80 per cent loss
ratio on claims paid to premiums is reached,
the proposition becomes uneconomical, Admini-
stration eosts and the costs of the general
functioning of the company cozcerned have
to be met out of the premiums paid.

A competent committee could assess the
impact of this on premium rates for workmen’s
compensation, and perhaps advise the Govern-
ment on the appropriate rates to be charged.
Although T am connected with insurance con-
cerns in this State, I offer no objection to
such a control over premiums in that regard.
After all, it offers just as much social protec-
tion to our working people as is offered by
ecompulsory third-party insurance. 1 do not
oppose the Bill, because I think all members
are well aware that its provisions can be
implemented only by increasing premiums.
Sinee that increase is almost certain, 1 believe
an investigation should be made, so that no
company could arbitrarily inerease premiums
unreasonably as a result of the passing of
this legislation. TUnless an appropriate author-
ity were set up to advise the Government on
this matter, the Bill could lead to an unwar-
ranted charge on industry. Although an extra
charge avill be imposed, in any case. I do
not think it should be greater than is actually
necessary. The member for Rocky River (Mr.
Heaslip) pointed out that we depend on indus-
try for employment; when we embarrass
employment we also embarrass the employee.
T hope that in Committee the Government will
consider some of the amendments that have
been forecast which, if accepted, will effect
certain improvements.

Bill read a second time.

Mr. HURST (Semaphore) moved:

That it be an instruction to the Committee
of the Whole House on the Bill that it have
power to consider a new clause relating to addi-
tional compensation for medical expenses.

Motion carried.

In Committee.

Clauses 1 and 2 passed.

Clause 3—¢‘Liability of employers to work-
men for injuries.’’

Mr. COUMBE: I move:

In paragraph (k) after

‘‘employer’’ to
insert ‘¢ (first occurring) ’’.
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This is merely to correct a drafting error, and
should clarify the provision beyond doubt.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH. (Premier and
Treasurer): The Government has no objection
to the amendment.

Amendment
passed.

carried; clause as amended

Clause 4—*¢Circumstances
does not exist.”’

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD
(Leader of the Opposition): I move:

To strike out ‘‘subsection’’ and insert
‘‘subsections’’; and to insert the following
new subsection:

(3) No compensation . shall be payable
in respect of any injury on any journey
referred to in paragraph (a) of subsection
(2) of section 4 where the injury was
caused under circumstances creating a legal
liability in some person other than the
employer to pay damages in respect there-
of unless and until the workman has taken
proceedings against that person to recover
damages except to the extent of the
amount by which compensation which
would otherwise be payable in respect of
that injury under this Aet exceeds an

where liability

amount of the damages recovered in such .

proceedings.

My amendment deals with the case of an .

employee going to or from work who is injured
as a result of the negligence of some other
person. For instance, if there were a motor
ear accident and the employee were injured as
a result of the negligence of another person,
the employee would have the right to get dam-
ages from that other person. The amendment
provides that if an employee took such a case
to court and received compensation of £300 as
a result of that civil action, and his work-
men’s compensation was £500, he would still
receive the additional £200. The amendment
provides that he should exert his rights under
civil law before the workmen’s compensation
claim is dealt with. It is not fair to
an employer to be responsible for the negli-
gence of some other person where that negli-
gence can be proved in court and compensation
obtained from the court. The amendment
does not take away from the employee his
right to compensation but it fixes the obliga-
tion to pay on the person who is mnegligent, if
such a person exists. I point out that if this
amendment were aceepted it would go a long
way towards the Opposition’s accepting the
Bill. Itis a fair amendment and I believe it
should ‘be accepted.

. «The - Hon. FRANK - WALSH: Under the

broad prineiple of compensation, two compensa-
HY

tion payments would not be paid in respect
of the one accident. The clause provides that
where a person meets with an accident when
travelling directly to or from his place of
employment he will be entitled to-compensa-
tion, However, if he travels in a roundabout
route he will have to prove the case himself.
If the Leader’s amendment were accepted,
there would be doubt whether the clause would
adequately meet the situation. I am sure that
the Leader would not desire to impose hardship
on a person who met with an accident whilst
travelling to -or from his place of employment.
If the Leader examined the waiting time
involved in litigatioms, I think he would see
that his amendment could impose extreme hard-
ship in many cases. To provide that the
making of an application would be the end of
the matter does not meet the case. I think
the position would be covered if we provided
that where a person met with an accident
travelling to or from his place of employment
he should be entitled to workmen’s compensa-
tion, and that if he made a further successful
application (which would undoubtedly be

-covered by third-party insurance) he would

have to repay the sum involved. Instead of
improving the position, I think the Leader’s
amendment makes it more difficult.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
point out that my amendment does not debar
a man from making an immediate application
for workmen’s cowmpensation provided that,
where a. civil action can be taken, he has taken
the necessary steps for that action to be taken.

‘Otherwise, the position could arise where a

motorist who is completely in the wrong knocks
down a workman and seriously injures him, but
the motorist does not pay any compensation
and the employer, who is completely innocent
of any mnegligence, pays the compensation.
Undoubtedly, if a civil action claim were for
a larger amount than an employee would
receive in workmen’s compensation he would
take civil action. However, if the civil action
were for a smaller amount than the employee
would receive in workmen’s compensation, there
would be no point in his taking civil action
because he would receive the workmen’s com-
pensation whether or not he took civil action.
Another factor is that insurance companies
would quickly adjust policies to meet the cost
of these claims. It is provided in the Bill
that no double insurance will be paid. If a
civil action is taken the employee will not be
the loser because he will still be guaranteed.
the full amount that is available under work-
men’s compensation; there is no attempt to
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whittle down the amount he receives,
obligation should be fixed where it rightly
belongs, namely, on the negligent motorist who
has knocked the employee down. I think hon-
ourable members will agree that that is a fair
and reasonable proposition. I was told in one
State where this provision has applied for
some time that the negligent motorist very
often gets off and the employer is called upon
to pay. Action should be instituted. The only
other possible way to meet this position would
be to give the employer the right to institute
proceedings. However, I think the Attorney-
General would agree that the right of ecivil
action cannot be delegated to somebody else.
I believe that what I have suggested would
have an appreciable bearing on fixing the
obligation where it rightly belongs, which
could be upon a negligent motorist.

The Hon. D. A, DUNSTAN (Attorney-
General): I appreciate the point the Leader
is trying to make, but I suggest to him very
earnestly that his amendment would not achieve
what he suggests. In fact, it would provide a
most difficult position for an employee to face.
The Leader said that while it is true that under
gection 71 a workman will not get double
damages (he will get either workmen’s com-
pensation or civil damages, but not both), his
purpose in providing this amendment is to deal
with those cases where a workman would think
it more profitable to proceed for compensation
rather than for common law damages. With
respect, those would have to be very few
because, as the member for Mitcham will know
(and I hope he will agree with me on this),
common law damages are almost invariably in
excess of what can be recovered under the
Workmen’s Compensation Aect, simply because
the Act is not designed to provide full
indemnity. The wages for which one can get
compensation in a common law action for
damages are full wages, and that iz not the
position under the Workmen’s Compensation
Act. The amount that a person will get as a
lump sum payment for injury and inconvenience
is invariably a greater amount than is fixed
by the Workmen’s Compensation Act, because
as our Act now stands it is designed mnot to be
a full compensation but merely an insurance.
Therefore, the number of cases in which g
workman who had a claim at common law for
the recovery of damages that he would let go
“by simply in order to take workmen’s com-
ensation would have to be very few indeed, and
I think they would be very small claims, The
Leader’s amendment provides:

The -

No compensation shall be payable in respect
of any injury on any journey referred to in
paragraph (a) where the injury was caused
under circumstances creating a legal liability
in some person other than the employer to pay
damages unless and until the workman has
taken proceedings against the person.

How does one decide whether the circumstances
were such as to create a legal liability? The
greatest number of claims in the civil juris-
diction before the Supreme Court at the
moment are in accident cases in which
questions of disputed liability arise. If a
workman was advised, for instance, that he
may conceivably have a claim but it was a
bit dicey, he could perhaps take a punt at it:

The Hon. G. G. Pearson: That is the whole
point: he does not have to decide between one
and the other at this point of time.

The Hon. D. A. DUNSTAN: What the
amendment is requiring him to do is to issue
proceedings. Is he to issue proceedings and
then submit to their being struck out because
he does not prosecute them?

The Hon. G. G. Pearson: He may get his
compensation in the meantime.

The Hon. D. A. DUNSTAN: No, the Leader
says he cannot get compensation until he has
‘taken proceedings. He may be advised that
the chances of his success in proceedings are
not very bright. However, the Leader’s amend-
ment requires him to issue a writ, apparently.
Is he required to' go on and prosecute that
writ? What happens if he does not do so and
the defendant then moves the court to strike
the writ out for want of prosecution?

The Hon. G. G. Pearson: He will still have
his workmen’s compensation.

The Hon. D. A, DUNSTAN: Then the whole
thing would have been a useless and expensive
exercise. If he is to go on then, you are
saying to him, ‘‘Well, you must prosecute a
case even if you are advised that the case
may not be very good.’’ Alternatively, if he
is advised that his case is not much good and
he decides that he is not in the circumstances
creating a legal liability, the employer may
say to him, ‘‘I do not have to pay you com-
pensation unless you have taken proceedings’’.
The workman may then say, ‘‘I do not think
I should take proceedings; that is my advice’’,
to which the employer could reply, ‘‘Well, my
adviee is that you should take. the. proceedings,
and I will therefore defend an application for
workmen’s compensation, for I am provided
with a defence under the Leader’s amendment,
namely, that you have not taken your pro-
ceedings.”’ So the thing goes to the court
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for arbitration under the Workmen’s~Compen-
sation Act, and the question is tried before the
local court as to whether this was an accident
in circumstances creating a legal liability on
the third party.

Mr. Chairman, this is a most impossible
situation mechanically. The only way to
achieve anything such as the Leader is put-
ting forward would be to provide a statutory
means of giving to the employer or to the
insurance company the right to prosecute the
workman’s claim in respect of the action for
damages, as happens in third party claims
under the Road Traffic Act, This might be a
device to meet the Leader’s point, but to pre-
‘pare a provision of that kind would require an
extremely complicated piece of drafting. As the
Leader knows, provisions in the Road
Traffic Act had to be worked out over a long
period and were subject to a series of cases
leading to their modification. I cannot see how
we can draft an amendment to follow that
course in a short time. This would be a matter
that would be better dealt with in the com-
prehensive amendment to this Act that will be
introduced next year, because all the procedures
will be dealt with then. In the meantime, it
may be possible to deal with the position the
Leader has raised.

The Hon. 8ir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I am
pleased that the Attorney-General did not
contest the gemeral fairness of the principle of
the amendment, because I cannot imagine any-
one doing that. His suggestion to include it in
the comprehensive Bill next year is vague,
because next year the Bill may not enjoy so
much unanimity as is enjoyed by this legisla-
tion. Obviously the Government has intro-
duced this Bill with the desire of getting some
immediate ecases accepfed because of the
statement of policy that I made and which the
Premier made at the last elections. The
Government has wisely introduced provisions
that do not involve a division, but the next
Bill may be more contentious. I suggest that
I withdraw my amendment on the understand-
ing that the Government considers drafting a
suitable amendment to be considered in another
place. :

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I shall be
pleased to grant permission to the Leader to
withdraw his amendment. We do not wish to
impose a hardship omn the employer or the
employee, so in the meantime the Attorney-
General has‘agreed to find a way to assist in
drafting a suitable amendment.

Leave granted; amendment withdrawn,

Clause passed.

Clause 5—‘‘Amount of compensation ~when
workman: dies leaving ‘dependants.’’

Mr. MILLHOUSE: The Premier said that
this clause raised the limit that any workman
could recover under the Act to £6,000. I refer
to him the case of Mermingis v. Perry Engineer-
ing Company Limited, 38 AL.J.R., at 245.
Then, the limit was £3,000, and it was held
that a workman suffering a permanent dis-
ability, although it was partial, was entitled to
weekly payments up to the then limit of £3,000
in addition to a redemption sum of the same
amount, a total of up to £6,000. The High
Court held that the workman was entitled to
up to £6,000. We are now providing in certain
circumstances that a workman should get up
to £12,000 under this clause. We cannot do
anything about it in this case, but I draw
this decision to the Premier’s attention in case
it had escaped him. It means that what he said
in his second reading explanation is not strictly
accurate, and that we are going much further
than the Government expected that it would go.

Clause passed.

Clause 6—*‘Compensation for incapacity.’’

Mr. COUMBE: I move:

In paragraph (D) to
thousand’’
hundred’’.

This follows the principle of the difference
between the lump sum payment paid to a
widow on the death of her husband and that
paid to a woman whose husband has been in-
capacitated. I agree that the full amount of
£6,000 should be paid to a widow on the death
of her husband. The present payment is £3,250,
At present the amount payable to a dependent
wife, if her husband is incapacitated, is £3,500,
which is greater than that paid to a widow. I
wish to increase to £4,500 the amount payable
to a dependent wife where the husband is
incapacitated. Most workmen’s compensation
cases arise in New South Wales, a State with
much heavy industry, especially in metal manu-
facturing, and with a large population. In that
State, the amount payable to a widow is £4,300,
whereas the woman whose husband is totally
incapacitated receives £2,300, exclusive of the
sum paid to dependants. From that we see that
the entitlement is almost two to one in favour
of the widow. At the moment South Australia
has the highest rate of weekly payments in
certain cases. In respect of a dependent spouse
the weekly payment in this State is £4 10s.;
Queensland has the nearest figure of £3 12s.,
and New South Wales is £3 3s. a week. In
South Australia the weekly payment in respect
of children under the age of 16 years is £1 14s,

strike out ¢‘six
and insert ‘‘four thousand five
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a week for each child; the next highest figure
is paid in Tasmania, £1 8s., and New South
Wales, £1 5s. o

If my amendment is carried our figure will
be higher than that of any other State. Sec-
tion 26 of the Act sets out the scale of pay-
ments made to workmen incapacitated through
various types of injury, which are all based
on the maximum lump sum paid to a workman
for total incapacity. The seale includes loss
of both eyes or feet, and a hand and foot,
right through to 73 per cent of the loss of a
toe, or injury to the joint in a finger.
suggesting that the lump sum payment be
£4,500. We must realize that 99 per cent of
the number of payments made under the Act
today come within the scope of this scale.
Fortunately, the number of payments in res-
peet of death are few, compared with those
paid in respect of injury. If my amendment
is earried, any workman injured after the pass-
ing of the Bill will still receive a proportion-
ate increase of about 25 per cent more than
he is reeeiving at present. This highlights my
.argument, that a widow should receive more
than is received by the wife of a dependent
husband. After all, the widow loses the bread-
winner and may be the mother of children
under 16 years of age. ‘

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: The Govern-
ment does not intend to accept the amendment,
and believes that £6,000 should be paid for
total incapacity. The honourable member seeks
to reduce that sum by £1,500. I admit that,
during the election campaign, the Leader of the
Opposition propounded a policy of £6,000 com-
pensation on the death of a workman.
other. hand, we stated a policy in respect of
ecompengation for persons travelling to and
from their work. The Government finds it
difficult to diseriminate between the two cate-
gories. In the case of total incapacity, the
person, previously the breadwinner, is denied
future employment and suffers much hardship.
How can we discriminate between that case
and the case of the widow? We believe that
£6,000 compensation is little enough.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I am
sorry that the Premier has not given more
attention to this matter than he appears to
have given. During the election campaign I
said that the Opposition believed that death
was a greater tragedy to a family than was
incapacity to work. For that reason, we took
the case relating to death out of the schedule
in the Bill and placed it in a different cate-
gory altogether. We stated that, if returned

I am

On the

to the Treasury benches, we would provide com-
pensation of £6,000 in the event of death,
which I believe would have been appropriate.
Apparently the Premier does mnot appreciate
that, by raising the compensation for total
incapacity to £6,000, he is also raising appre-
ciably the amounts paid for minor injuries,
because they are all based on a pereentage of
the total incapaecity provision. If the amend-
ment of the member for Torrens were carried,
the provision for total incapacity would still
be higher than that in other States. How-
ever, if the clause is passed the provision will
be 25 per cent more than that in other States.

By increasing the total incapacity provision
the payment for the loss of a -toe would also
be increased. This inerease in total incapacity
from £3,250 to £6,000 will more than double
charges made on employers by insurance com-
panies for workmen’s compensation, and this is
at a time when we are already in a serious
position in competing with industries in other
States. If the Premier will not acecept the
amendment of the member for Torrens he
should at least isolate the provision for total
incapacity. Whera an employer is negligent, an
employee still has an opportunity to take civil
action. If the total incapacity provision were
isolated from the scale of minor injuries the
Bill would be improved, but if it is passed as it
stands it will jeopardize the whole Bill.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I am prepared
to ask the Parliamentary Draftsman to draw
up an amendment that will isolate the £6,000
for total and permanent incapacity.

Mr. COUMBE: I accept what the Premier
said about the effect of total incapacity on a
family. I appreciate the Premier’s under-
taking that he will endeavour to isolate the pro-
vision for total incapaeity. X point out that
with a provision of £6,000 for total incapacity.
South Australia will still have the highest pro-
vision in the Commonwealth as New South
Wales has £2,300, Victoria £2,800, Queensland
£3,925, Western Australia £3,500, and Tas-
mania £4,459. )

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: The amend-
ment provides for £4,500. I suggest that the
figure remain at £6,000 as provided in this
clause in the Bill. I ask the honourable mem-
ber not to proceed with his amendment on
this matter but to move an amendment to
clause 7 to strike out ‘‘six thousand pounds’’
and ingert ‘‘four thousand five hundred

pounds’’, The Government would accept that
amendment,
Mr. COUMBE: I accept the undertaking

given by the Premier that he will agree to an
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amendment in clause 7 when we come to it.

I therefore ask leave to withdraw my amend-
ment, )

Leave granted; amendment withdrawn.

Clause passed.

Clause 7—*¢Fixed rates of compensation for
certain injuries.’’

Mr. COUMBE moved:

To strike out ‘‘six thousand’’ and insert
‘‘four thousand five hundred’’. :

Amendment
passed.

Clause 8—*‘Compensation to be at eurrent
rates.’’ T

Mr., MILLHOUSE: This is the clause to
which I referred during the second reading
debate and which contains the most undesirable
element of retrospectivity because of the use
of the word ‘‘ineapacity’’. I do not think it
is'necess‘ary for me to go over the arguments
I used previously. I think .it is perfectly
obvious to everyome that this clause is likely
to import a degree of retrospectivity. It will
upset estimates of claims over a number of
years made by insurance companies without
giving any real chance to those companies to
redress the upset that has been caused, because
premiums have already been paid and they
cannot be revised now. I do not know
whether the Government will be prepared to
abandon this clause, but I hope it will, and
that is what I suggest it should do. In support
of that, I point out that the Government
itself will be one of the organizations hardest
hit by this particular amendment. I do not
know whether you, Mr. Chairman, are wagging
your head at me, but I think you will find
that it does, Sir, in this way: the Government,
as I understand it, carries its own workmen’s
compensation insurance.

The CHATRMAN: And it pays in accord-
ance with this clause; it does that now.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: Then it will not be hit
as hard as I thought it would be. I am very
grateful at being put right by the Chair on a
matter of substance; I have never known that
before, and I hope this co-operation will
continue, Ilowever, that is not the position
with private industry, which is going to be hit
very badly indeed. I should welcome some
indication from the Government on two things;
first, whether this retrospectivity was intended
and, secondly, whether the Government intends
that the compensation which is to be made
retrospective should cover all sorts of com-
pensation or whether (as I think the honour-
able member for West Torrens murmured
during this speech) it was only in respect of

carried; clause as amended
b

weekly payments. I should welcome some
clarification from the Premier on. those two
points. R .
The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I think the
honourable member answered his own 'query
at the -close of his remarks when he said
something about its being omly in respect of
weekly payments. o S
Mr. Millhouse: That is what I got from the
meniber for West Torrens. - o
The Hon. FRANK WALSH: An injury
may have happened years ago, and in the
meantime payments have been increased in

. accordance with present-day money values. I

refer to instances of recurrence of injuries.
A person may have a reeurrence of an injury
and find that the payments he is receiving are
completely out of line with present-day pay-
ments, for basic wage increases and other fac-
tors affect weekly payments.

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

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: This
is a provision that should not be accepted. It
is putting back the clock and is altering insur-
ance rates that may have been established 10
years ago.

Mr, HEASLIP: T am sure that the Govern-
ment does not realize the import of this provi-
sion. Businesses have to assess their costs
annually to caleulate their profit or loss. This
clause takes retrospectivity back 10 years or so,
and under it businesses are liable for payments
that they have mnot been able to show on a
balance-sheet.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I move:

In new section 28a after ‘‘Part’’ to insert

““in respeet of any eclaim for compensation
made after the commencement of the Work-
men’s Compensation Aet Amendment Act,
196577,
During the election campaign I said that pay-
ment for recurring injuries should be brought
more into line with modern money values.
The clause imposes no hardship in respect of
payments to be made from time to time.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Does
the amendment mean that, if an accident
occurred a year ago and no claim has yet been
made in respect of it, the new rates will apply
to the original accident?

Mr. Shannon: On which premiums were fixed!

The Ion. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Yes.
If that is the effect of the amendment, I do not
think the Premier has solved the problem.
Overloading the clause with retrospectivity is
undesirable. Two people may be involved in
making a claim in respect of the same accident;
one may lodge his elaim immediately and have
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it adjusted in relation to the existing pro-
visions, whereas the other ome, who may not
make a claim for some time, will come under
this provision. ’

Mr. Shannon: The worst feature of it is
that some claims cannot be assessed until cer-
tain medical evidence is heard.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: This
provision argues against the Bill, and is
undesirable.

The Hon. D. A. DUNSTAN: Under the pre-
sent provisions a person’s compensation is
agsessed at the rate applicable to the original
injury, regardless of any changes in the value
of money and benefits provided under the Act.
At the election campaign the ‘Government said
that the rate of compensation payable would
apply to the time that a claim was made,
because the compensation would relate to the
disability and not to the period when the
injury occurred. After all, it is when the
disability occurs that the man needs assistance;
that should be the date on which the com-
pensation is assessed, and not the date of the
original injury. The Premier’s amendment
does not significantly alter the clause, but makes
it perfectly clear that compensation ¢¢shall
be computed and based’’ in rtespect of any
claim made in the future.
at the time the disability arises, and not
necessarily at the time the injury oeccurred.
The time within which a claim can be made
in respect of the original injury is limited.
I refer to section 30 of the Act. The claim
cannot be back-dated to the original injury,
except in respect of a recurrent disability.

Mr. Hurst: There would not be many.

The Hon. D. A. DUNSTAN: No. If the
Government made it clear that the basis of
compensation should be changed to the dis-
ability rather than to the date of injury, I
think it is perfectly clear that it should pro-
‘eeed with this clause.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: This
is a hybrid Bill, for it has taken not only
what the Government promised at the last
election but also what the Opposition promised,
and provides for two sets of circumstances.
I suggest that, from a practical point of view,
the Government, having -had a look -at the
complexity of workmen’s compensation, decided
that it would bring in an interim Bill to pro-
vide some immediate . benefits and to alter
materially certain compensation provided by the
Act. It decided that it would bring in a
comprehensive Bill later to deal with more
controversial- matters. The provision for

The claim is made .
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retrospectivity should have been left for the
later Bill.

The Hon., FRANK WALSH: When the
Leader spoke on this point earlier, I admit that
I thought the retrospectivity applied to any
injury recurring on any claim. The amendment
provides that the payment will apply to the
retrospective payments to be made from the
date of operation of the Act. Before the
election the Government told the people that it
would bring workmen’s compensation payments
up to date. Surely we are entitled to do this.
‘We have gone some of the way to meet the
Leader’s wishes but now he wants us to go
further. I do not dispute what the Leader is
trying to retain in the Act, but I dispute his
anthority to retain it. I believe we should be
more considerate to those people who suffer
recurrence of an injury. The Government
insists on its amendment.

Mr. SHANNON: The insurers have accepted
a responsibility for these cases and have been
paid a premium, and the six months referred
to by the Attorney-General has no bearing
whatever. These cases will go back far beyond
six months: they will go back interminably.
I agree that people who are so disabled should
have proper compensation. However, we must
be fair to the insurer. The Bill makes no
provision for any recoupment by the insurer
to take care of these contingent liabilities of
which he could upot possibly have had any
knowledge until the introduction of the Bill.
If we had a premiums committee dealing with
these problems future premiums on workmen’s
compensation could be loaded to meet contin-
gencies. Information could be procured from
the records of the various companies. This
matter should be investigated by competent
people, on similar lines to the way we handle
third-party insurance. My sympathies in this
matter lean to the workmen. I know the
insurance companies will accept without quibble
the responsibilities placed upon them, and they
will of necessity have to levy the employers an
appropriate amount of premium for the risks
they take. I know of cases which have become
revived after some years.

The Hon. D. A, Dunstan: How many would
there be? '

Mr. SHANNON: I could not say, but such
an investigation by competent people would
disclose that information. I am sure the
Premier only .wants to do the right thing by
both parties, and that is all we on this side
are asking him to do.

Mr. HEASLIP: I do not believe in retro-
spective legislation, for it is bad. Therefore,
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I do mot agree with this clause. Theextra™ the Act previously he tried to cover this situa-

cost of providing this retrospectivity must be
borne by the consumer and not by the insurance
companies or the firms that take out the
insurance. We will be costing ourselves out
of competitive trade with the Eastern States.
The insurance companies are not going to lose.
I do not know of even one insurance company
“that has gone into liquidation in the last 20
years.

Mr. Hudson:
Insurance Co.¢

Mr. HEASLIP: Yes, that was one, but very
few of them have ever gone into liguidation.
Ultimately, the consumer bears the burden,
and the State will lose what it has gained in the
last 20 years: there will be unemployment and
a receding secondary industry. I do not believe
in retrospectivity and I oppose the clause.

Amendment carried. '

The Committee divided on the clause:

Ayes (17).—Messrs. Broomhill and Bur-
don, Mrs. Byrne, Messrs. Bywaters, Casey,
Corcoran, Curren, Dunstan, Hudson, Hurst,

What about the Standard

Hutchens, Jennings, Langley, Loveday,
McKee, Ryan, and Walsh (teller).
Noes (15).—Messrs. Bockelberg, Brook-

man, Coumbe, Ferguson, Freebairn, Hall,

Heaslip, McAnaney, Millhouse, and Pearson,

Sir Thomas Playford (teller), Messrs.

Quirke, Rodda, Shannon, and Mrs. Steele.
Pairs.—Ayes—Messrs. Clark and Hughes.

Noes—Messrs. Nankivell and Teusner.
Majority of 2 for the Ayes,

Clause, as amended, thus passed.

Clause 9 passed.

New clause 6a—*‘Additional compensation

in respect of medical expenses.”’

Mr. HURST: I move to insert the following
new clause:

6a. Section 18a of the principal Act is
amended—

(a) by inserting after the word
‘‘renewals’’ in paragraph (b) of
the definition of ‘medical services’
in subsection (2) thereof the word
““repairs’’; and

(b) by inserting before the word ¢‘aris-
ing’’ in subsection (6) thereof the
words ‘‘or damage to any medical
or surgical aid or curative appli-
ance or apparatus’’.

This amendment improves section 18a of the
principal Act. Members will recall that, when
this section was amended, it was intended to
cover the situation where an employee, wear-
ing spectacles, or with false dentures, or a
-hearing aid, or an artificial limb, who had a
minor accident, could claim compensation for
damages or repairs. When the Leader amended

tion. Some insurance companies met their
obligations but a section did not. A case was
heard at the Elizabeth court on August 17,
1964, when this section was tested after an
employee had his glasses knocked off by a
piece of conduit, but the insurance company
refused to meet the compensation for them.
Mr. Stanley appeared for the persom, but
judgment was given against the applicant and
the union had to pay the costs of the actiom.
Some firms paid the cost of a replacement and
others paid half the cost, but the employee
has no legal right to this payment. I com-
mend the amendment to honourable members.

New clause inserted. ’

Title passed.

Clause 6—¢Compensation for incapacity’’—
reconsidered.

Mr. COUMBE: I move:

In paragraph (b) before ‘‘six thousand'’ to
insert ‘‘in the case of total incapaeity’’; and
to add the following paragraph:

(¢) By inserting after the word
f“pounds’’ in subsection (3) thereof the
words ‘‘and in the case of partial incapa-
city the sum of four thousand five hundred
pounds’’, .

These are consequential amendments, as a
result of the amendmept made to clause 7
earlier, when partial incapacity was separated
from total incapacity. '

Amendments carried;
passed.

Bill reported with amendments.
report adopted.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH (Premier and
Treasurer) moved:

That this Bill be now read a third time.

Mr. SHANNON (Omnkaparinga): I wish
merely to draw attention to the faet that, if
this legislation is passed, its impact will be
to increase premiums payable in respeet of
workmen’s compensation by 30 per cent.

Bill read a third time and passed.

LAND TAX ACT AMENDMENT BILL.
The Legislative Couneil intimated that it had
agreed to the recommendation of the conference.

LOTTERY AND GAMING ACT AMEND-
MENT BILL (DECIMAL CURRENCY).
Returned from the Legislative Council with-

out amendment.

clause as amended

Committee’s

ROAD AND RAILWAY TRANSPORT ACT
AMENDMENT BILL.
In Committee.
(Continued from November 23. Page 3088.)
The Hon. FRANK WALSH (Premier and
Treasurer): At the outset, I point out that,
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for the benefit of honourable members, certain
amendments have been incorporated in the
Bill now before the Committee, as a result of
discussions that have already taken place, and
that certain additional amendments are now on
honourable members’ files.

Clauses 1 to 3 passed.

Clause 4—*‘Interpretation.’’

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD
(Leader of the Opposition): I move:

To strike out ¢‘Subsection (1) of’’; in
paragraph (a) to strike out ‘‘therein’’ and
insert ‘‘in subsection (1) thereof’’; in para-
graph (b) to strike out ‘‘therein’’ and insert
““in the said subsection (1) thereof’’; in
paragraph (c¢) to strike out ¢‘therein’’ and
‘ingert ‘“in the said subsection (1) thereof’’;
and to insert the following new paragraph:

(d) by inserting therein after subsection

(2) thereof the following subsection:—
(3) Every direction and every
approval of the Minister given in
pursuance of any provision of this
Act shall be published by the
Minister in the Gazette within seven
days of the giving thereof,

The purpose of the amendments is to make it
obligatory that every direction and approval
given by the Minister pursnant to the Act shall
be published by him in the Government Gazette
within seven days of the giving thereof. All
but one of my amendments are consequential.
I have the gravest doubts about the propriety
of having a Minister interfere at all in this
matter. Already all sorts of rumours and
statements are being made about things that
have and have not been promised. One day
we hear of a promise to exempt Eyre Penin-
sula and another day there is a definite state-
ment that Whyalla will not pay any road
charges. I have the exact words used by one
member opposite to the effeet that his district
need not worry because it would be substan-
tially exempt. It is not proper that statements
like this should be made. Any exemptions
that are made should be justified and approvals
should be able to be examined. As the Bill
stands the Minister can make all sorts of deals
with people. I have heard that one of the
principal amendments is not to be carried
and that the Minister is not going to enforce
one of the provisions of the Aet. That was
reported -to me as coming direct ‘from the
Minister. If the approvals of the Minister
are good there is mo reason why they should
not be published in the Gasgette. This provi-
sion is to the detriment of the Government and
of the administration of the Government.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I do not agree

that every direction and approval of the Minis-
ter given in pursuance of any provision of this

" today for £3 3s.

Act should be published by the Minister in the
Gazette within seven days of the giving there-
of. Nothing has ever been more misrepresented
to the public than this Bill has been by cer-
tain people associated with the Parliament.
No charge whatever will be made if there is no
competition with the railway system. There
is a map available that shows where one ean
carry goods without payment. The Government
is attempting to improve the co-ordination of
transport. . There is no competition with the
railway system on Eyre Peninsula or Yorke
Peninsula. '

Mr. Heaslip: Would Eyre Peninsula be
exempt?

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran: The Premier did
not say that.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I have already
stated the position in that respect. Where
carriers carry in competition with a railway
service there will be provision for payment.
The rates have not been promulgated yet. We
have been accused of all sorts of things regard-
ing the effect on the cost of living. When I
was Leader of the Opposition I said I did
not believe that the Railways Commissioner
should have to advertise all his rates., He is
giving special rates. He is a common carrier
of goods, and T believe he is entitled to make
contracts with people who desire to send their
goods by rail.

At present the normal rail freight for alu-
minium hydrate and aluminium sulphide from
Millicent to metropolitan stations would be
£9 1s. 3d. a ton but, in order to assist the
industry, the Railways Department is carting
that freight for £3 a ton. The normal rate
by rail for waste paper from Cellulose is
£6 17s. a ton, but the department is carting
it for £3 11s. The rate for chemical pulp
would be £9 1s. 3d., but that is being carted
In the case of one of the
most recent industries established here, the
Leader of the Opposition, during the time his
Government was in office, made arrangements
to encourage the South Australian Rubber
Mills, in association with certain American
interests, to establish a tyre factory at Salis-
bury. Over £3,000,000 has been invested in
that plant, and about 80 per cent of its full
production is earmarked for export to other
States. However well these tyres are stacked,
there is mnecessarily still much wasted space,
and probably we are carting something -with
more air space than solid material. Why should
the Minister have to advertise in the Govern-
ment Gazette any price he fixes for the cartage
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of these tyres to another State? The same
thing applies to the South-East freight traffic
that I -referred to earlier.

We are waiting for final plans to be
announced for the gauge standardization pro-
gramme. These plans affect the question of
providing a spur line into this factory that
has been established at Salisbury. I maintain
that many people have not given sufficient
thought to what is involved in this matter.
In broad principle, this is an attempt at
co-ordination, an attempt to use the mobile
vehicles that are in operation today and to
use rail transport wherever we can. If people
wish to compete with that rail transport, we
provide that they shall pay a certain fee, The
regulations concerning charges have mnot yet
been promulgated, and although some of them
may be known many are not. The plain facts
arc that people can still cart goods without
charge for 50 miles in competition with the
Railways Department, but if they are still in
competition with rail transport beyond that
distance they start to pay.

I do not think that the broad principle of
the matter has been really understood. I know
that some people are advertising extensively a
suggestion regarding the avoidance of road
tax, I am not prepared to agree that every
direction and every approval of the Minister
given in pursance of any provision of this Act
shall be published by the Minister in the
Government Gaeette within seven days of such
direction or approval. I do mot think
that suggestion is reasonable. We may as well
advertise everything and give the people on
road transport an open go. We said we
would co-ordinate transport, and that we would
provide that there would be rail cartage and
that people should use the railways. When
the Commissioner is not in a position to meet
the situation, he could then say, ‘“Well, we do
not have the equipment, but the goods must
be delivered.’”’ If there was a large sale of
stock, where would we finish if we did not
have the equipment? Where we can provide
the equipment, we can still earn much more
for the railways system, and that is what this
Government aims to do. We said we could
co-ordinate the services, and I believe that we
ean.” I cannot see for one moment why' the
‘Minister should not have the freedom for
which we have asked. T oppose the amendment.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
think - the Premier has ~completely misunder-
stood the -amendment, which does not” have
a»nythmg to- do - with railway fares.

-.The - Hon. Frank Walsh: I did not say that.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Under
the Act that Parliament has accepted the
Minister has powers to deal with railway
matters. This present question relates only to
road transport, and it deals with the orders
the Minister gives in connection with that road
transport. The Premier is completely outside
the scope of the amendment when he speaks
about the Railways Commissioner advertising
his rates. We want to establish, and this
should be established, that there is not going
to be crooked business in connection with this
Bill. Already sinister rumours have been
reported to me, and I say frankly that there
is no logical reason why the Minister, having
given an order with regard to road transport,
should not make it public. The only reason
he would not would be that it was not a pro-
per and bona fide order. There is no other
reason why he should not make it public. One
distriet will be exempt and another district
will pay, and that is the position we will be
in unless this amendment is included in the
Act. We have some definite proof of this.
This has nothing to do with what the Railways
Commissioner will charge for fares, as that
is a matter he can fix in any way he likes.
But this strikes at the root of fair and pro-
per government. If the position is that the
Minister will make one decision for one dis-
trict and a totally different one for another
district, the whole thing is corrupt.

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: You are trying
to make it sinister.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Every
order of the Government up to the present
has been published in the Govermment Gazctie;
how .are people to know the position unless they
are officially advertised? How are people to
know what the Minister’s orders are unless
they are advertised$

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: Who do you
suggest will be corrupt?

The Hon. 8ir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
suggest that a formal administration that will
enable the Minister to give a preferential
decision for ome district against another is
corrupt. :

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: The administration
is by people: who is going to be corrupt?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: 1 do
not know who will administer this Bill in the
future, but it will be subject to administration
by all sorts of people. It will be subject to all
sorts of administration, but there is no reason
on earth, if decisions are bong fide and will
stand up to scrutiny by Parliament, why the
orders and instructions of the Minister should
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not be advertised. After all, it is on a public
matter, not a private matter.

Mr. Hudson: Did the Transport Control
‘Board gazette all its orders?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: They
were in an annual report and subject to
special investigation.

Mr. Hudson: On all its orders?

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: Every seven days?$

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: No,
but the T.C.B. is not a single persom, it is
a board. The Government can make this sub-
ject to a board, to strike out ‘‘Minister’’, and
put it in charge of the T.C.B., as we know that
a board does not give partial administration.
There is no reason why the district of Whyalla
should be exempt. _

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: Does the board
suddenly become pure because it is a board?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
have frequently disagreed to decisions of the
board, not on the ground that it has been
partial, but I believe that in the past it has
been restrictive.

Mr. Hudson: Did you try to talk the board
out of its decisions?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: If
the Minister gives an instruction to the board
on some matter of public interest, how are
people to know? I am not speaking without
some knowledge of this matter. I have some
tape recordings on this topic and some short-
hand statements on it. Already there are all
the elements of people going to the Minister
secking special privileges.

Mr. Heaslip: And getting them!

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Yes,
and getting them. If there is nothing wrong
with the decisions of the Minister, why aren’t
they to be published? The Minister of Educa-
tion, who interjected, makes decisions regarding
matters in his department, and they are made
public. Why isn’t this to be made public? It
has nothing to do with railway fares as the
Premier said, because they are something that
the Commissioner, with the Minister, can
adjust and settle. I am not asking that they
be made public because it may be a competitive
rate,

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: If you are going
to make insinuations why not tell the Com-
mittee all the facts instead of trying to scare
everyone?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I am
not at the moment telling the Committee any
facts. I am saying that this Bill, as it is now,
places the Minister in complete control of all
the road transport of this State. -

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: You are also
talking about tape recordings.

The Hon, 8ir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
Minister is able to exempt one carrier and to
charge another carrier: he is able to exempt
one district and charge another district. There
may be reasons for charging one district and
exempting another, but at least we want them
published so that we can see what they are.

Mr. Heaslip: We are entitled to know.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Yes.
If the Government refuses this amendment,
then I will say that it points to the faet that
the Government is going to do things it does
not desire to be made public.

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN (Minister
of Lands): The Leader has just insulted
every member of the Government by
his statement. I for one would mnot

be a party to, and I do not have to ask my
colleagues if they would be a party to, any
preferential treatment for any member of the
Parliament whatever his district. I assure the
Leader that it is not the Minister’s inten-
tion in this case to exempt any district- in
Lhis Slate from this chargc. Wherover ho has
obtained his information, it is incorrect. It is
as incorreet as the statements made by members
of his Party and members of other organiza-
tions about this Bill. Indeed, only last week
in the mnewspaper at Millicent appeared a
statement made by an honourable gentleman
from another place, which based this road
maintenance tax on the same basis as existing
ton-mile. tax. ‘This is completely false. This
person made no attempt to disguise it at all,
and this is what he said would happen. This
insult has been handed out by the Leader who
says that he is going to overcome this by
making the Minister publish in the Government
Gazette every decision he makes. How many
decisions would he make in a day in the course
of administering this legislation? Did the
Transport Control Board have to gazette every-
thing it did in relation to transport control,
as it existed for 30-odd years in this State?

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: Of course it
didn’t. What about the other boards?

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: This is ridicu-
lous. It would be administratively impossible
to do that, and the Leader knows it. The
inference is that we intend to do something
‘‘crooked’’, but that is not the case.

The Hon. -C. D. Hutchens: He’s the only
one who would think like that, anyhow.

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: I doubt
whether he believes it himself. I do not
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know whether this has been put-up as a red
herring, but I would not be a party to it under
any circumstances. I know what the intention
of the Minister is in regard to this Bill, because
I have studied it closely. The Leader would
know that I have done that, because of the
agitation and opposition to the measure in my
own distret. I want to be satisfied that every-
thing in the Bill is in order, and that the
administration of the Bill by the Minister will
also be in order. I am perfectly satisfied
that that is the case. I take it that the
Leader’s amendment relates to every decision
that the Minister has to make in respeet of
the Bill. T would not know how many decisions
would be involved, but the Leader knows that
it would not be feasible, reasonable or prac-
tical to publish these things in the Government
Gazette. 1 can assure him (if my assurance is
worth anything) that there is nothing ‘‘crook’’
about the way the Bill will be administered.
I hope that when I later refer to exemptions
I can prove to the Leader exactly what he has
wholly misunderstood in relation to them.
Certainly, there are exemptions within districts.
‘When transport travels from a distriet to
Adelaide, regardless of where it comes from,
it will be subject to a tax. No exemptions
will apply in that particular field.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
would have taken it from the Bill that the
Minister did not deal with the day-to-day
administration of the Aect; the Transport
Control Board would be giving the instructions,
permits and licences, as well as carrying out
every other daily duty, and it would not ecome
within his scope. '

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran:
Minister!

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: How-
ever, the Minister does not have to give a
direction unless he wishes to do something that
the board would not normally do itself.

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran: You say. ‘‘and
every approval’’ in your amendment.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Yes,
because under the Act the board will still be
the main approving authority. The Minister
comes into it only when he wants to control
the board. The general administration of the
permit granted by the board does not interest
me: what does interest me is what happens
when the Minister gives a direction or special
instruction to the board.

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran:
what?

Subject to the

In relation to

The Hon. 8ir THOMAS PLAYFORD: In
relation to anything that may crop up. Take
a simple example: I am informed that a
Whyalla carrier will not pay any tax in respect
of goods carried from Whyalla to Port Pirie.
That is interesting.

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: What do you mean
by ‘‘interesting’’? Are you suggesting that
there is something ‘‘crook’’ about that?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
am also informed that that carrier will not
have to pay any taxation for another 50 miles
this side of Port Pirie. .

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: I thought you
were complaining about taxation.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
complain about the whole Bill. Xt should be
brought in so that- the public can see what
are the rules, regulations and orders of its
administration.

Mr. Jennings: Would the public know that
by reading the Government Gazette?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Hon-
ourable members complain about the misconcep-
tion of this Bill, but who has been responsible

for that? We could not get a statement of
policy on it.
Mr. Hudson: So you made up your own!

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: What
the amendment is designed to do has nothing to
do with railway freights; it is merely to
provide that, if the Minister makes an order,
that order shall be published in the Government
Gazette.

Mr. Jennings: Within seven days!

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: That
is the normal time in the Act. The Govern-
ment, itself, in another place has provided
for it to be published in seven days, but if
honourable members desired nine days I would
not be fussy. Any order of the Minister
should be published in the Government Gazette.

Mr. Hudson: What does ‘‘and
approval’’ mean$

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
have in mind the approvals of the Minister,
and not of the Transport Control Board. I
would hope that the board would probably
carry on almost without any interruption from
the Minister. If the Minister sees fit to
impose some restriction on the board, I believe
that that should consistently be made publie.

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran: Can you give us
one example of the type of direction he would "
impose on the board?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I am
informed that the Bill was introduced t¢ pro-
vide that the transport of furniturq should be

every
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limited to furniture transported from house
to house, and that, in future, furniture trans-
ported from shop to house would be subject
to the provisions of the Bill

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran: Do you believe
that that is the whole reason. behind the Bill?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I am
informed by a most authoritative source that
that provision will be altered by the administra-
tion of the Minister. I am instructed that
the Minister will delete that clause.

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran: Which clause?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
Minister can exempt any goods. Quite
obviously the Minister of Lands does not know
what is involved in the Bill. He does not
know that, under the Bill, the Minister can
exempt any goods anywhere. He can exempt
one person carrying goods in a distriet and
charge another person who carries goods on the
same route. Surely under those circumstances
it would be better for the Minister to publish
his approvals so that it could be seen that they
were consistent and that they applied to all
districts equally with no preferénce given to
anyone. That is all the amendment seeks to
do. If an approval is justified, then the Minis-
ter should want to publish it because it would
clear up misconceptions. If the approval is
not justified then it should definitely be pub-
lished. T have great respect for the Minister
and my amendment would protect him becausée
it would make quite clear what he was doing.
The only possible reason for opposition to my
amendment is that the administration of the
Bill will not be uniform.

Mr. HALL: The Minister of Lands said
that he knew very well ‘what the Minister’s
intentions .under the Bill were, but do we?

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran: If you don’t
know, I shall tell you.

Mr. HALL: I am going to attend a meeting
in my district on Friday night and I will be
asked to explain the Bill. Am I to say that
the Minister of Lands knows what the Bill
means when other members do not know?
This is one of the most important Bills to
come before Parliament this session and we
are expected to vote completely' dictatorial
power ‘to the Minister of Transport with-
out  knowing what the Bill ~means.
The Minister of Lands did not know there was
an amendment to the clause relating to the
removal of furniture. I object to the Minis-
ter’s saying that he knows all about the Bill.
It is up to him to inform honourable .members
on every question they ask about the Bill.

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran: I am not handling
the Bill. )

Mr. HALL: The Premier is handling the
Bill. Doesn’t he know what the Minister
of Lands knows?.

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran: Of course he does.

Mr. HALL: Then let him tell us. The
Minister has said that the provision in this
Bill is not the same as the ton-mile tax pro-
vision. Some features of the Bill may be
different but many are the same. The defini-
tion of the load-carrying capacity of trucks
is in the same wording as was used in the
Road Maintenance (Contribution) Aect. The
exemption for primary producers is the same—
eight tons, If the Minister is to be made
solely résponsible he must state his opinions
in this place. A board will not be making
decisions now, but a Minister. Therefore,
decisions should not be kept in the dark.
Why does the Government want to hide the
decisions? If the Minister of Lands wants
to be so frank about these matters he will
obviously support the amendment.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: During the
second ‘reading -debate I said that if I were
offered the administration of a Bill of this
kind T should not accept it. T said that because
I believed that the Minister in this case was
placed in an impossible position in attempt-
ing to administer a Bill like this. I also said
that I. believed the Minijster’s integrity was
ahsolutely beyond question, and I stand by that
statement. .

Mr. Jennings: That is a little different from
what the -Leader implied. He said the
Minister was subject to corruption.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: I said earlier
that if the Minister could get through a
period of administration of this legislation
without being charged with certain things
that would be a reflection on his integrity,
it would surprise everybody. The further we
go in Committee the more confused we get.
The Minister of Transport will be like an
umpire going out to umpire a football match
without rules to guide him. Tonight two con-
flicting statements have already been made,
one by the Premier and one by the Minis-
ter of Lands. The Premier said that Eyre
‘Peninsula would be exempt and the Minister
of Lands said that no distriet would be exempt.

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran: There is no need
to worry about that; the Premier can explain
what he meant. .

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: I am glad of
that assurance, because I cannot work it out.
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The Premier said, when the first Bill was intro-
duced, that he could not understand why
confusion had arisen, However, two Bills
have had to be introduced, one to shed light on
the other. How can the public possibly inter-
pret these things? The Premier said that
Opposition members had gone out into the
countryside in an endeavour to confuse the
public. That is not true. I attended a meeting
last night and I refused to address it because
I said that I did not want the meeting
to be termed a political meeting. I was
invited to the meeting, to answer questions,
by the people who organized it. I quoted
from the Bill on almost every occasion I
answered a question, and so far as I can
read the Bill it leaves the Minister without
any rules to guide him. It leaves him entirely
in control of the day-to-day decisions affecting
the road transport of goods. The Premier said
there was a map. What map? T understand
that there is a map; I have heard about it,
but it has not been seen in the Opposition
members’ rooms, so far as I know. I presume
it is a map that purports to show what are
the controlled routes. )

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the mem-
ber for Flinders to link up his remarks with
the amendment.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: Yes, Mr. Chair-
man. How is the Minister to make -decisions
which have any semblance of consistency about
them unless he has some rules to guide him?
Who knows whether the map of today’s con-
trolled routes will be tomorrow’s map of con-
trolled routes¢ The Minister can alter this
overnight or from day to day. I look at this
amendment as a real and proper protection to
the Minister in his administration. If the
Minpister of Lands is correct in his assumption
that every detailed decision of the Minister
has to be published in the Gazette, then there
is some problem about if, but I think he
realizes now that what the Leader means is
that in those cases where the Minister gives a
direction or a special approval on any matter
those decisions shall be published in the Gazette.

Mr. Ryan: That is not the way the amend-
ment reads.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: I think it is.

Mr. Ryan: Your amendment does not read
that way. Who is confused now?

The Hon. G. G, PEARSON: I think members
know the Minister is not going to give every
approval and every decision. :

Mr. Ryan: Your amendment says that he
must. ‘ '

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: The normal
approvals would not be involved. I regard
this amendment as being a protection to the
Minister himself. T think if the Minister of
Lands looks at this coolly he will appreciate
the point I am making. I do mnot think the
Minister proposes to be inconsistent in his
administration. However, T consider that if he
loocked at his own well-being in this matter
he would weleome this amendment.

The Hon. G. A. Bywaters: You are more
generous than the Leader; he made all sorts
of rash statements.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: I am not con-
tradicting the Leader. I do not have the
information that he has on this matter, and
perhaps if I did I would fecl more strongly
about it. If I were the Minister I would wel-
eome this proposal, for the simple reason that
everybody would know what the Minister was
doing and they would know that all his
decisions would be under the glare of the light
of day. I think that is the purpose of this
amendment. T think it needs to be comsidered
with perhaps a little less heat than has been
engendered to see what good it can do. X
consider it would do a great deal of good.

The Hon. R. R. LOVEDAY (Minister of
Education): I say, first, that I resent very
much the statements of the Leader of the
Opposition regarding all this talk of corruption
and the filthy insinuations which were made
which I believe are only to stir up trouble
outside of this place and to make people
believe that the present Government is not
honest and  that its members are not
honest. I  believe this is deliberately
done to foment Party-political  strife
throughout the State and to prevent
people from understanding this Bill properly.
The member for Flinders has adopted a some-
what more conciliatory tone and has been at
least reasonable in -his approach regarding that
part of the matter. However, let me point out
to the honourable member, who has been a
Minister, just what this amendment means. It
says that every direction and every approval
of the Minister given in pursuance of any
provision in this Act shall be gazetted within
seven days.

In the Education Department we have a
Transport Officer, and our transport is the
second biggest in this State to the Municipal
Tramways Trust. We spend over £600,000
a year in carrying children to school. Any
member will admit that this is a big under-
taking. Let me tell the Commitiee that every
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recommendation from the Transport Officer
comes across my desk and has to be approved
by the Minister. Does the Leader suggest that
in order to prevent corruption as between
schools, preference to schools, preference to
transport drivers or contractors who drive our
children to school this should all be published
in the Gazette within seven days? Here is the
opportunity for corruption that the
Leader talks about. Many contractors drive
our children to school. They write in letters
asking for higher rates because of certain con-
ditions of the road or because of a certain
condition here or there, and I as Minister
could disagree with the Transport Officer’s
recommendation if I happened to know a con-
tractor and say, ‘‘Ah, I will give him another
2d. or 3d. a mile.”’ In view of those circum-
stances, will any member opposite get up and
say that becausse I am in that position as
Minister I ought to publish every decision I
make in the Gazette within seven days? How
ridiculouns it would be. This comes from people
who have been in office, and who know what
Ministers have to do. This is the most ridicu-
lous thing we have heard in this place for a
long time. The pcople oppositc who were
Ministers know this is ridiculous, because they
know from their own experience the amount of
material that came across their desk every day.
‘What is more, the material I get from my
Transport Officer is mnot the only material:
there is plenty of material coming across my
desk whereby if I were a corrupt Minister I
could give preference to certain people in cer-
tain ways. Are members going to suggest
that because of that every decision I make in
pursuance of the Education Aet should be
published in the Gozette within seven days of
its being made? Why, Mr. Chairman, the
Opposition is being absolutely ridiculous, and it
knows it is being ridiculous.

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: The Minister
is responsible to this place for the operation of
the legislation. If he makes a decision which
(as the Leader of the Opposition has sug-
gested) is crook or could be crook, he would be
held up to ridicule in this Parliament. Would
he not have to answer to this Parliament for
every action he took? Would this not be
sufficient to put any Minister off doing the
wrong thing, particularly if it had the impact
that the Leader has suggested it would have,
that the Minister is going to exempt completely
an area or a particular type of goods to a
carrier? The Minister has to answer to
this place, and this is one reason why these
Acts are being changed. The Minister has to

answer to this Parliament, and he cannot hide.
This Parliament will see that he does his job.
I know the Minister will do his job.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: To
the honourable the Minister who has just spoken
about the Parliament being able to control the
Minister, I point out that Parliament would
not know of many of the decisions that were
made.

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran: It would find out
if they were crook.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
cannot understand the heat that has been
engendered.

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: Oh no!

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: If
the Act is to be administered in the way
the Minister says, what is the objection to
having the orders published in the Government
Gazette?

The Hon. R. R. Loveday:
possible nor practical.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Of
course it is, because the number of orders
made would be relatively few. I hope the
Minister is not going to grant permits and
other things every day and that he would
leave that to the board established under the
Act, and which has been doing the job with-
out the assistance of a Minister for 30 years.
Bringing the Minister into it is to override the
board, because the board will not do.what the
Government wants it to do, and it wants to
be able to direct the board. If the Minister’s
decisions are subject to analysis what is the
objection to having them published? The
Premier said he did not want railway competi-
tive rates published. That is not involved in
the amendment.

Mr. Hudson: You have not listened.

The Hon. S8ir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
Minister controls the railways under another
Act. Already many assertions have been made
about the administrafion of this .Act. State-
ments have been made, and i may swrprise
the honourable member, who has just inter-
jected, that one honourable member has assured
his district' not to worry about things.

The Hon. R. R. Léveday: Who was it?

The Homn. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
have that on direct evidence on a typewritten
statement taken down at the time.

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran: "What do you
mean?

The” Hon. R. R. Loveday: You want them
to worry about it, don’t yout

It is neither




Novemeer 30, 1965 HOUSE OF

ASSEMBLY 3283

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Hon-
ourable members know the comstruction placed
on words, and that intended to be placed on
them.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Order!

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: When
one gets a direct statement that a Bill will not
affect a certain district that can only mean that
that district will not be subject to the opera-
tions of the board.

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: You mean opera-
tions of the Act. What’s wrong with that?

The Hon, 8ir THOMAS PLAYFORD: We
should like to know what these distriets are.

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: If there is no
direet competition with the Railways Depart-
ment it does not affect the distriet.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
have been informed and I have stated it pub-
licly that Whyalla is not going to be subject
to taxation under the operation of this Act as
far as Port Pirie and probably beyond. If
that is the position it would be interesting,
because other people as well as the firm operat-
ing in Whyalla would like information.

Mr. Heaslip: Why choose Whyalla?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I do
not know the reason. It may be a perfectly
good decision, but if exemptions are to be
granted, and if the Minister is going to give
orders, why is it that he or his colleagues are
not prepared to allow those decisions to be pub-
lished in the Government Gazette? This is a
public matter or we would not be debating it
here. Is there any other form of law making
that is not notified to the public?

The Hon. D. A. Dunstan: There are plenty
of orders under the Prices Act that are not
gazetted.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
public have a right to know what law is being
made concerning transport over the roads in
their district. I believe the publishing of the
orders would be a good administration of this
Act.

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: The Leader
hag spoken about the exemption from Whyalla
to Port Pirie. -

The Hox. Sir Thomas Playford: I under-
stand it is 50 miles beyond.
"The Hon. J." D, CORCORAN: I wonder

whether the Leader would be surprised if I told
him that from Millicent to Ta.llem Bend is also
exempted completely.
" The Hon. Sir Thomas Playford: Now the
cat’s out of the bag.

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: I am not let-
ting the cat out of the bag, because it is con-
tained in the Bill

The Hon. Sir Thomas Playford: Where?

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: It refers to
goods carried over a controlled route. Con-
trolled routes exist under the previous Act,
and the Leader knows that these controlled
routes still exist. They will exist until 1968
under the present Act, and the position is that
goods of any description can be carried in any
type of vehicle anywhere in South Australia
where there is not a controlled route. I can
show the Leader a map of the existing controlled
routes. The whole of my district can be
traversed without paying road tax; the whole
of the district of Vietoria; the whole of the
distriet of Albert can also be traversed with-
out paying road tax except the ton-mile tax
that applies now.

The Hon. G. G. Pearson: The route is con-
trolled to Whyalla.

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: The route is
controlled to Tailem Bend; it is controlled to
Iron Knob. It is not controlled to Whyalla.

The Hon. 8ir Thomas Playford: The route
is controlled to Whyalla.

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: It is possible
to go anywhere on Eyre Peninsula without
paying road tax, and it is possible to travel
the length and breadth of Yorke Peninsula. It
is possible to travel in the northern part of
the State; and from Millicent to Loxton and
Renmark, too. The Bill is designed to catch
the carriers coming into and going out of the
metropolitan area on long distance hauling, and
it is mnot designed to ecatech those on short
distances.

The - Hon. 'G. G. Pearson: The Bill states
that the Minister ean control any route at any
time. I am not interested in what you say,
but in what the Bill states.

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: The Bill states
that goods can be ecarried on any econtrolled
route or part thereof.

The Hon. G. G. Pearson: And the Minister
can control a route at any time.

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: Exactly, but
it would not be in our interest to do this.
The purpose is to provide in respect of long .
hauls from country areas to the metropolitan
area, and immediate vicinities need not be
touched:

The Hon. G. G. Pearson The Bill does not
say that.
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The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: I cannot see
how it doesn’t say it. It mentions controlled
routes. o

The Hon. G. G. Pearson: It says the Minis-
ter can control any route at any time.

Mr. Hudson:
the same thing.

The Hon. G. G. Pearson: It will be done by
the Minister now.:

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: The Minister
will not do it. The case of the route from
Whyalla to Port Pirie is no exception; this
situation exists in regard to every area outside
controlled routes, as they exist at the moment,
and that situation will be restricted to its
present form; it certainly will not be increased.

The Hon. G. G. Pearson: Where will you
get your £1,000,000 from?

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: The ecriticism
is that we understated the amount by
£1,800,000; we were going to collect £2,000,000
tax, according to the statement made by a
responsible person and published in the press,

Mr. Hudson: Responsible?

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: That is why
we have said we can collect only £200,000.
Surely, there is sufficient indication that that
is all that will be ecollected. It has been
said that the Railways Department will increase
revenue by £1,000,000 but, frankly, I do not
believe that we shall achieve that, for I believe
that the £1,000,000 has been grossly over-
stated. A carrier can run outside controlled
routes anywhere in the State free of road tax,
and when he meets a controlled route he can
travel a distance of up to 50 milés before
being subject to tax. It would not be reason-
able, if the rail head were 100 miles from the
place from which produce was to be carried, to
charge tax from there to the rail head, The
charge should and will be made from the rail
head to the city.

Mr. Hudson: The South Australian Rail-
ways rail head! _

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: Yes. )

Mr. HALL: Statements were made just as
vehemently last year as the one made by the
Minister of Lands, to the effect that Egyre
Peninsula should be exempt from the toni-mile

The Hon. J. D. Coreoran: You needn’t worry
about any smokescréen from this ome.

The board could do exactly

Mr. HALL: The same people are making
the promises. We are expected to accept
similar promises about something not written
into the Bill, but what is written into the Bill

are amendments to vital clauses that give the
Minister power ‘to declare a controlled route
to be decontrolled or vice versa. The difference
now, of course, is that a Socialist will be in
control of the board, if the Bill is passed.
The Minister of Lands said that a certain
district would be free of tax, so that is some-
thing I ean tell my constituents when I explain
the Bill to them on Friday night. That is a
revealing statement.

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: Why is it reveal-
ing?

Mr. HALL: Because the exemption is not
written into the Bill. I am suggesting that
this is the first time the Government has given
these facts to the people.

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: Are you suggest-
ing a Minister is corrupt?

Mr., HALL: If the Bill is to inconvenience
people so much, and yet not raise the revenue,
as estimated, why have  the Bill at all?
Why inconvenience people? Why disrupt
South Australia’s transport system at all? We
all know that dictatorial powers over South
Australian transport have been written into
the Bill

The Hon. 8ir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
Minister tells us this-is a good Bill, because
his district will not be affected by it.

Mr. Hudson: He did not say that.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: There
are no controlled routes in his district, so it is
a good Bill,

The Hon. D. A. Dunstan: Will you tell the
truth for once in your life?

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
Minister said the Bill would apply to con-
trolled routes, but I point out that Parliament-
ary Paper No. 18 sets out all South Aus-
tralia’s controlled routes in the report of the
board in the appendices on page seven. When
the Minister says that the road to Whyalla
and Iron Knob is not controlled, he is not talk-
ing in acecordance with fact, because it is con-
trolled. That control was put into effeet on
November 21, 1946. TIn one instance wé have
a distriet that is totally exempt, and in the
other, a controlled route running from a dis-
trict that will not be subject to tax.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I have allowed
enough Iatitude. The dmendment before the
Chair is that the Ministér’s decisions should

‘be’ publishisd in the Government Gazette, and

I ask the Leader and honourable members to
confirie “theif rémarks to the clause and amend-
ment.
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——The Hon. Sir THOMAS-PLAYFORD: T-am— —of-the-Act-and-the- Bill-will -amend-the -defini-

confining my remarks to the clause.

The CHAIRMAN: I have ruled otherwise,
and I ask the honourable the Leader to con-
fine his remarks to the clause and the amend-
ment.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
clause gives the Minister power to make orders.

Mr. Hudson: Clause 4 does not do that.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: My
amendment requires the Minister to publish
his orders in the Government Gazeite and, for
example, to publish the order that would exempt
the Whyalla road as a controlled route. The
Transport Control Board was required to pub-
lish controlled routes in the Gazette. It is essen-
tial now that these should be published in the
Gazette. The only reason for not publishing
them in the Gazetie will be that the administra-
tion is inconsistent.

Mr. SHANNON: The extra £1,000,000
revenue to be derived from the railway system
by this legislation will obviously come from a
restricted area, and my district appears to be
one of the sufferers. Obviously the Govern-
ment has intended to get as much traffic as
possible on to the railway system. Although
a. railway line runs from Tailem Bend to Mount
Gambier, apparently this district will not be
affected, and I cannot understand why. Why
should the extra revenue that could be derived
from such a fertile part of the State be
excluded? If we are to believe the Minister
of Lands, it will be. I do not know whether
the Minister knows as much about the Bill as
he has alleged, but if he does, then he has
informed the Committee of matters that are
disquieting, to say the least. The Leader’s

amendment is really a continuance of the policy

pursued by the Transport Control Board, which
had to publish controlled routes. The Opposi-
tion would like the same provision to apply
now. If this information were not published
and Parliament were not sitting, a member
might have to wait six months to ask the
Minister a question. The Government avill face

difficulty if variations are made between dis-

tricts and people in regard to the carriage of
goods. I do not think there is any meed for
the Government to be placed in this position.
The Leader’s amendment will save the Govern-
ment much embarrassment and enable honour-
able members to know the impact of this pro-
posed legislation and from where the extra
revenue for the railway system will eome.

-The Hon. T. C. STOTT: The definition of
¢‘controlled routes’’ is.set out im section 13

19

tion by adding the words ‘‘with the approval
of the Minister’’.

Mr. Casey: It will be gazetted under those
circumstances.

The Hon. T. C. STOTT: I will come to
that. Section 39 (d) of the Aect provides:

‘When all the licences in foree to operate
vehicles on a controlled route for the carriage
of goods for hire have expired the Minister
shall by notice in the Gazette declare that as
from a date specified in such notice that con-
trolled route shall be a route in respect of
which the provisions of this Aect relating to
the operation of vehicles for the carriage of
goods for hire shall not apply. From and after
the date so specified such provisions shall cease
to apply accordingly.

I have attended meetings on this matter.

Mr. McKee: You informed the meeting last -

night that you did not know anything about

the Bill.

The Hon. T. C. STOTT: The honourable
member was not there so he would not know
what I said. I am coneerned about the state-
ment made by the Minister of Lands. I believe .
that parts of my distriet have already been
declared controlled routes. A weakness of the
legislation is that some people will have to
pay tax and others pay nothing at all. This
is absolute diserimination. ’

The Hon. Frank Walsh: You supported it
last year.

The Hon. T. C. STOTT: Supported what? -

The Hon. Frank Walsh: What you are com-
plaining about now.

The Hon, T. C. STOTT: Surely this is not
good legislation. I have always been hostile
to the Transport Control Board. Much hostil-
ity was directed towards the ton-mile tax.

~ When the provision for an open road was

brought in people became less hostile towards
the one-third of a penny ton-mile tax. Now
the one-third of a penny ton-mile tax will
remain and on controlled routes people will have
to pay up to 2¢ amile. The position is not clear.
I have tried to find out where these controlled
routes are going to be but I have been unable
to find out. Apparently we are going to have
up to 2¢, and there will be something less than
that, but we do not know. I point out to the
Minister of Lands that the Minister may
declare any other new controlled route. Surely
we are entitled to know what the new con-
trolled route is going fto be and what the
varying rates are going to be. Surely they
will be published in the Government Gazette.
If not, I should like to know why not.
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The Hon. R. R. LOVEDAY: I invite mem-
bers to look at the original Act and to see
what is going to happen when this Bill becomes
law and how it will affect the situation. Had
they done that, it might have prevented much
useless discussion about this. Section 3 of the
Act provides that the board may by order
declare that any goods therein specified shall
be exempted goods and may from time to time
revoke or vary any such order, and any such
order can be limited in its application as to
time, place or circumstance. Section 13 pro-
vides that the board may declare that any
road or roads shall be a controlled route or
controlled routes and may from time to time
make further orders of the same kind in rela-
tion to additional roads. It goes on to say:

The roads to which any such order relates
may be individually named in the order or may
be all the roads within any portion of the
State described in the order, or may be other-
wise indicated either individually or collectively.
The board may also by order declare that any
controlled route shall on a date mentioned in
the order cease to be a controlled route or that
any part of a controlled route shall be excluded
therefrom.

Seetion 31 provides:

Every order made by the board shall be

signed by the chairman or person for the time
being acting as chairman of the board.
It further states that every order made by the
board shall take effect from the date of the
making thereof or such later date as is speci-
fied in the order, and that forthwith after the
making thereof it shall be published in the
Gazette. There is nothing in this Bill that says
that it shall not be published in the Gazetie in
terms of the original Act.

Mr. Heaslip: That is all we are asking.

" The Hon. R. R. LOVEDAY: There is noth-
ing in here to say that it will not be done,
yet the amendment put forward by the Leader
says that furthermore every direction and every
approval of a Minister (because a Minister
has to approve of what the board does) shall
also be published in the Gazefte. Can anything
be more ridiculous? The board has to publish
it and then, under the proposed amendment,
the Minister has to publish it. It is about
time some members opposite did their home-
work on this instead of trying to stir up pub-
lic opinion for Party-political purposes, because
that is all they are doing and have domne over
a long time. The Leader can grin as much
as he likes, but he knows perfectly well that
is what he has been doing, particularly with
his insinuations here earlier this evening of
corruption, particularly with these filthy
insinuations that I said earlier when he was

not in the Chamber that I resented. I say
that again. The original Aect does not alter
the position that after the making of these
orders they shall be published in the Gazctte
and be laid upon the table in both Houses of
Parliament within 14 days ofter such publica-
tion. I defy any member opposite to say that
those two points are altered by this Bill. As
I said earlicr, the whole thing is absurd. I
pointed out what happens in the Education
Department regarding its transport affairs,
which all come across my desk and have to be
approved. I repeat, for the Leader’s benefit,
that if I were a corrupt Minister I could be
corrupt in relation to that. Members are not
asking that the Eduecation Aet be altered in
reference to all the transport orders that
come across my desk or all the other things to
which I could give preference if I were a
corrupt Minister. The Leader knows perfectly
well from his experience as Premier in this
State over many years that this is an absurd
amendment.

The Hon. Sir TIIOMAS PLAYFORD: I
heard with a great deal of interest the Minis-
ter’s statement. However, I must confess that
it does not very much affect my point of view
in this matter. If the Transport Control Board
makes an order to recontrol a route it has to
publish it in the Government Gazette. There
is mnothing in the Bill that says that if the
Minister makes an order (and he can make the
order) he has to publish it in the Gazette.
There is nothing in the Bill up to this point

which makes the Minister do that.

Mr. Hudson: You are wrong again; he
directs the board.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD:
Wherever the board exercises the power under
the Act, the mew Bill transfers that power
over to the Minister.

The Hon. D. A. Dunstan: It does not; it
says, ‘‘with the approval of the Minister’’;
the board still has to do it. Why don’t you
read the thing.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I can
read, and I can see the Attorney-General too.

The Hon. D. A. Dunstan: It is about time
you got a new pair of spectacles.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
am a bit intrigued to know which Minister is
in charge of this Bill, because every Minister
has given a different interpretation.

The Hon. D. A. Dunstan: What nonsense!

‘The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: One
Minister says it applies only to controlled
routes and as his distriet does not have any
controlled routes he will be all right. He
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does not explain why certain other controlled
routes apparently are not going to be subject
to the provisions of the Act, That is the
thing we would be interested to know. What
is going to be the guiding principle? We heard
from the Premier that this was going to apply
where the roads were in competition with the
rail. However, the new conception that has
been given by the Minister of Lands is that
it applies only in certain controlled routes.

Mr. Quirke: The Government is going to
get all this tax between Adelaide and James-
town.

Members interjecting:

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: To
say the least of it, the various interpretations
are interesting. However, they do not help
shed much light, because the Bill was hastily
prepared; in fact, it has been altered in its
policy since it has been prepared; we have
had 3} pages of amendments on a Bill which
consists of about 33 pages, and we are only
just now learning in this debate what is going
to be the policy, if any, of the Government.
I still believe there is no policy on the part
of the Government, I know that certain dis-
tricts have been given the assurance that they
will not be affected. That is wrong, and the
only person who can give those assurances is
the Minister and he should do it publicly so
that we know what is involved in the BIll

Mr. HEASLIP: I have not heard much
information about this clause. I have been
trying to find out the objects of this Bill and,
although the Premier gave a second reading
explanation, apparently we are getting a
different interpretation tonight. The Premier
said that he would raise an extra £1,000,000
revenue by stopping road transport from
competing with the Railways Department.
Tonight we find that road transport will be
able to compete on certain routes, not neces-
sarily where there is or is mnot a railway
service. We are told by another Minister that
only controlled routes will be included in this
legislation where road transport eannot
operate. Whyalla and Iron Knob are on a
controlled route.

The Hon. G. A. Bywaters:
controlled route to Whyalla.
Mr. HEASLIP: That has been stated.
The Hon. G. A, Bywaters: I know, but
it was a lie.
Mr. Casey:

not true.

" The Hon. Sir Thomas Playford: Can you
get a route to Iron Knob without controlling
the area from Port Augusta to Port Pirief?

There is no

The Leader said it, but it is

The Hon. G. A. Bywaters: Who’s talking
about Port Augusta?

Mr. HEASLIP: T hoped that we would
receive information about the Bill, but we will’
have to vote on it without knowing anything.
I do not know what is in the Bill, but it
seems that Government members have this
information. It is not available to me.

The Hon. G. A. Bywaters; When you make
statements, make sure they’re true.

Mr. HEASLIP: T like to know what I
am voting on. All the Opposition is asking
is that the Minister shall tell the publie,
through the Government Gazette, what he has
done about directions to the T.C.B. Why
isn’t the Government prepared to let the
people know what the Minister is doing? The
public is entitled to know this information.
The Minister has given ecertain information
about this Bill and members of certain districts
know that their areas are exempt. Undoubt-
edly, they have private information, but why
should that information be kept secret? T
object strongly to the clause, and consider that
the Leader’s amendment is reasonable.

Mr. SHANNON: We have heard about the
areas exempt from this tax. I should like to’
ask the Minister of Lands a specific question.
If a consignment of fat lambs had to be sent
to the metropolitan market from say, Millicent
or Naracoorte, how much road tax would be
charged? .

The CHAIRMAN:
order.

Mr. HEASLIP: Certain statements were,
made that T was incorrect when I said there
was a controlled route between Iron Knob and
Port Augusta.

Mr, Hudson: I understood you to say there
was a controlled route all the way from Ade-
laide to Whyalla. ‘

Mr. HEASLIP: I never said that at all
[ said there was a controlled route to Iron

The question is out of

* Knob.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! How do the hon-
ourable member’s remarks apply to the amend-
ment?

Mr. HEASLIP: We are entitled to know
whether the route is controlled, and unless the
amendment is carried we shall not know that,
for the Minister will be able to give an order
without our knowledge.

The Hon. D. A. Dunstan: The Minister can-
not do it; the board has to do it.

Mr. HEASLIP: The Minister has full powers
to do it.

The Hon. D. A. Dunstan: Where?
don’t you read section 10 of the Aet?

Why
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Mr. HEASLIP: The people of Whyalla and
Iron Knob are exempt, although the road
between those towns is a controlled route. Is
that fair? We did not know about that until
just now.

The Hon. T. C. STOTT: When a person
travelling from Port Augusta to Whyalla
reaches Lineoln Gap, he traverses the controlled
route from Port Augusta to Iron Knob. How
can the route be exempt, when portion of it
traverses 'a controlled route?

Mr. HALL: Last night the member for
Chaffey (Mr. Curren) is alleged to have said
that the people in his district would have to
pay this-tax, but tonight the Minister of Lands
says that that district will be exempt.

The Hon. J. D. Corcoran: I did not say that:
I said a person could go from Millicent to
Loxton without paying the tax, by not using
a controlled route.

. Mr. HALL: Obviously, the member for
Chaffey last night did not think his district
was exempt.

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: No district in
the State is exempt from the tax if it sends
goods to Adelaide.

The Hon. Sir Thomas Playford:
of the whole journey?

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: Yes, or from
the nearest rail head to Adelaide, anyway. For
example, Robe is about 28 miles from Kingston
(where the rail head is situated); people in
Robe would not pay the tax from Robe to
Adelaide, but from Kingston to Adelaide.

The Hon. Sir Thomas Playford: That is not
a controlled route.

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: No, but they
will  travel over a controlled rouite for a dis-
tance of 50 miles, in competition with the
railways. Within a district where there are
no controlled routes a person will not pay tax
when traversing the district itself.

Mr, Hall: From side to side?

The ITon. J. D. CORCORAN: Yes, and from
- length to length. The controlled routes are
at present being revised, and it is intended to
reduce them, closer to the metropolitan area.
Thig revision of the controlled routes has not
yet been completed. It is not intended, in any
case, to lengthen controlled routes.

The Hon: T. C. Stott: Could a person travel
" from Murray Bridge and Tailem Bend to
Millicent and not pay any tax?.

The Hon. J. D. CORCORAN: Yes. The
tax will be paid on cartage from Millicent to
Adelaide but no tax will be paid on cartage

In respect

from Millicent to Murray Bridge. The Govern-
ment intends to catch the long haulier. The
Bill is designed to apply to controlled routes.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I oppose new
subsection (3) but I have no objection to the
Leader’s other amendments, which will not
alter the Bill substantially.

" The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD:
Having heard the explanation by the Minister
of Lands, I believe it becomes apparent that
my amendment is most necessary. As intro-
duced the Bill affeets only controlled routes.
There are no controlled routes out of Tailem
Bend or farther west than Ifon Knob. How-
ever the whole area between Adelaide and Port
Augusta and. through the Murray lands to
Renmark is controlled. Therefore, the present
controlled routes extend to Yorke Peninsula.
At present the Bill applies only to short haul
and not to long haul trips. Under the Bill
it will be competent for a person to cart any
commodity in the South-East in competition
with the railway system without contravening
provisions of the Bill until that person gets to
Tailem Bend. When he gets to Tailem Bend
he will still have an exemption of 50 miles, as
provided under the Bill. As Tailem Bend is
68 miles from Adelaide, he would pay road tax
for the distance of only 18 miles because there
is no power to levy the tax except over con-
trolled routes.

The Minister of ILands said that it is
intended to amend the controlled routes to make
them extend over a longer distance. I under-
stood the Minister to say that transportation
from the South-East would be subject to road
tax when it came into competition with the
railway system. However, the Bill does not
provide for that. That ean be provided for
only if the Minister of Transport makes sub-
sequent orders. As these orders are of State-
wide importance, they should be subject to
public notifieation. It is obvious the Minister
of Lands does not know what is in the BIill
The routes now subject to the provisions of
the Bill are set out clearly in the Transport
Control Board’s report. These routes are as
follows: Clare to Jamestown, vig Spalding;
between Eudunda and Robertstown, Morgan
and Sutherlands, Two Wells and Balaklava via
Mallala, Gepps Cross and Tarlee wiaz Gawler,
Roseworthy and Linwood. Those are the sort
of place controlled at present, but there is
no road control south of Tailem Bend. There-
fore, when the Minister says that no taxation
will be paid coming from -the South-East, he
is saying something that is not in accordance
with - the legislation.
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__ _Obviously, the Minister will make orders

altering the schedule of controlled routes. I
defy the Minister to show me anywhere where
there is power of taxation except over a
controlled route. The member for Frome has
a railway line through his district, yet the
roads there are not econtrolled, so the wool
carters will be able to use road transport
Most important
orders will be made by the Minister, and as
those orders will be of public importance
they should be published in the Gazette. If
they are not, how can anyone know when they
are liable to taxation? People will be travel-

ling over controlled routes and will not know

they are doing so unless those routes are pub-
lished. Quite apart from any other considera-
tions, in the interests of administration they
should be published. It is very easy for the
Minister of Lands to say that he is in favour
of the Bill when it does not affect his dis-
trict. Iowever, it does affect other people’s
districts, The Minister was going to show me

" where routes that are mot controlled routes

are going to pay tax, but he does not seem
anxious to do so. I cannot see any provision
in the Aet that enables a tax to be collected
where the route is not controlled, and I should
like to hear of such a provision.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I am con-
cerned not with what the Leader wants or
does mot -want, but with what is contained in
the original Aet. The Minister of Education
has already pointed out the provisions of
section 31, and I also refer the Leader to that
section. I consider that the Leader has been
endeavouring to side-track the Committee. If
I may say so with respeet, Mr. Chairman, T
think a little too much Ilatitude has been
allowed in this debate. As the Bill does not
provide for any alteration to section 31, and
as honourable members opposite have not
fully considered the provisions of the prinei-
pal Act, I consider that the discussion that
has taken place has just been a waste of time.
Unless we make better progress we may not
have got much farther by 9 o’clock tomorrow

‘morning.:

The Committee divided on the amendment:

Ayes (16).—Messrs. Bockelberg, Brook-
man, Coumbe, Ferguson, Freebairn, Hall,
‘Heaslip, McAnaney, Millhouse, Pearson and
S8ir Thomas Playford (teller), Messrs.
" Quirke, Rodda, and Shannon, Mrs. Stcele,
and Mr. Stott.

Noes (17).—Messrs. Broomhill and Bur-
don, Mrs. Byrne, Messrs. Bywaters, Casey,
Corcoran, Curren, Dunstan, Hudson, Hurst,

Hutchens, Jennings, Langley, Loveday,

MeKee, Ryan, and Walsh (teller). .

Pairs.—Ayes—Messrs,  Nankivell and

Teusner. Noes—Messrs. Clark and I—Iughes

Marjority of 1 for the Noes.

Amendment thus negatived.

Clause passed.

Clause 5—‘Exemptions from Act.”’

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I have
been informed that, since the provision has
been inserted, opposition has been raised to it,
and the Minister has agreed that furniture shall
not be subject to the control of ‘the Act.
Furniture that is competing with that manu-
factured in this State is not subjeet to control
or to the ton-mile tax. It would be advisable
if the Premier would consider this matter.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I have not been -
informed of the suggestion. The intention
was that no charges would apply for the
removal of furniture from house to house. If
it is to be amended on the lines suggested by
the Leader, perhaps we can wait until the Bill
is in another place and it can be altered there.

Mr. RODDA.: T refer to new subsection (3)
(b), and ask the Premier whether the route
from Naracoorte to Keith, which is in direct
competition with the Railways Department will
attract the ton-mile tax.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: In some cases
roads run adjacent to railway lines. Where a
railway 1s more than 20 miles from a road no
charge would be made.

" The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: I cite the case
of a railway zig-zagging over 50 miles; I take
it that there would be no necessity to send the
goods by rail for that 50 miles, when they
could be sent by road over a direct distance
of 20 miles. The best example to apply to
paragraph (b) would be in respect of the road
between Cowell and Port Lincoln if that were
a controlled route, as it will be in due course.
From Cowell to Port Lincoln the Flinders
Highway runs through Arno Bay and Port
Neill. It is 100 miles from Cowell to Port
Linecoln by the direet route with no railway
running directly from Cowell to Port Lincoln;
but passing through Arno Bay, the railway
at Verran is only 17 miles from the road;
again at Port Neill the railway is only 14
miles away from Wharminda. Both Wharminda
and Verran are more than 50 miles by rail from
Port Linecoln. That would be a taxable route
if controlled. Because the roadway passes
within 20 miles of a railway line on a con-
trolled route, that becomes a taxable journey.
In regard to paragraph (c), if goods are to
be transported from A to B over a distance of



:3290

"HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY

Novemser 30, 1965

100 miles by road, and if the railway runs
via C, and the journey from A, C to B is 150
‘miles (in -other words, half as much again
as the road journey), then the road journey
would be exempt. Similarly regarding para-
graph (b), if the Flinders Highway from Port
Lincoln to Ceduna (or any part of it) hap-
pened to be controlled, that also would become
a taxable journey by reason of its
proximity to the railway line at Mount Hope.

Mr. RODDA: Taking the distance by rail
from Naracoorte to Mount Gambier (which is
60 miles), under paragraph (b) it must attract
a ton-mile tax, if a person were carting goods
in competition with the railway.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: First, we must
ask the question: ‘‘Is it a controlled route?’’

The Hon. G. G. Pearson: Not the one I
mentioned, but it could b2 tomorrow.

Mr. Burdon: There are mno controlled
woutes in the South-East; that has been
made plain throughout the evening.

Mr. Jennings: Any Act of Parliament can
be altered tomorrow by another Act of Par-
liament.

The Hon. G. G. Pearson:
tonight!

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The Premier.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I think the
member for Flinders should be reminded about
what I said in respect of seetion 31 of the
Aect. I do not have the list of controlled
routes with me.
the Minister of Lands had with him and I
.could see by looking at the roads and railway
Jlines shown that it is difficult to know what is
and what is not a controlled route. However,
I am not able to say what are the conmtrolled
routes.

Mr. QUIRKE: My interpretation of para-
graph (b) is that where there is 50 miles of
rail and road between the beginning and end of
a journey and the vechicle is 20 miles away
from that, it means that a person does not have
to put a load on the 50 miles of railway on a
controlled route. The man who administers
this Act will have to be the Wizard of Oz
My interpretation of paragraph (¢) is that,
if a man earts a load by road to a railway
and the length of the combined distance of the
railway and the road exceeds the length of
road by more than one half, he can carry it by
road free of permit. If my interpretations are
wrong I should like someone to correet me.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I do not
entirely disagree with the honourable member’s
interpretations. Paragraph (¢) provides that
if a road and rail or rail journey alone is more

It eould be altered

I briefly perused a map that

.than 50 per cent longer than the road journey,

the road journey is over a controlled route.
That could apply to a journey of 100 miles.

Mr. McANANEY: I understood that the
reason for the Bill was to bring the Transport
Control Board under the control of Parliament.
However, if the board wanted to make an order
in an area such as Millicent, and the Minister
vetoed that order, it would not come before
Parliament at all. In those circumstances
there would be less eontrol now than when the
Transport Control Board brought an order
before Parliament.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: The Railways
Department is not interested in the cartage
of furniture.

Mr. Quirke: That is, from a store to the
buyer. You have altered that since the second
reading explanation.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: T say frankly
that T did not know the position earlier. If
it were a complete load of refrigerators it
might be different, because that is not truly
household furniture and perhaps some charges
would be involved. On the other hand, if
refrigerators manufactured in this State are
being exported to another State, members can
take it that it will be an open road.

Mr. HALL: T move:

To strike out paragraph (a) of the clause.
I gather that the Premier has said the Rail-
ways Department has no interest in carrying
these goods.

The Hon. Sir Thomas Playford:
said they will be entirely exempt.

Mr. HALL: In that case, he will not
oppose my amendment. The clanse in its
present form would have the effect of restriet-
ing the exemption that at present applies to
the removal of furniture. I understand that
the original Act enables any person to have
furniture removed from a place of storage or
a place of purchase to anywhere he wishes,
provided that he is a houscholder and the owner
of the furniture.

Amendment carried,

The Hon. FRANK WALSH moved:

In new subsection (3) (¢) after ¢‘thereof’’
to insert ‘‘where the whole of the journey

He has

.taken by such vehicle is taken’’.

Mr. McANANEY: I oppose the amend-
ment. In my distriet there is a 25-mile radius
free transport around Adelaide, and a con-
trolled route goes from Langhorne Creek to
Mount Barker. At no time does that con-
trolled route compete against the Railways
Department other than in the 25-mile free
radius around Adelaide, so I cannot see why in
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that area there should be a controlled route
and why tax should be payable. Hundreds
of tons of hay is transported out of that
area, and that cannot be handled by the rail-
ways. I think it would be ridiculous for
tax to be payable in those circumstances.

Amendment earried.

Mr, CURREN: I move:

In new subsection (3) (¢) after ‘‘by’’
first occurring to insert ‘‘railway or’’.

This amendment would enable a factory with
a siding of its own to load direct on to rail
and to deliver to another destination with
its own siding. This amendment has been
sought by the co-operative wineries in the
Upper Murray area to cover some anomalies
that could occur.

Amendment carried.

Mr. QUIRKE: Does new subsection (3) (d)
mean that there will be some towns in the
State with a 10-mile radius exempt from the
tax?®

The Hon, FRANK WALSH: Yes.

Mr. QUIRKE: I am concerned with lateral
transportation crossing railway lines. If a

10-mile radius is placed around a series of -

towns then routes crossing railway lines from
east to west will be exempt. None of the
towns are 25 miles apart, but I assume that
they will always be exempt. In the second
reading explanation the Premier enumerated
" many items that would be exempted. Can he
say whether wine in tanks (which weigh 5%
tons), spirit in tanks and marc (a residual
from wineries that has to be transpoerted by
road) will be exempt? Who will exempt these
things and how can application be made to
have them exempted? ’

The Hon., FRANK WALSH: Regulations
cannot be introduced until the Bill has been
passed. The matters about which the honour-
able member is perturbed will be provided for
by regulations. Whatever the exemptions,
application will be made fo the board and
not to the Minister. If the regulations do
not cover the items with which the honourable
member is econcerned, then an applieation can
be made to the board to determine whether
further exemptions are required.
the honourable member that we are not trying
to do an injustice to primary producers or
to secondary industry.

Mr. HALL: New subsection (3a) (a) refers
to vehicles owned and used by primary pro-
ducers where the load capaecity of such vehicle
will not exceed eight tons. Apparently it is
convenient to use the same tonnage limit as

I assure

under the ton-mile tax. However, we are deal-
ing with vehicles of eight tons at a maximum
rate of 2c¢ plus one-third of a penny a ton-mile.
We are dealing with the penalty tax designed
to force business off the road and on to the
railway, despite a hollow claim that all primary
producers are to be exempt. The Government
says it will not obtain mueh in the way of
taxation but will gain most of its revenue

(£1,000,000) from the Railways Department.

One important factor that has been overloocked
is the effect of part loading, on which many
carriers rely.

In quoting an economical price for transport-
ing a full load over a distance, a carrier also
often relies on maintaining an economical price
in respect of back-loading a part load. With
the tax to be levied on the capacity of the
vehicle and not on the load, part loads will
have to be abandoned. The economical fune-
tioning of many transporters will be ruined,
not on the actual tax paid but because they
will not be able to afford to take part loading.
Paragraph (a), dealing with primary pro-
ducers’ exemptions, is inadequate in the face of
the penalty tax., In relation to paragraph (b),
business people in my district combine carry-
ing and merchandizing, with trucks con-
tinually running to Adelaide and back, and
delivering to depots off the road, from which
sales are made. Because of the 4-ton capacity
provision, they will be out of business. I
move:

In new subsection (3a) (@) to strike out
“‘where the load capacity of such vehicle will
not exceed eight tons?’’,

This will leave a primary producer’s vehicle
free of limitation in regard to the penalty tax.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: We are doing
our best to assist primary producers. However,
I assure the honourable member that the
Government does not intend to accept his
amendment.

Mr. McANANEY: In many cases primary
producers use a contractor-carrier. It is not
economical for most farmers to have their own
trueks. I have referred to lucerne from the
lakes distriet. . It iz exported to Singapore
and used for stock in South Australia. This
unjust imposition will affect people concerned
with lucerne, which cannot be carted by the
railway system. I object to the fact that
these people should pay a tax to subsidize the
railway system which will subsidize an industry
in Millicent. I cannot see the economics of
that.

Mr. FREEBAIRN: Will the Premier con-
sider the difficulty of policing this provision
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if it becomes law? T understand the reasons
the Premier has for insisting on the clause
but I should like to wstress to him how
difficult it will be in practice to enforce.
Generally speaking, no law that is difficult to

enforce is good law and this provision will '

fall into poor repute because of this.

Mr. HEASLIP: T support the amendment.
Many primary producers have vehicles with a
rated capacity over eight tons. With the
droughts in the North, these farmers have been
picking up cattle at the abattoirs, which
cannot be transported by rail, and transporting
them inland. Under the clause these people
will be prohibited from operating. The
Government has seen fit to exempt people who
export furniture but primary producers, who
are transporting livestock, will be forced to
pay the tax.

The Hon. 8ir THOMAS PLAYFORD: T
support the amendment. This legislation will
raise revenue mainly from primary producers.
A primary producer has to pay to have com-
modities taken to the seaport and also for
commodities to come to his farm from the sea-
port. The limit of eight tons should mnot
include a trailer attached to a wvehicle.

The Committee divided on the amendment: .

Ayes (16).— Messrs. Bockelberg, Brook-
man, Coumbe, Ferguson, Freebairn, Hall
(teller), Heaslip, McAnaney, Millhouse, and
Pearson, Sir Thomas Playford, Messrs.
Quirke, Rodda, and Shannon, Mrs. Steele,

and Mr. Stott.

Noes  (17).—Messrs. Broomhill and
Burdon, Mrs. Byrne, Messrs. Bywaters,
Casey, Corcoran, Curren, Dunstan, Hudson,
Hurst, Hutchens, Jennings, Langley, Love-
day, McKee, Ryan, and Walsh (teller).

Pairs,—Ayes—Messrs. Teusner and Nan-
kivell. Noes—Messrs. Clark and Hughes.

Majority of 1 for the Noes.

Amendment thus negatived.

[Midnight]

Mr. HALL: I move:

In new subsection (3a) (b) to strike out

“¢and that the load capacity of such vehicle
does not exceed four tons’’.
This provibsion imposes a similar type of limit
of four tons on any vehicle owned and used by
any person for the carriage of goods provided
that such goods are not carried for hire. I
have already said that I know of people who
would be forced out of business if this limit
was applied, and on behalf of those people
I seek the removal of that limit.

_ The House divided on the amendment:
‘Ayes (16).—Messrs. Bockelberg, Brook-
man, Coumbe, Ferguson, Freebairn, Hall
(teller), Heaslip, McAnaney, Millhouse, and
Pearson, 8ir Thomas Playford, Messrs.
Quirke, Rodda, and Shannon, Mrs. Steele,

and Mr. Stott. '

Noes (17).—Messrs. Broomhill and Bur-
don, Mrs. Byrne, Messrs. Bywaters, Casey,
Corcoran, Curren, Dunstan, Hudson, Hurst,
Hutchens, Jennings, Langley, Loveday,
McKee, Ryan, and Walsh (teller).

Pairs.—Ayes—Messrs. Nankivell and
Teusner. Noes—Messrs. Clark and Hughes.

Majority of 1 for the Noes. )
Amendment thus negatived; clause as

amended passed.
Clauses 6 to 8 passed.

Clause 9—¢‘Duty to obtain licence to oper-
ate vehicles on controlled routes.”’

Mr. QUIRKE: There are many truck opera-
tors whose livelihood depends on driving and
operating ome or perhaps two vehicles, and
under this clause those people will be driven
off the roads, for they carry goods practically
exclusively on a controlled route. They take
sheep to the abattoirs and cereals to Adelaide.
In the case of one big business in Clare a
return trip to Adelaide will cost £34 a trip.
Who is going to pay that? If I was out of
order in speaking to this clause, you never eor-
rected me, Mr. Chairman. I wanted to make
that statement in Committee because that is
going to happen all over the Lower North and
perhaps through the hills districts down the
‘other way. The area comprising Saddleworth,
Clare and up to Jamestown will suffer most as
a result of this. If the Government is going
to collect £200,000, it will get at. least
£100,000 from that area. :

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: TUnder 'the
amendment in subclause (b), section 14 of the
principal Aet would read as follows:

The board may, with the approval of the
Minister, by order in relation to any eontrolled
route or routes fix a day after whieh it shall
not be lawful for any unlicensed . person to
operate any vehicle on that route or those
routes. )

‘Why does the Government want to control every
vehicle on the road? As I read it, a motor
car, and even a horse and cart, may be brought
within the ambit of control. What is the
purpose of this? If the Government wished
to bring hire vehicles under control the words

“¢for hire’’ could have been deleted. As it is,

it ledves the Minister in control of every
vehicle on the road.  Why? ‘
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__The Hon. FRANK WALSH: We are refer-.._ _ Pairs.—Ayes—Messrs.—Clark—and—Hughes: -

ring to a controlled route for the carriage of
goods. If the routes are to be controlled
people have to be licensed. We are not going
to control a motor car.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: This brings a
utility or a station waggon into it.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: T do not agree,
because we are speaking of a controlled route
for the carriage of goods, and people are to
be licensed to operate on these routes so that
unlicensed people will not be allowed to com-
pete against them.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: In this Act the
definition of ‘‘vehicle’’ is as follows:

Any vehicle used or ordinarily capable of
being used, on roads or streets for the trans-
port of goods or passengers or both, other
than a vehicle propelled by human power .only.
That brings in every motor vehicle. Appar-
ently it embraces more vehicles than the Gov-
ernment intended to.

The Hon. T. C. STOTT: Section 14 (2) will
provide:

After the appointed day no person shall
operate on .any controlled route or cause to be
operated on any controlled route any vehicle
unless he is the holder of a licence .

As the Act will read, it refers to any vehicle.
We have had an illustration that the driver of
a vehicle travelling from Tailem Bend to .Ade-
laide over a controlled route must be licensed.
This clause should be deleted.

Mr. SHANNON: It is obvious that the
Bill has been hurriedly drafted, and the
Government did mot intend to do what this
‘clause will do. The instances given by the
member for Burra will be multiplied many
times, particularly in my district. I cannot
see the purpose of these amendments. We are
told that controlled routes are being reviewed,
but what will eventuate we do not know.
Clause 9 should be struck out in its entirety.

The Hon, FRANK WALSH: It is merely
a matter of transferring this provision to its
appropriate place in the principal Aect. I
a.sk the Committee to accept the clause.

The Committee divided on the clause:

Ayes (17).—Messrs. Broomhill and Burdon,
Mrs. Byrne, Messrs. Bywaters, Casey, Cor-
coran, Curren, Dunstan, Hudson, Hurst,
Hutchens, Jennings, Langley, . Loveday,
McKee, Ryan, and Walsh (teller).

Noes -(16).—Messrs. Bockelberg, Brook-
man, Coumbe, Ferguson, Freebairn, Hall,
Heaslip, McAnancy, Millhouse, and Pearson,
Sir Thomas Playford, Messrs. Quirke, Rodda,
and Shannon (te]ler), Mrs. Steele, and Mr.
Stott.

Noes—Messrs. Nankivell and Teusner.
Majority of 1 for the Ayes.
Clause thus passed.
Clause 10—*‘Application
licences.”’

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: Section 17 (2)
of the Act sets out the conditions under which
the board shall take into consideration appli-
cants for a licence, and I should like to know
why it is intended to give the Minister power
over the board, when the board’s functions are
so clearly enumerated in the Aect.

Mr. SHANNON: Obviously, no need exists
for a provision relating to the direction of the
Minister in this regard. If a reason does
exist, I should like the Premier to say what
that reason is.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: The amend-
ment provides that section 17 (4) will read:

Subject to the preceding provisions of this

and gra.n_t‘ of

section and to any direction of the Minister

the grant or refusal of any licence shall be
at the discretion of the board.

There is still provision for' the board.
The Hon. G. G. Pearson: No fear!
subject to the direction of the Minister.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: Throughout
the Minister has had a responmsibility, and
it is no greater in this clause than in any
other provision. I am providing only that
the Minister, together with the board, shall
have diseretion.

The Hon. S8ir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
Premier’s statement that the board will have
the same discretion as the Minister is ineor-
rect, The Minister has authority over the
board. This is another of the extremely
undesirable provisions in the Bill, becauss
it gives the Minister the right to confer
favours. As I said before, I received infor-
mation that one district and one industry
would be looked after. Tonight, in both
instances, amendments to do those things have
been accepted.  Therefore, some of the
rumours cireulating about the Bill are not
completely wide of the mark. The Govern-
ment has refused to have even the Minister’s
directions made public. This clause is undesir-
able, and cannot be justified on any grounds
whatsoever. There is no reason why the
Minister should come into the matter.

The Hon. D. A. DUNSTAN: The original
objection to this clause was to striking out
section 17 (3). The purpose of striking out
that section is to prevent the restriction
that wag originally placed upon the board in
relation to applicants who made their business

It is
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the carriage of goods and passengers within
the State prior to 1930. That will be removed
so that the matter will be at large. The
board has a discretion, which will be exercised
subject to any direction given by the Minister.
Unless the Minister gives a direction, the board
will continue in its complete diseretion. In
the whole of this matter it has been the policy
of this Government not to have the matter
exercised by an independent board but to
have a Minister responsible to Parliament for
the administration of the Act.

The Hon. Sir Thomas Playford: Parlia-
ment will never know what he is doing.

The Hon. D. A. DUNSTAN: Parliament
can scrutinize his actions. He will not be
able to hide behind the activities of the board,
which the previous Premier used to do. We
had a dictator in this State, who exercised
his influence through the back door and would
then say that some board was taking certain
action and that he was not responsible. The
attitude of this Government is that the Minis-
ter will be responsible publicly, and that is
all this Bill does. :

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
Attorney-General has said that the Minister
will be responsible publicly but, when I moved
an amendment to. make him responsible
publicly, four Ministers opposed it. That is
the very thing the Government does not propose
to do.

The Hon. D, A. Dunstan: That is sheer
nonsense. You did not hother to read the
Act. Every order of the board has to be made
publie. )

The Hon., Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: They
do not have to be made public and, when the
board is directed by the Minister, they will
never be made public. That is my objection
to this Bill, and that is why I say it is com-
pletely undesirable.

The Hon. D. A. Dunstan: If anybody objects
to what the Minister is doing, the objection
can be brought here and the Minister will have
to take the responsibility.

Mr. Shannon: How will anyone know?

The Hon, D. A. Dunstan: If they have any
basis for objection, do you think they will not
come here?

The. Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD:
Tonight we have had four Ministers trying
to explain this Bill, and each one has given a
different exposition and has contradicted the
others.

The Hon. D. A. Dunstan: You talk as if the
moon were green cheese. Why don’t you get
back to the Bill3

The Hou. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
Attorney-General said that the Minister would
be responsible publicly, but every Minister
except one opposed my amendment on some
pretext or another. Under the Bill, the Minis-
ter’s actions will not be published. When I
said that the Minister’s orders should be pub-
lished in the Gazette, every Minister except one
opposed it. When I said that some districts
would be looked after, I was told that that was
all stuff and rubbish, but tonight, when an
amendment was moved that would have the
effect of totally exempting one of the districts,
the Government did not say a word. That
amendment slipped through quickly and quietly,
and no doubt Government members hoped we
would not notice it. However, we did notice
it, and that only proves our contention that
this Bill is rotten to the eore, as the Attorney-
General knows.

The Hon. D. A. Dunstan: I don’t know
anything of the kind, but I know there are
some people who are.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: The Attorney-
General’s histrionics at 12.40 am. do mnot
impress me. The Bill proposes to strike out
subsection (3) of section 17; nobody has
raised any objection to that, and I do mnot
know why the Minister wanted to refer to it.
The Premier said that it was the poliey
throughout the Bill to provide for directional
power. Up to this point every reference to
the Minister so far inserted in the Bill has
contained the words ‘‘with the approval of
the Minister’’. Now we get to ‘‘direction of
the Minister’’. In only two places in the
Bill do we get the term ‘‘direction of the
Minister’’, and it is at this point that deals
with the granting of licences and a little
further on with the granting of permits. Why4%
I raised the point earlier, and it has still not
been answered, that in seetion 17 of the parent
Act the board’s duties in respeet of the issue
of licences and the terms and conditions that
it shall consider are set out clearly, and these
have operated satisfactorily for
many years. Why at this point in time, and
why only in respeect to the issue of licences and
the issue of permits, does the Government pro-
vide a power of direction? I have not yet been
told, and I shall certainly vote against the
clause and call for a division on it.

provisions

The Committee divided on the clause:

Ayes (17).—Messrs. Broomhill and Burdon,
Mrs. Byrne, Messrs. Bywaters, Casey, Cor-
coran, -Curren, Dunstan, Hudson, Hurst,

. Hutchens, Jennings, - Langley, Loveday,
McKee, Ryan, and Walsh (teller). :
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Noes (16).—Messrs. Bockelberg, Brook-
man, Coumbe, Ferguson, Freebairn, Hall,
Heaslip, McAnaney; Millhouse, and Pearson
(teller), Sir Thomas Playford, Messrs.
Quirke, Rodda, and Shannon, Mrs, Steele,
and Mr. Stott.

Pairs.—Ayes—Messrs, Clark and Hughes.
Noes—Messrs. Nankivell and Teusner.

Majority of 1 for the Ayes.

Clause thus passed.

Clauses 11 to 13 passed.

Clause 14— ‘Special permits.”’

The Hon. FRANK WALSH moved:

After ‘‘amended’’ to insert the following
new paragraph:

(aa) by inserting after the word ‘‘not’’
(first oecurring) in subsection (1) thereof
the words ‘‘and upon payment by such
person of the prescribed fee’’.

Amendment carried.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH: I move:

In paragraph (a) to strike out ¢‘therein’’
and insert ‘‘in the said subsection (1)
thereof’’,

This is a consequential amendment.

Amendment carried.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: I have sat during the
last few hours, dumb but attentive, listening
to the debate on this Bill, but I am afraid
that, in spite of my attention, I am no wiser
or better informed about the purpose and
the method of achieving that purpose than
I was before T began. We have had confliet-
ing .explanations from five out of the six
occupants of the front bench. Only the
Minister of Works has been wise enough, and
has had sufficient- self-control, to keep out of
the debate. However, the strange thing is
that every explanation we have had, certainly

from four of the junior Ministers, has been a

different one. Omne of those Ministers (the
Minister of Lands who has apparently now-been
sent out of the Chamber) got up three times
and made three explanations on one clause.
The only conclusion one can reach (indeed, I
had reached it before, but this simply con-
firms it) is that the Bill is merely a blank
cheque to allow of any policy it happens to
please the Government at any time to put
into operation. I believe that, whatever—

Mr. HUDSON: On a point of order, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: Order!
member for Glenelg.

Mr. HUDSON: Is the honourable member
addressing himself to the clause under con-
sideration by the Committee? I ask that he
address himself to his amendment.

The CHAIRMAN: The honourable member
-has not moved his amendment yet,

The honourable

Mr. MILLHOUSE: The member for
Glenelg has not been a member of this place
sufficiently long to appreciate the subtleties
of the situation and to realize that I am
simply explaining my reasons for the amend-
ment on the file, I think he will know, when
he has been here rather longer than he has,
that one ean, in explaining the reasons for the
amendment, be allowed some latitude by the
Chair. T notice that you have given me that
latitude, Sir. I think this is, of all the sorts
of legislation, the most undesirable. The
amendments I desire to move will at least
ensure some sort of Parliamentary control over
this, something for which the Bill is at present
more remarkable because of its lack than
because of its presence. The main amendment
deals with the proviso in new subsection (2),
which is the most outrageous provise that
one can imagine. Indeed, if the Parliamentary
Draftsman sat down for a month, I do not
think he could frame a proviso that would give
more absolute power to the Minister than this
one gives. The proviso states:

Provided that the Minister may direct the

board to charge a fee less than the preseribed
maximum fee or to remit entirely a fee in such
circumstances as he deems justified.
It is in the most absolute terms. If that were
the purpose of the Government, and I presume
it was, I congratulate the draftsman on what
he has done, because it is a perfect example
of providing for absolute control by the Minis-
ter. Under it the Minister can do anything.
The board does not have the slightest shadow
of discretion as to what it does; it simply
reacts to the direction of the Minister. This
direction (if one can judge from the way in
which the Government fought the previous
amendment) is to be seeret. It is certainly
not to come out if the Government is to have
its way, and the Minister can direct the board
to charge either a lesser fee than the maximum
preseribed or to remit the fee altogether if he
deems the circumstances to justify it. I believe
this is altogether undesirable, and this is the
sort of legislation to which even the present
Government, when it was in Opposition, would
have taken great exeception.

My amendment provides that these excep-
tions can be made only by regulation so that
Parliament will see what is going on and will
have an opportunity to express its approval
or disapproval of what the Minister intends to
do. Furthermore, it provides that the regula-
tion shall not speak, as a regulation normally
does, from the time it is made, but that it
shall speak only after it has been laid on the
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table in this House or in another place for 14
sitting days, which will give honourable mem-
‘bers an opportunity to move for its disallow-
ance if that be justified. I hope the Govern-
ment will not say that so many regulations
will be needed that this will not be workable,
because surely the Government will not suggest
that this is the sort of thing that will be done
every day. I believe that only in this way
can Parliament re-assert some of the control
that it is being made to give away in this
legiglation by the present Government.

Mr. Jennings: Give away to whom?

Mr. MILLHOUSE: Give away to one of the
Ministers.

Mr. Jennings: Give it away to a Minister
answerable to this Parliament!

Mr. MILLHOUSE: That is a hollow sham,
The Minister is not even in this place. The
interjection made by the honourable member
is similar to interjections made frequently.
However, these interjections conveniently over-
look the faet that for considerable parts of
the year Parliament is not sitting at all. It
is all very well to say that a Minister is
answerable to Parliament, but how is the Minis-
ter answerable a week after Parliament rises
if it is not to meet again for two or three
months? It is difficult to make a Minister
answerable then, and yet that is what we are
supposed - to swallow. I hope the Committee
will not swallow that nonsense. I move:

In paragraph (b) to strike out ¢‘subsection’’
~ second occurring and insert ¢‘subsections’’.

The Hon. D. A. DUNSTAN: We have heard
remarks about hollow shams and mockeries. I
must say that for a cynical device designed
entirely to defeat the administration of the
Bill this would be hard to better. The hon-
ourable member has carefully refrained from
explaining the purpose of what he has set out
to do, because he wants to see to it that the
Government is not able administratively to
provide for those cases where the giving of
permits and the charging of fees will create
congiderable hardship upon people, as they
did under the previous administration
of the Transport Contrel Board. Complaints
were continually being made that to stiek
to- the hard and fast rules laid down
for the Transport Control Board adminis-
tration was unfair and unjust. Members on
both sides were continuously bringing matters
forward, but no Minister could do a thing
about it :

Mr. Jennings: There were even such cases
as taking a busload of pensioners out on a
‘Sunday. :

‘to disallowance and,

The Hon. D. A. DUNSTAN: Yes. It was
not possible to get anything done adminis-
tratively to meet circumstances of that kind.
The Minister will have discretion so that, where
it is mecessary for him to intervene when
circumstances entirely justify a departure from
the hide-bound eontrol about which members
on both sides have complained during the
time of the previous Transport Control Board
administration, there will be a means by which
that can be done and by which the Minister
can be questioned and made to take resp0n51-
bility for his administration.

What does the honourable member’s pro-
posal do? It provides that regulations are to
be made for this purpose that will never eome
into foree, because honourable members opposite
propose to add the same little device that they
propose to put into effect in regard to the
Town Planning Aect., The honourable member
is laughing cynically, because he -knows that
we know what he intends to do. He is not
proposing that this be dealt with in the normal
way by regulations under the Aets Interpret-
ation Aect that can be disallowed by this
House at the proper time; the regulation is to
lie on the table of the House and be subject
of course, members in
another place can go ahead and move a motion
to postpone its effect. IHonourable members
opposite propose the same sort of deviee as
exists under section 28a (3) of the Town
Planning Act.

This
forward.

is not being particularly straight-
The only proper way in which the

matter should proceed by regulation is the way
_in which the previous Government provided

for regulations, with one exception. The one
exception was in the area where they desired
to have nothing done at all, and they never did
anything. This whole proposal is just a hollow
mockery and a sham. Members opposite sug-
gest that there is something corrupt about hav-
ing a Minister who can exercise discretion,
whereas he must stand up in the House when
there is any .complaint and -justify what he
has done. He cannot hide behind some board
as the previous Government always did: he has
to answer for his administration on every
occasion. To say that this is in some way
corrupt and detraeting from the principles of
Parliamentary  Government is  absolutely
absurd. No doubt that will not deter members
of the Opposition, for absurdity and mis-
representation do not matter to them. Any-
thing that can be said (regardless of whether
it is truthful or mnot) outside this House goes
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in respect of this measure-with-members-of-the
Opposition.

Mr. HALL: 'The Attorney spoke of absurdi-
ties. Mr. Chairman, he also said that members
of this Party when in Government complained
that the Ministers did nothing, yet now we hear
it asserted that because of the complaints that
came from the members of this Party the
Government freed the roads in South Aus-
tralia, - Does the Attorney deny that? What
has his Government done? It has introduced
legislation to restriet and hamstring road
transport once again. Who is talking absurdi-
ties now¢ The Attorney-General is talking
about the hardships that will be created under
an Opposition amendment to this Bill. He
speaks of ‘‘hardship’’ in the face of hundreds
of people in the country areas losing their
livelihood and an Opposition amendment to
alleviate a condition that may be applied to
them is alleged to be a hardship! Does the
Attorney-General say that that is absurd?®

The Hon. D. A, Dunstan: This is not allev-
iating anything.

Mr. Millhouse: Those were the terms you
said yourself: you referred to ‘‘hardship’’.
- Mr. HALL: Yes. The Attorney-General said
that members opposite had complained about
the. Transport Control Board. The Minister
of Agriculture always praised the board, and
this Bill, of course, is the result of such
attitudes that have been held in the past by
other members of the Government. I support
the amendment. I utterly reject this talk of
absurdity by a Government that is destroying
the freedom of the roads.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: This
clause is one of the most interesting clauses,
because it is the one in which the Government
put in one of its amendments to meet the
requirements of the Opposition regarding the
absolute discretion given to the Minister in
respect of charges. When the Bill was first
introduced, there was no suggestion that the
charges would be fixed by regulation. How-
ever, because of the complaints by the Opposi-
tion, the Government saw fit to provide that
fees would be prescribed by regulation.

Mr. Millhouse: It was only window-dressing.
. The Hon, Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Yes,
because tacked on to the bottom was a proviso
that the Minister could alter the regulation at
any time, That is the sort of thing that
has brought this Bill into absolute "contempt
in the community., The Bill does not disclose
any clear policy. Seeing that the Minister,
without going to the Governor or Parliament
or anybody else, can proceed to alter any

regulation in that way, what is the good of
such a provision? It is no good the Attorney-
General’s saying that there is a Minister
responsible to Parliament. After the Govern-
ment moved that private members’ business
no longer take precedence, the Government
itself brought in a regulation dealing with
harbour dues. That regulation is most
obnoxious; it will have a great effect upon
industry. When a regulation is introduced and
challenged, the Government does not give the
Opposition an opportunity to debate it. Being
‘“subjeet to the will of Parliament’’ means
‘‘subject to the will of the Government’’. The
only alterations to this Bill have been made
because of the uneasiness of honourable mem-
bers opposite who discover that their districts
are in revolt. It is mot what has been said
here but the voice of- the people outside in
some districts that has made the Government
realize that this legislation is unpopular.

. Parliament may not be in session when the
regulation is made and may have no oppor-
tunity of disallowing it. Even if the regula-
tion is made when Parliament is in session, the
Government can and does use its numbers to
prevent the Opposition from moving a motion
for disallowance. For the Attorney-General
to talk about the ‘responsible Minister’’ is
nonsense. We have seen five irresponsible
Ministers tonight trying to explain an
irresponsible Bill.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: The Attorney-General,
when he apologized for the present form of
this provision, said that this proviso, to which
I have taken objection and which I desire to
amend, was simply to take care of the hardship
cases resulting from this Bill. He let one cat
out of the bag by saying that but, even if we
accept that this is the intention of the proviso,
it is not the effect of the proviso. It means,
in effect, that the Minister can fix any fee, or
no fee at all, at his own whim up to 2¢ a ton-
mile. That is utterly bad and caprieious, It
is not the Attorney-General but another Minis-
ter who will administer this Act. We do not
know who that will be in a few months.
We are giving to an unknown person absolute
powers, and that is undesirable.

The Committee divided on the amendment:

Ayes (16).—Messrs. Bockelberg, Brook-

‘man, Coumbe,- Ferguson, Freebairn, Hall,

Heaslip, McAnaney, Millhouse (teller), and

Pearson, 8Sir Thomas Playford, Messrs.

Quirke, ‘Rodda,  and. Shannon, Mrs. Steele,

and Mr, Stott. Coe : )
. Noes - (17).—Messrs. Broomhill and
- Burdon, - Mrs. . Byrne, Messrs, Bywaters,
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Casey, Corcoran, Curren, Dunstan, Hudson,
Hurst, Hutchens, Jennings, Langley, Love-
day, McKee, Ryan, and Walsh (tcller).
Pairs—Ayes.—Messrs. Nankivell and
Teusner. Noes.—Messrs Clark and Hughes.
Majority of 1 for the Noes.
Amendment thus negatived.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH moved:

In subseetion (3) to strike out ‘‘Such a
permit’’ and insert ‘A permit issued under
this section’’. )

Amendment ecarried; clause as amended
passed.

Clauses 15 to 18 passed.
Clause 19—¢‘F'inancial provision.”’

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: I oppose this
clause entirely, for it is mnot only bad in
principle and in operation but also unjust, in
so far as it takes the taxation imposed by the
Bill on the users of road transport, and places
the proceeds thereof in the Railways Fund.

It has always been a prineiple in this State
that taxation for roads should go into the
Roads Fund. That prineiple has always been
observed in spite of some temptations to
divert it into general revenue. However, this
is the first time it has been intended to
alter that principle. For many years the
South Australian public has been informed
that its railways was a national utility, and
that we should all be prepared to accept some
direction in favour of using that utility. The
Railways Department has built up its eapital
asset out of a borrowed fund. On the other
hand, roads have been built (and are being
built and maintained) by the people who use
them—nobody else. It has Ilong been
a bone of contention that all proceeds
from road taxation do mot dind their
way back to the roads. Proceeds from the
Commonwealth petrol tax are not returned to
the roads. However, South Australia returns
to the roads moneys received from the Common-
wealth, and taxation collected in South Aus-
tralia on the registration of motor vehicles, the
licensing of drivers and on road maintenance
provisions. This money is paid into the Roads
Fund and used to build and maintain roads.
Government expenditure on roads would be
about £15,000,000 a-year, and to that is added
contributions by councils. Therefore, is it
equitable to dredge off revenue from taxation
on roads (particularly the tax provided in the
Bill) and apply it to the railway system in any
form? This money is intended not for the
benefit of the railway system but to help the
Premier reduce the deficits in railway accounts

that he is obliged to finance from year to year
from general revenue.

During the previous Administration no-one
ever raised any serious objection to the deficits
by the Railways Department. The deficits were
noted from time to time by people inside and
outside of the Chamber, but everybody recog-
nized that the railway system rendered a service
not necessarily designed to make a profit. I
hope that position will be maintained. Many
other services are supplied below cost. The
railway system is expected not to run at a
profit but to benefit primary and secondary
industries. It would be far better if the pro-
ceeds of this tax were paid into the Roads
Fund. I shall move an amendment that would
mean that the prineiple I have laid down would
be observed. It would be a consolation to
people paying this tax if they realized that it
was helping to provide for a better roads
system. I move: i

In new section 37 (1) to strike out ‘‘Rail-
way Improvement Fund” and insert “Transport
Control Board Road Tax Fund”; and after
“fAct’’ second occurring to add:

The whole of the moneys at credit in the
fund shall, at the end of each month, be
transferred to the credit of the Highways
Fund.

The CHATRMAN: I have been examining
the amendment moved by the honourable mem-
ber for Flinders. The Governor recommended
the appropriation of such amounts of money as
were required for the purposes mentioned in this
Bill; that is, the Bill as introduced by the
Government. As I understand the effect of the
amendment, it would appropriate revenue for a
purpose that has not been recommended by the
Governor to the IIouse of Assembly. There-
fore, I rule the amendment to be out of order.

Mr. SHANNON: Unfortunately for the
Government, Mr. Chairman, you do not do it
a very great service.

The CHAIRMAN: Crder! The honourable
member cannot discuss the Chairman’s rul-
ing.

Mr. SHANNON:
19.

The CHAIRMAN: That is in order, but
what you have been diseussing is not.

Mr. SHANNON: It is not the custom for
us to load a tax on to people to make them
pay for deficits in another Government depart-.
ment, which is what this clause sets out to do.
We are flying in the face of progress here,
because in this fast-moving world the move-
ment to road usage is most apparent. The
average person who wants to get from place
to place uses the roads. In that way, he avoids.

I want to discuss clause
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the inconvenience of transferring and savings
are great. We had evidence on this before a
committee of which I have the honour to be
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: The honourable mem-
ber’s committee has nothing to do with the

clause.
Mr. SHANNON: I am dealing with the
clause.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I am asking the
honourable member and other honourable mem-
bers who discuss this clause to confine their
remarks to it.

Mr. SHANNON: I am endeavouring to
connect my remarks with the effect this clause
will have upon our road system. If that is
not in order, I want to know why it is not.

The CHATIRMAN: It has nothing to do with
your committee.

Mr. SHANNON: If I am not allowed to
draw attention to obvious examples of the
point T am endeavouring to drive home to the
Committee that roads are becoming more
important—

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Roads are not
mentioned in the clause. The clause under
discussion deals with the Railway Improve-
ment Fund. I ask the honourable member to
confine his remarks to the clause.

Mr. SITANNON: I should like to ask you a
question, Mr. Chairman. Is there no such
thing in this clause as a fund that is being
raised by way of a road tax?

The CHAIRMAN: I am asking the honour-
able member to confine his remarks to the
clause.

Mr. SHANNON:
I am asking for your direction.
thing as a fund raised from road users inherent
in this clause?

The CHATRMAN: I will give the directions
if T think they are necessary.

Mr. SHANNON: That is very good; you
are helpful. A fund provided by road users
ig involved in this clause, and that is the omly
point T wish to make. Roads will be used more
and more, not only by the people in South
Australia but by people all over the world. If
the time ever came when this country was
involved in an attack from a foreign power,
our roads would provide our means of tran-
sport; they did so in the last war, and they
will do so again. We had to build a road in
a hurry from Alice Springs to Darwin; we
were forced to do that.

Mr. McKee: What would we have done with-
out the railways?

I am trying to do that.

Is no such.

Mr. SHANNON: What would we have done

without that road? It was our lifeline, and
the member for Port Pirie knows it. I regret
that the member for Flinders cannot pursue
his amendment. I will now content myself
with voting against the clause.
" The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: I
oppose the policy provided in this clause, for
I believe it is completely wrong. It is a policy
that takes money from the road users and
hands it over to their competitor. The clause
is obnoxious in every way, and it is certainly
not in keeping with other provisions this Parlia-
ment has passed in relation to taxation levied
upon road users. It is not equitable in its
application, and I therefore believe the Gov-
ernment should reconsider it. I have a further
objection in that although new section 37 (2)
sets out to appropriate the money for certain
purposes a certain discretion is given for the
money to be paid into what amounts to .general
Tevenue.

My, Shannon: That is probably where it will
go, too.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: That
is what it will amount to, because if the money
is paid in to meet the deficit of the railways
it relieves the Treasurer of his present obliga-
tion to meet that deficit. I believe the whole
principle of the clause is wrong and that it is
ungound in practice. I must confess surprise
that a clause of this nature was included. If
it had provided that the money received from
the road user would be spent on the roads, it
would have met some of our eriticism. How-
ever, this part of the clause adds insult to
injury, for this is bad financing and the whole
basis on which the provision is set out is
unfair.

Mr. McANANEY: I strongly oppose the
principle in this clause. This is purely a sec-
tional tax, and in addition it will not even
apply equitably throughout the State.

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: You obviously
don’t agree with what your Liberal mates do
in Canberra!

Mr. McANANEY: I am speaking to this
clause, and T would have thought, Mr. Chair-
man, that you would rule any remarks about
other places out of order.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not remember
having ruled out of order any remarks refer-
ring to outside South Australia.

Mr. McANANEY: To boost the Railways
Department by taking from its competitors is
wrong in principle. To be successful in busi-
ness one has to cut one’s losses. If the Rail-
ways Department is not operating economically,
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a new programme should be devised for making
it pay its way. TFor instance, the delivery of
superphosphate and small parts can be
improved.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: There is a way
out of the problem. If the Government sees
merit in the intention T expressed and agrees
with the objections to this clause raised by
members on this side of the Committee, it
would be in order for me fo move the first
part of my amendment, which is to strike out
‘‘Railway Improvement Fund’’ and
““Transport Control Board Road Tax Fund’’,
because that does not divert any money. It
will then be competent for another place,
untrammelled by the Governor’s message, to
strike out ‘‘railway’’ and insert ‘‘road’’ in the
second half of the clause Therefore I move:

In new section 37 (1) to strike out ‘‘Rail-
way Improvement Fund’’ and insert ‘‘Trans-
port Control Board Road Tax Fund’’.

The CHAIRMAN:
out of order.

The Hon. G. 'G. PEARSON: May I ask
your reason for that ruling, Sir?

The  CHAIRMAN: That is the practice
referred to in Erskine May’s treatise.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: I move:

That the Chairman’s ruling be disagreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: I ask the honourable
member to bring up his reasons for disagree-
ment, )

I rule the amendment

The Speaker having resumed the Chair:

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Speaker, I have to
report that during the discussion of clause 19
the honourable member for Flinders moved
to strike out the words ¢‘‘Railway Improvement
Fund’’ for the purpose of inserting in lieu
“¢Transport Control. Board Road Tax Fund’’.
I ruled the amendment out of order. The hon-
ourable member moved disagreement to my
ruling on the ground that the amendment does
not dispose of any funds or alter the disposition
of any funds, but merely changes the name of
the fund in the Treasury acecounts.

The SPEAKER: I uphold the Chairman’s
ruling. In doing so I refer to Erskine May’s
treatise (page 729), which states:

The Royal demand or recommendation fixes
the limits of a charge—the guiding principle
in determining the effect of an amendment
upon the financial initiative of the Crown is
that the communication, to which the Royal
demand or recommendation is attached, must be
treated as laying down once for all (unless
withdrawn and replaced) not only the amount
of a charge, but also its objeets, purposes,
conditions and qualifications.

I believe the amendment seeks to alter that,
and it would be out of order whether it were
moved by a private member or by a Minister.

insert-

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON (Flinders): I
move:
That the Speaker’s ruling be disagreed to.

This is the first time I have moved this motion
during my term in this House. I do so because
I believe that the reasons I gave for dis-
agreeing to the Chairman’s ruling are valid,
and my amendment does not dispose of any
funds or alter the disposition of any funds.
It merely changes the name of the fund. It
does not add or subtract one penny of revenue
to be collected; it does not direct that any
funds should be applied to any particular pur-
pose or to any other purpose. Erskine May
states: . an amendment infringes the
financial initiative of the Crown, not only if it
inereases the amount (which my amendment
certainly does not do) but also if it extends the
objects and purposes”.

I have done nothing whatever to extend or
restrict the objects and purposes. There is no
reason whatever why the fund in the Treasury
(which I intend to call the Transport Control
Board Road Tax Fund) should not be used for
any purpose whatever. My amendment certainly
does not prevent the fund from being used for
the purpose set out in subsection (2). Erskine
May states “or relaxes the conditions and
qualifications . . .”, but I cannot see how the
amendment affects in any way the conditions
and qualifications. If I am permitted to move
my amendment, the objects as stated in the
Bill remain intact. I cannot see that any
objection to my amendment is expressed in
Erskine May, which you have quoted to the
House, and on which you have based your
ruling, Sir.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD
(Leader of the Opposition): I regret, Sir, that
I must support my colleague. I point out that
the many accounts in the Treasury can be
under all sorts of name, but that, in fact, that
does not constitute a right for the Treasurer to
use the money in any way other than is
provided by Act of Parliament. The name of
the account has no bearing on the appropria-
tion. The appropriation is provided for in sub-
section (2), which states:

The said fund shall be applied towards rail-
way expenditure whether current or eapital as
the Government from time to time directs.
That is the authority for the Treasurer to
appropriate the money., In my opinion, the
words “it shall be kept in the Treasury fund”
could be deleted, and any name could be given
to the proceeds. Why a name ig stipulated in
the Bill T do not know. The appropriation
would go on in the same way even if no
name were given to the fund. It is not in
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accordance with the facts to say that this
is an attempt to alter an appropriation—that
has been recommended. The honourable
“member merely sought to alter the name of the
fund. The result of the amendment would
make no difference at all to the purpose for
which the money could be spent. I believe
Erskine May makes the position clear, and
he does not uphold the ruling., He refers to
the objects, purposes, conditions and qualifi-
cations. The conditions are laid down in new
subsection (2) and are brief and to the point;
the Government could pay the money to the
loan fund or the revenue fund of the Railways
Department.

The Hon. R. R. Loveday: In other words,
it is a completely stupid amendment.

The Hon. 8ir TIIOMAS PLAYFORD:- That
is a matter for honourable members to con-
sider. If the contention is that the name of
the fund eannot be altered, then what sort of
amendment ean the Opposition move? If new
subsection (1) were struck out the Bill would
still function in precisely the same way as it
will function whether the amendment is
accepted or rejected. It is a curtailment of
the Opposition’s rights to say that the hon-
ourable member has no right to move the
amendment. I submit that your ruling, Mr.
Speaker, is neither in accordance with the
Standing Orders nor with the authority you
guoted, because it does not alter in any way
the disposition of the money but merely
alters the name under which the fund shall
be held in the Treasury. This is clearly not
an appropriation, as the honourable member has
pointed out in moving his amendment,

Mr. MILLHOUSE (Mitcham): In support-
ing the motion, I agree with the arguments put
forward by the member for Flinders and by
the Leader. The only purpose of this amend-
ment is to change the name of the fund. The
fund will be administered in the same way and
used for the same purpose, even if it does
not have a name at all.

The Hon. Sir Thomas Playford: If the
first new subsection were not in the Bill it
would not make any difference.

Mr. MILLHOUSE: Exactly. How ecan it
possibly be said that a change in the name
of a fund, without anything else, affects its
objects, purposes, conditions or qualifications?
It does mot affect any of those things and,
according to Erskine May, it is only if one of
those things is altered that the amendment
infringes.. The passage on which I under-
- gtand you to rely, Mr. Speaker, reads:

X9

-ference with that.

The guiding principle in determining the
effect on an amcndment upon the finaneial
initiative of the Crown is that the communica-

‘tion, to which the royal demand or recom-

mendation is attached, must be treated as
laying down once for all (unless withdrawn
and replaced) not only the amount of a charge,
but also its objects, purposes, conditions
and qualifications.

It just does not do any of those things; it
simply changes the name. It would not matter
if the name of the fund were the Tom Jones
Fund.

The Hon, Sir Thomas Playford: Provided
new subsection (2) remained.
Mr. MILLHOUSE: Yes. With great

regrét, Mr. Speaker, because 1 genuinely
respect your rulings, I must disagree with this
one. It just is not supported by the authority

you quoted in Erskine May to support it.

The Hon. T. C. STOTT (Ridley): An
important question is involved in your ruling, .
Mr. Speaker gets down to the words ‘‘not only
the amount of a charge, but also it objects,
purposes, conditions and qualifications’’. Tt
goes on:

In relation to the standard thereby fixed, an

amendment infringes the financial initiative
of the Crown, not only if it increases the
amount, but also if it extends the objects and
purposes, or relaxes the conditions and quali-
fications, expressed in the communication by
which the Crown has demanded or recommended
a charge.
I fail to see where this extends the objects
and purposes. The member for Flinders has
merely moved to change the name. If he had
moved to strike out ‘¢Railway Improvement
Fund’’ and to insert ‘‘Transport Control
Board’’ and then said ‘‘use for roads’’,
that would extend the purposes and would
come within Erskine May’s ruling. New sub-
seetion (2) still remains, providing ‘‘the said
fund shall be applied’’, and setting out its
objects and its purposes. There is no inter-
There is no alteration or
extension of the objeects or purposes.

I would agree if you were saying that the
fund had to be expended for some purpose, but
I think this is giving too narrow a definition in
regard to moncy. powers. I have ruled in this
House with the initative of the Crown, but
this is an amendment to a Bill that has been
founded correctly in Committee and introdueed
by a Minister, and which complies with all
the Standing Orders. The amendment seeks
to strike out a name. I am rather perturbed
at the way the rights of private members ap-
pear to be diminishing in these matters. Ob-
viously if a member says he considers this money
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should be expended for a certain purpose he is
out of order, and nobody questions that. How-
ever, I am rather perturbed at the narrowing
of this interpretation, which is interfering
with the rights of private members. I am sorry
that the ruling has been given in this way.

The SPEAKER: Before putting the motion,
I remind the House that Erskine May has
laid it down that the communication from
the Crown must be treated as laying down once
and for all the objects, purposes, conditions and
qualifications, and it is not only incompetent
for the Cpposition to move without further
recommendation from the Crown but it is
equally binding, as I mentioned earlier, on
the Ministers or any member of the House. I
hold that this amendment must be taken as a
whole as dealing with the financial provision,
and that the amendment does precisely what
Erskine May has clearly ruled is out of
order.

The Hon. Sir Thomas Playford: The honour-
able member has indicated that he is not pro-
ceeding with his amendment to subsection (2).

The SPEAKER: The honourable member’s
amendment was to leave out the words ‘‘Rail-
way Improvement Fund’’ and to insert other
words in lien thereof.

The Hon. G. G. PEARSON: On a point of
order, Mr. Speaker, normally these amend-
ments would be considered as two entirely
separate amendments, and I intended to move
the first of those amendments.

The SPEAKER: That is the one that is in
dispute.

The House divided on the motion:

Ayes (16).—Messrs. Bockelberg, Brook-
man, Coumbe, Ferguson, Freebairn, Hall,
Heaslip, McAnaney, Millhouse, and Pearson
(teller), Sir Thomas Playford, Messrs.
Quirke, Rodda, and Shannon, Mrs. Steele
and Mr. Stott.

Noes (18).—Megsrs. Broomhill and Bur-
don, Mrs. Byrne, Messrs. Bywaters, Casey,
Corcoran, Curren, Dunstan, Hudson, Hurst,
Hutchens, Jennings, Langley, Lawn, Love-
day, McKee, Ryan, and Walsh (teller).

Pairs.—Ayes—Messrs. Nankivell and Teus-
ner. Noes—Messrs. Clark and Hughes.

Majority of 2 for the Noes.
Motion thus negatived.

In Committee.

Clanse 20 and title passed.

Bill reported with amendments.
report adopted.

The Hon. FRANK WALSH (Premier and
Treasurer) moved: ) .

That. this Rill be now read a third time..

Committee’s

The Hon. 8ir THOMAS PLAYFORD
(Leader of the Opposition): I oppose the
third reading, and will call for a division
on it if T ecan obtain at least one
supporter. Apart from the problems arising
from the introduction of this Bill and the
re-control of transport, the Bill is most unsatis-
factory in two other ways. First, Parliament
has no idea how this Bill is to be applied. We
have .had explanations about the various pro-
visions of the Bill, but it is obvious from the
contradictions that have appeared in these
explanations attempted by the Ministers, that
the policy of the Bill is unknown to the Gov-
ernment. All the Bill does is to leave the posi-
tion open so that the Minister, without control
by the Government or Parliament and without
having to report to Parliament on his actions
or to make public his decisions, is able to take
complete control of all transportation systems
in this State.

At present a limited number of roads are
controlled in this State, but the Minister can,
and no doubt will, control every road that com-
petes directly with the Railways Department.
If any policy has been stated, it is that the
Bill will suppress road transport, and that seems
to be the only policy that we can read into the
Bill. Honourable members opposite agree with
that, This State has been built up because for
many years there has been a greater freedom
of transport than exists in any other State of
the Commonwealth. That is inherently neces-
sary to the economy of this State, and it is
hypocrifical of Government members to say
that they believe in transport control but then
to move an amendment which has, as its
objeect, the exemption of a district. The
Minister of Lands can say that it is a good
Bill but, when it is considered, we find that his
district has not even one countrolled route in it
at present, and I suggest that it will not have.

Mr. Hurst: Some of your Party would like
to see them there?

Mr. Hudson: You would like to extend the
Act, '

The Hon. 8ir THHOMAS PLAYFORD: The
member for Glenelg, who is interjecting so
vigorously, is saying that the purpose of the
Bill is to control road transport.

Mr. Hudson: I did not say that.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: He
got a total exemption for his district.

Mr. Hurst: Well, you can go and tell the
people—

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
district of the member for Semaphore has a
complete exemption. Many people favour road
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trausport control as long as it is the other
chap being controlled and not people in their
district, because they are not paying the freight.
According to members of the Government
transport control is a wonderful idea. Why
did the Government desire to move an amend-
ment to increase the radius of the metropolitan
area from 10 to 25 miles? It was to ensure
that every member in the metropolitan area
would be totally exempt. .

Mr. Hurst: It looked after Burnside and
Mitcham!

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD:
While the Government is in favour of con-
trolling roads, it makes the reservation that
it does not openly state: as long as it is the
roads in the other fellow’s district that are
being controlled, it is all right. That relates
to the district of every member opposite, with
the exception of three, and they will try to get
their roads decontrolled, if it is possible.

The Hon. G. G. Pearson: There are four
of them. .

The Hon, Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: B
that as it may, the Bill also places unnecessary
control in the hands of the Minister by
arbitrary act. That is entirely undesirable, and
it cannot lead to good results. When we
associate that intention with the fact that
even an amendment requiring the Minister to
publish his decisions was strenuously opposed
by five Ministers— :

Mr. You are not speaking the
truth!

Mr. Millhouse: What do you mean? That is
exactly what happened.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: Not
the Minister in charge of the Bill, but five
Ministers saw fit to get up and oppose—

Mr. Hudson: Your amendment was com-
pletely unnecessary.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
Premier cut it short by opposing the amend-
ment on the supposition that it dealt with
another Bill altogether. This is a serious
matter in regard to South Australia’s economy,
and members of the Government will find that
to be so.

Mr. Hurst:
seriously.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
time will not be far distant when the Govern-
ment will wish it had left this matter alone,
because the freedom of the roads is inherent in
the prosperity of the State. Apparently, it
does not matter how much we wish transport
control on to the other fellow; the fact still

Hudson:

Our Government is treating it

remains that when we get an opportunity we
exempt our own district as quickly as we can.

Mr. Hudson: Rubbish! No distriet is com-
pletely exempt, and you know it. You are not
telling the truth.

The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: While
the Minister of Education is such a strong
proponent of the Bill, it does not include his
district.

Mr. Hudson: It will apply to goods coming
from Whyalla to Adelaide. )
The Hon. Sir THOMAS PLAYFORD: The
Bill is undesirable on two grounds: first, it
would do untold damage to the economy of the
State; and, secondly, it places too muech control
in the hands of a Minister——a Minister who
is not responsible either for giving publicity
to his decisions or for reporting them. When
the Opposition merely asked that he report his
decisions, that was strenuously opposed by
members opposite, because they know that they
will not want those decisions reported. Under
those circumstances I oppose the Bill. I hope
it will be rejected here and, if it is not, I
hope it will meet with its deserts in another

place.

Mr. SHANNON (Onkaparinga): This is the
worst type of legislation I have seen introduced
since I have been a member of the House. It
places a burden on a section of the people that
is rendering a valuable contribution to the
State’s economy. What the Leader said about
the possible use of the funds raised from this
source is perfectly true. No assurance has yet
been given about where the money will be
spent. It may or may not be spent on the
railway system. It may be that the Premier
will be short of funds (his Ministers are find-
ing ample opportunity for spending money) and
that money will be used as an acquisition to
the Premier’s general fund to provide for
services of which we know nothing. No assur-
anee is given in the Bill that the money will
be gpent in any particular direction. There
has been much talk about the name under
awhich the fund will be ear-marked in the
Treasury. That does not mean a thing: it is
the money that counts. )

I am also apprehensive about the respon-
gibility forced upon a Minister of the Crown
under the legislation, which provides that he
will be the director of the policy to be pursued
by the Transport Control Board. Therefore,
he will be unable to avoid the odius task of
approving or disapproving of what could mean
life or death, as it were, to some road transport,
operators. He could have the task of deciding:
whether these people will continue in business.
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-or have to disband businesses that they have
-carried on for many years, probably providing
a valuable service. The Minister is to direct
‘the board in these important matters, which
should be as far divoreced from political inter-
est as possible. This is one reason -why I
‘believe the legislation will bring disrepute
upon South Australia gemerally. I believe we
shall eventually regret that authority has becn
given to a Minister to decide whether or not
a man may earn his livelihood in a pursuit
that he has become accustomed to following.
That is totally bad, and I oppose the third
reading.

Mr. QUIRKE (Burra): I wish to make a
final protest about the Bill. Like many other
members, I represent a district that will suffer
from this iniquitous proposition. Certain dis-
tricts will suffer because four main roads go
‘north, all of which ecan be controlled, and four
railway lines also go north. The majority of
the revenue to be raised under the Bill will
come from the Lower North because of exemp-
tions to other areas.

Mr. Hudson: No country area is exempt on
a trip to Adelaide.

Mr. QUIRKE: That is what the honourable
member says but the Bill does not say it.

Mr. Hudson: The Bill does say it.

Mr. QUIRKE: All T know of the Bill is
that any route can be controlled. Therefore,
to say that a route is not controlled now is no
guarantee that it will not be controlled. If
the same Transport Control Board operates
now as operated before, it will control every-
thing. Honourable members must know that it
only needs control on one mile to control the
whole length of the road. The road down
Accommodation Hill was controlled, and that
controlled the whole route to the river. This
Government is the most rapacious.this State
has ever had. The Premier said in his second
reading explanation that it was hoped to raise
£1,000,000 of which £500,000 would be profit

and, in addition to that, £200,000. Who is
going to pay that?
The Hon. Sir Thomas Playford: The

people of Brighton?

Mr. QUIRKE: Not the people of Brighton,
and not the people of Port Pirie. Those
vociferously in favour of this Bill are those
who will not contribute 1d., but all the people
in my distriet will contribute. All the truekies
with one or two trucks will be sent off the
roads. It is easy to do that. Onme only has to
keep rail freight charges down and put this
imposition on the truckies and they will be
ruined.

The Hon. G. G. Pearson: And then the rzﬁl
freight will go up.

Mr. QUIRKE: Yes. This plan is easy to

see.
Mr. McKee: You are not very convincing.
Mr. QUIRKE: The honourable member is

not convincing, because he has mnothing to
talk about. Why doesn’t the honourable
member get up and speak?

Mr. Hudson: Port Pirie is not exempt.

Mr. QUIRKE: There will be an exemption
for 10 miles around it.

Mr. Hudson: Doesn’t Port Pirie trade with
Adelaide?

Mr. QUIRKE: Yes, but 10 miles around
Port Pirie will be exempt.

Mr. Hudson: What has that to do with the
price of anything? What railway ever wanted
to carry goods 10 miles?

Mr. QUIRKE: Brighton is exempt.

Mr. Hudson: Brighton is not exempt in
relation to goods coming from the country.

Mr. QUIRKE: You have no trucks operating
there. Why don’t you get up and make a
speech about it.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. QUIRKE: I am sorry. I know what
you are going to say, Mr. Speaker: that I
have not been addressing the Chair.

The SPEAKER: I am going to say that
interjections are out or order.

Mr. QUIRKE: ' Yes. They have caused
me to transgress, but I shall always do that
while honourable members interject. This
Bill is going to cruel that transport industry in
my district. There -is no denying that, and
they are the people on whose behalf I am
protesting. It can do it and it will do it.
Everyone is fearful of the effects, because
the whole livelihood of many people is depen-
dent on transport. They will have to get other
jobs. This is a sabotage of country areas,
because no-one else is affected to the same
extent as the people who live in the country and |
the people who operate trucks.

The Hon. G. G. Pearson:
pay the freight both ways,

Mr. QUIRKE: They cop the lot.” If
untreated produects, such as field peas, are sent
to Adelaide to be cleaned, the freight for their
return is more than the freight down, because
they are then in the category of a processed
produets.

The Hon. T. C. Stott: It applies to citrus,
too.

Mr. QUIRKE: Yes, it applies to all produets
that go back to the country. The country
people get slugged every way. This Bill will

Country people
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remove from them alternative forms of trans-
port, so it is a vieious thing and I will never
condone it. I take this opportunity to make
a final condemnation of it on behalf of the
people I represent and on behalf of those I
know must be ruined because of it. Govern-
ment members say that no-one will be ruined,
but how can the Government take away the
medium of their livelihood and yet not ruin
them? The whole process is simple; the Gov-
ernment is going to make them increase their

charges in order to keep their trade. Is that
not true?-
Mr. . McKee: Of course it isn’t. Nothing

you have said is true, as far as I am con-
cerned.

Mr. QUIRKE: I think the honourable mem-
ber doubts his presence here.

Mr. McKee: I doubt your presence, the way
you are carrying on.

Mr. QUIRKE: The honourable member may
not be as smart as he thinks he is. Mr.
Speaker, that is my final condemnation of this
Bill. T condemn it on behalf of the people
I represent.

Mr. MILLHOUSE (Mitecham): I agree with
the final conelusion of the member for Burra
but I join issuc with him on one thing he said.
The honourable member said that those whose
distriets were least affected by this were those
who supported the Bill most strongly. Well, Sir,
I want to tell him that even though my distriet
may not be directly affeeted by this, neverthe-
less I still condemn this Bill as strongly as
I possibly can, not only for the reasons he has
given and which have been given by the Leader
of the Opposition and the member for Onka-
paringa but also because this Bill negates
every principle of responsible Parliamentary
Government that I know. Parliament is not
here in the community simply to hand over
irresponsible power to a Minister of the Crown,
yet that is what we are doing under this Bill.
We are abdicating all Parliamentary authority;
we are handing it over to a Minister of the
Crown, and there are no effective safeguards
against it at all. That is the reason why I
oppose the Bill, and that is the reason why I
suggest every member who has any idea of
Parliamentary demoeracy and any pride in
democratic institutions should also oppose it.
T hope this House will oppose it.

Mr. HALL (Gouger): I am disappointed

that this Bill has come out substantially in the -

form in which we started to discuss it in the
second reading debate. Two factors worry
me: the effect on my district and the effect on
the State. It will cause unemployment and a

reduction in the business aectivity of various
undertakings in the towns in my distriet, and,
of course on a State level it must cause an.
inerease in costs in many industries. I deplore
this Bill because of its effect. I certainly
deplore the fact that it has been stated by a
Minister that the Bill will aid decentraliz-
ation. 1 think the debate has clearly shown
that not in one instance will decentralization
be assisted. We have been reminded over a
number of years of this theme of decentraliz-
ation by the members of the Labor Party who
then formed the Opposition; it was their eatch-
ery over the last several years of their occu-
pancy of the benches on this side of the House.
However, 1 consider that in this Bill we find
the greatest blow at decentralization that has
ever oceurred in South Australia. If the Bill
does nothing eclse it will work against decen-
tralization of industry in South Awustralia.

Those of us from country distriets know
where the hardship that the Government mem-
bers speak of will oecur and who is causing it.
From information gleaned from the policy
speech of the then Leader of the Opposition
at the last election, the second reading explana-
tion of this Bill, and statements by the Minis-
ter of Transport and others, the over-riding
implication is (whatever the details of this
Bill may be) that its powers will be used to
gain revenue from the Railways Department.
I believe the Premier when he says that the
Government is not looking for big returns from
the ton mile tax and when he states that most
of the revenue will come from the Railways
Department. We must all understand from
this explanation that goods are to be forced
off the roads by a penalty tax and that revenue
is to be obtained from railway sources. There-
fore, whatever details we may debate here
tonight or may be debated in another place, we
should not lose sight of the over-riding reason
why this Bill has been introduced into this
House: to obtain railway revenue, and the all-
powerful Minister to be in charge of the imple-
mentation of this legislation will use it to
achieve that end. It is envisaged that an addi-
tional £1,000,000 will be obtained by forcing
goods off the roads. Because of the effect on
the State and on the people I represent, T
oppose the Bill,

Mrs. STEELE (Burnside): Last week this
House sat until nearly 9.30 a.m. on Wednesday
and now we are sitting at 2.45 a.m. on this
Wednesday. There will be no doubt at all in
the minds of the public of South Australia
how strong and sustained has been the opposi-
tion by members on this side of the House to
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this Bill. As a metropolitan member, I have
listened with great interest and much admira-
tion to the fight that country members on this
side have put up for the rights of those people
engaged in road transport. The public of South
Australia will realize that this measure will
affect the town dweller as much as the coun-
try dweller. Although I know that this Bill
will pass because of the Government’s
superiority in numbers; I most emphatically
oppose it on its third reading.

Mr. HEASLIP (Rocky River): A week
ago, on Wednesday morning, I opposed this
Bill as strongly as I could. I moved for an
adjournment, which was refused. I do not
want it adjourned any longer. It is now
2.49 a.m. a week later and I am still opposing
this Bill, which is one of the worst pieces of
legislation I have ever seen go through this
Parliament. Apart from a few Government
members who have been informed and have
inside information, no-one understands what this
Bill will do. The Leader’s amendment asking
for the Minister’s action to be publicized, was
refused. In my distriet are people who started
from nothing and worked up a small carrying
business by working 16 hours a day. They
have helped primary producers by carrying
stock and superphosphate, but they will be out
of & job when this Bill becomes law. It is
wrong that a small section of the community
should be foreed to pay, and it is obviouns that
country people will have to pay. I sit down
at 2.52 a.m. still opposing this Bill

Mr. RODDA (Victoria): I oppose the third
reading. Despite the assurances we have been
given tonight that we have no control over
transport in the South-East, the major carry-
ing firms there are interested in carting to
the capital cities, and they will be carting to
Melbourne. This week the stock agents in the
South-East are considering holding stock sales
over the border, as it will beé chaotic to get
stock to markets in this State. This is a bad
state’ of affairs, but I hope it will not he as
bad as we think it may be.

Mr. McANANEY (Stirling): I strongly
oppose this Bill, mainly because of the eftect
it will have on my distriet, only 50 miles from
Adelaide, which is one of the most rapidly
developing ‘country areas in this State. This
Bill will mean increased costs, as goods will
have to be sent by rail, which means double
handling. The discrimination and injustice are
the worst features of this Bill. From the
four ' different interpretations placed on the
Bill by the Ministers concerned, it wonid

appear that these injustices will exist through-
out the State. I oppose the Bill also because
of the powers given to the Minister, who can
veto an aet or decision of the board in which
we, as Parliamentarians, shall have no say, and
of which, in most cases, we shall have no know-
ledge. It is a bad business axiom to throw
good money after bad.

Our railway system definitely needs recon-
structing so that a better service ecan be pro-
vided to the public and so that it ecan
adequately compete with road transport on
long hauls. That is the only way to cut its
losses; we should not penalize one section of the
community so that the system can function
satisfactorily. . Being short of Loan moneys,
we will have to direet money from schools and
housing if we want to enable the railways to
carry more goods. Leaving our transport sys-
tem in the hands of private enterprise, which
provides its own funds, will work for the bene-
fit of the community. It has been mentioned
that city districts, such as the district of
Glenelg, will not be affected by the Bill, but
I point out that every distriet in South Aus-
tralia will be affected because increased costs
will be forced on to the consumer. The Bill
is a backward step, which I strongly oppose.

The House divided on the third reading:

Ayes (18).—Messrs. Broomhill and Burdon,

Mrs. Byrne, Messrs. Bywaters, Casey, Cor-

coran, Curren, Dunstan, Hudson, Hurst,

Hutchens, Jennings, Langley, Lawn, Loveday,

McKee, Ryan, and Walsh (teller).

Noes (16).—Messrs, Bockelberg, Brook-
man, Coumbe, Ferguson, Freebairn, Hall,
Heaslip, McAnaney, Millhouse, and Pearson,
Sir Thomas Playford (teller), Messrs. Quirke,
Rodda, and Shannon, Mrs. Steele and Mr.
Stott. o

Pairs.—Ayes—Messrs. Clark and Hughes.
Noes—Messrs. Teusner and Nankivell.

Majority of 2 for the Ayes.

Third reading thus carried.
Bill passed. ’

PHARMACY ACT AMENDMENT BILL.

Received from the Legislative Council and
read a first time. '

LOTTERY AND GAMING ACT AMEND-
MENT BILL (BETTING CONTROL
BOARD).

Returned from the Legislative Council with-
out amendment. '
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FAUNA CONSERVATION ACT AMEND-
MENT BILL.

Returned from the Legislative Council with-

out amendment.

CITRUS MARKETING CONTROL BILL.

Order of the Day, Private Business, No. 2:

The Hon. T. C. Stott to move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Hon. T. C. STOTT (Ridley) moved:

That this Order of the Day be read and
discharged.

Order of the Day read and discharged.

ADJOURNMENT.

At 3.4 am. the House adjourned un#il
Wednesday, December 1, at 2 p.m.
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