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LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL.
Tuesday, September 22, 1964.

The PRESIDENT (Hon. L. H. Densley) took
the Chair at 2.15 p.m. and read prayers.

DISTINGUISHED VISITOR.

The PRESIDENT: On behalf of hon-
ourable members I extend to Mr. J. P. 8.
Taylor, B.A., a Senior Clerk in the British
House of Commons, who is on exchange duty
with this Parliament, a very cordial welcome to
the Legislative Council, and express the hope
that his stay in South Australia will prove
both “interesting and enjoyable.

QUESTION.
HEALTH PAMPHLET.

The Hon, JESSIE COOPER: Has the
Minister of Health seen a pamphlet, reputedly
signed by Mr. G. Ruthven Mitchell, L.R.C.P,,
L.R.C.S.,, which has been put in letter boxes
in the Mitcham and other areas in my district
and, if he has, will he take steps to have the
police investigate its origin?

The IIon. Sir LYELL McEWIN: Yes. I
have seen one of these pamphlets that have
been placed in letter boxes and have made
some because the last paragraph
reads:

inquiries

Cne may reasonably ask why the Minister of
Health is allowed to incite lay local authorities
to practise something which, in the case of
qualified physicians, is condemned by the law,
by medical ethics and by the Ministry of
Health itself.

When this was brought under my notice 1 was
at a loss to understand the implications of the
paragraph and after inquiries T obtained this
information:

Inquiries have been made in an endeavour to

locate Mitehell for the purpose of interviewing
hin1 regarding the last paragraph in this

cireutar. Inquiries reveal that the 1964 English
Medical  Directory  (Churchill’s  Medical
Directory) lists George Ruthven Mitchell,

L.R.C.P., LR.CS. Ed, LRF.PS. (Glasgow
1925), retired, of 19 Lewes Crescent, Brighton
7, Sussex, England. Due to the fact that the
letters following Mitchell’s name on the circular
Tetter are identical with those that are listed in
the 1964 English Medical Directory, it would
appear that the signature shown at the foot of
the ecircular letter is intended to indicate that
the G. Ruthven Mitchell listed in the English
Medical Directory is the author of this letter.
Although it is possible that Mitehell did
cause this letter to be printed and circulated
it is also possible that the lefter is an extraet
fror other written work of Mitchell referring
to fluoridation of water in England as refer-
ence is made in the ecircular letter to the
National Health Service, an organization that

does mnot exist in Australia but does exist
in England.

Interestingly enough, since I got that report I
have had a similar document or pamphlet
posted to me with the following words added
at the top, ‘“What an English doctor said
about fluoridation.”’ Those words were omitted
in the first pamphlet placed in letter boxes so
that it conveyed a meaning quite different
when that heading was added, as the document
applies to conditions existing outside of this
eountry.

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE REPORTS.
The PRESIDENT laid on the table the
following final reports by the Parliamentary
Standing Committee on Public Works, together
with minutes of evidence:
Elizabeth West, Salisbury East
Christies Beach High Schools,
Mount Burr Sawmill Log Bandmill.

and

BOOK PURCHASERS PROTECTION ACT
AMENDMENT Bi1LL.

The Hon. C. D. ROWE (Attorney-General)
obtained leave and introduced a Bill for an
Act to amend the Book Purchasers Protection
Aet, 1963. Read a first time.

The Hon. C. D. ROWE: I move:

That this Bill e now read a second time.

Its objeet is to strengthen the provisions of
the Book Purchasers Protection Act which was
passed last year. The requirement in section
4 (¢) of the Act that eertain words must be
printed on a contract for the sale of books can
be strictly complied with by printing the
required words in light type and light ink in
such a manner that it is by no means obvious.
It has also been found that the requirement
that a purchaser not less than five nor more
than 14 days after the date of the contract
must notify his confirmation of the eontract
can be complied with by the expedient of the
vendor’s obtaining from the purchaser a writ-
ten authority appointing the vendor as his
agent for the purpose of giving the notification.
The Bill is designed to overcome the matters
which I have mentioned.

Clause 4 will amend section 4 of the prinei-
pal Act in two ways. In the first place,
paragraph (¢) of that section will, as the result
of the proposed amendments, provide that
there is to be printed conspicuously on the
contract in capital letters in heavy type of a
size not less than 18 point face and so as to
be clearly seen the required words. Para-
graphs (a), (b) and (¢) of clause 3 of the.
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Bill make the necessary amendments in this
connection.

As regards the matter of a vendor having
himself appointed as the purchaser’s agent,
paragraph (d) of clause 3 will make it clear
that the notification of confirmation of a con-
tract must be signed personally by the. pur-
chaser. Clause 4 of the Bill will amend
section 6 of the principal Act by prohibiting a
vendor or his agent from soliciting a con-
firmation at any time whether before or during
the period allowed for confirmation. It also
prohibits a vendor, his agent or any employee
from obtaining or attempting to obtain any
authority to act as a purchaser’s agent, to
confirm a contraet or to act in any way in
relation to a contract. The amendments pro-
posed should close at least two loopholes which
have been brought to the notice of the Govern-
Aent.

The Hon. A. J. SHARD secured the adjourn-
ment of the debate.

ROAD TRAFFIC ACT AMENDMENT BILL
(GENERAL).

Read a third time and passed.

ABORIGINAL AND HISTORICAL OBJECTS
PRESERVATION BILL.
Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from September 16. Page 837.)
The Hon. R. R, WILSON (Northern): The
object of this Bill is to facilitate the preser-
vation of aboriginal rock carvings and relics of
past decades. This is most important to the

present generation and to succeeding gemera--

tions. The committee appointed, whose names
were mentioned in the second reading explana-
tion, are to be commended for their report to
the Government, but no consideration in that
report has been given to the landowners, a
vital matter. I am in sympathy with the
recommendation of the committee but I do not
think it should apply over the whole State:
only certain areas should be proclaimed.

It is interesting to read an article that
appeared in the ddwvertiser last week that at
Portland in Vietoria two geologists found in a
cave species of a marsupial lion, the Tasmanian
tiger, the Tasmanian ‘‘devil’’, and the nail-tail
wallaby; also material dating back approxim-
ately 5,000 years. The geologists at that cave
excavated earth 24 ft. wide, 12ft. long and 8ft.
deep. This confirms what the Hon. Ross Story
mentioned last Tuesday about his lemon tree
patch. What happened in that case can happen
on any landowner’s property.

The Hon. Mr. Kemp is a real enthusiast in
such things as rock carvings and relics and
spends mueh of his spare time in going to
places where he can discover further aboriginal
writings that are so interesting to him.
There are many other people who, likewise,
spend much time and expense in furthering
discoveries of this sort. Last Friday week
when travelling to Western Australia we met
a Mr, Tilbrook, who has a business at Kensing-
ton and also owns an original settler’s cottage
at Whaler’s Haven at Rosetta Bay, near
Vietor Harbour. He has made wonderful
discoveries of the whaling days and aboriginal
carvings in that part of the State. Since he-
opened the cottage with all the relics that it
contains, in 12 months 18,000 people have
looked at what he has there to show them. The
Government Tourist Bureau every week runs a
bhus to Whaler’s Haven. People come from all
over the world to see what he has there. That
is the sort of thing that can happen to the
writings that this Bill is meant to preserve.
Many people are carried away with excitement
over these historic things and often innocently
damage property. Property owners should be
protected from invaders and at least permission
should be obtained from the owner beforehand.
The owner should have the same authority as
those who wish to see these privately owned
properties. Each visitor should have some
authority to inspect whatever he wants to. I
support the Bill as far as the seeond reading.
I understand some amendments will be moved
during the Committee stage.

The Hon. A. F. KNEEBONE (Central No.
1): I, too, support the Bill. I did not intend
to speak on it but, after seeing an article in
yesterday's Advertiser referring to damage
done to irreplaceable objeects in the Northern
Territory by vandals, I am of opinion that the
provisions of this Bill eannot come into force
too soon, and it should be the pattern for
similar Bills in other States, because these
things that have been handed down to us are
irreplaceable. When we hear of people who,
as these people did in the Northern Territory,
take 3 pot of white paint and defaece abori-
ginal drawings and carvings in the Ayers
Roek area and in many other areas, we begin
to wonder what sort of mentality they have.
We like to see the tourist trade encouraged,
for it has brought to Australia much money
from overseas but, when people deface these
objects, I do not know what we can do to
preserve them, I have a little sympathy with
the point of view expressed by the Hon. Mr.
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Wilson about the protection of property.
When we realize the damage done to these
objects, we can appreciate that vandals are
likely to damage property. Mr. Wilson has
forecast amendments to the Bill to take care
of that eventuality. I shall be interested to
seé what the amendments are.

The Hon. R. C. DeGARIS (Southern): I
support the principles contained in this Bill,
which seeks to assist the preservation of certain
objects of ethnological, anthropological, arch-
acological and historical interest and value.
We all know that there have been instances
of damage, as outlined by the Hon. Mr.
Kneebone and the Hon. Mr. Kemp, and
instances of removal, sale to overseas buyers,
defacement and destruction of many of these
objects of interest and value. I am certain
that  every member of this Chamber
is only too willing to do everything in his
power to assist in preserving such objects. 1
pay a tribute to the people who over many
years have done so much to interest people
generally in preserving these things, many of
which are unique and have a scientific field of
interest much wider than this State.

As the Attorney-General said in his second
reading speech, this Bill is based on an
ordinance of the Northern Territory. I agree
with the Hon, Mr. Gilfillan, who said that
cireumstances in, this State were different from
those in the Northern Territory. The land use
here, for instance, is quite different from that
in the Northern Territory. South Australia has
many areas earrying a comparatively dense pop-
ulation, and I cannot see how the Northern Ter-
ritory ordinance can be applied completely in
this State. From my understanding of the Bill,
any area that contains aboriginal artefacts (and
in South Australia thousands of acres contain
them) will on the passing of this Bill come
under its provisions immediately. In clause 3,
by regulation certain objects can be exempted
from the provisions of the Bill. This clause
contains a definition of ‘‘presecribed object’’
as follows:

‘“Preseribed object’’ means—

(a) an object relating to Aborigines which
is of ethnological or anthropological
interest or value;

(b) an object relating to the State which
is of archaeological or historical
interest or value;

(¢) an article manufactured by an Abori-
ginal or person of aboriginal blood
according to aboriginal methods;
and

(d) such other objects of ethnological,
anthropological, archaeological or
historical interest or value as are
preseribed,

but does not include an object, or an object
included in a class of objects, specified in the
regulations to be an object, or a class of
objects, to which this Act does not apply.

I take this to mean that this blanket clause
applies to everything that has ever been manu-
factured by an Aboriginal. The only exclusion
ig in the last part of the clause, which I think
has been inserted to exclude certain things
such as boomerangs manufactured by Abori-
gines and sold to the tourist trade. In his
second reading specch the Minister said:

The provisions of the Bill are extended to
objects other than rock carvings, because at
the sitc of rock carvings it is often possible
to dig up objects of archaeological value.
However, the definition of ‘‘prescribed object’’
is a Dblanket provision covering the whole
State, and many thousands of acres contain
artefacts manufactured by Aborigines. If
the Bill is passed in its present form, any
person who takes up these artefacts over the
thousands of acres that contain them will
break the law. Clause 4 enables the Ministel
to exempt a person, or persons included in a
class of persons, from compliance with this
measure or with any provision of it. Clause
5 deals with the preservation of preseribed
objects. Another point that worries me is that
many people have been for many years
colleeting aboriginal artefacts and as a result
have these things in their possession. Under
this provision, these things ean be aequired or
purchased from these people. I entirely agree
that it is necessary to have laws to prevent the
sale outside Australia of many of thesc unique
objects, but T think it is going a little too far
if we place an enthusiastic amateur, who has
over a long period been collecting these things
over many thousands of acres, in a position in
whieh he c¢an have them taken from him.

Clause 6 deals with the removal of preseribed
objects, and I take this provision to mean that
any person who picks up aboriginal artefacts,
whether on his property or not, will contravene
the law. The definition clause provides that a
prescribed object is an article manufactured by
an Aboriginal. This covers a multitude of
things such as axes, grinding stones, scrapers,
points, and ovens, and many of them exist in
this State. I know of many people in my area
who spend practically all of their spare time
wandering over the country, particularly the
coastal strip from the Coorong to Mount
Gambier, searching for such articles. If my
understanding of the Bill is . correct, these
people will be breaking the law. I know of"
places where a sugar bag can be filled with:
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these things in a short time. If my interpreta-
tion is correct, this Bill will be rather restrie-

tive, and I think a saner approach should be

taken. Certain camp sites that are fruitful
from a scientific point of view should be
declared and be out of bounds to the amateur
fossicker, but placing a blanket over all areas
seems to me to be wrong. Some of our most
important anthropologists began in this field as
enthusiastic amateurs.

Clause 7 provides that a person shall not
knowingly conceal, destroy, deface or damage
a prescribed object, What interpretation should
be placed on the word ‘‘conceal’’? I know
many people who have interesting private
collections and in the use of the word
‘‘coneeal’’ these collections may be included
because of not being declared. Tt could be
interpreted as a concealing of the articles.

Clause 9 was mentioned by the Hon. Mr.
Story and the Hon. Mr. Gilfillan, so I will not
deal with it at length, although it is probably
the most contentious clause in the Bill. In
another place one member mentioned the mat-
ter, and it has been pointed out here that there
is no protection for the landholder on whose
property there may be historical remains or
grounds that were used for ceremonial, imiti-
ation or burial purposes. Clauses 11 and 12
are directed mainly against the sale of pre-
seribed objects. This is worth while and
possibly it will prevent the sale outside Aus-
tralia of many of these unique objects. When
those clauses are read in conjunction with
clause 7 I wonder where these enthusiastic
people with collections stand.

T support the general principles of the Bill.
As hag been mentioned by other speakers, it
* is necessary to have legislation to protect many
of these unique objects.
of the landholders should be protected, as
well as the rights of the large band of
enthusiastic people who are amateur anthro-
pologists in the search for the objects men-
tioned in the Bill. I agree that the legislation
is necessary but I ask the Attorney-General
to ascertain whether the Bill can be amended
to give the protection I think is necessary.

There has grown up a practice of using a
capital ‘“A’’ to denote some significance for
the words ‘‘Aborigines’’ and ¢¢Aboriginal’’.
To the outside world this must appear amusing
and devoid of any originality or imagination.
Some people have the .quaint idea that these
words belong exclusively to Australia and that
because the word ‘‘Australia’’ begins with
a capital ‘A’’’ the capital should be applied
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to the words ¢ Aborigines’’ and ‘¢ Aboriginal*’.
These are common nouns for the indigenous
people of any country; therefore, to use 4
capital ‘“A’’ and make those words proper
nouns is to my mind improper and incorrect.
The magic use of the capital ‘“A’’ satisfies
some of us as being a suitable parallel for the
words ‘‘Eskimo’’, ¢‘Negro’’ and ¢‘Maori’’.
They are aboriginal people. To spell those
words with a capital is correct, but to use
the capital ‘¢A’’ for the ‘‘Aborigines’’ in
Australia is improper and inecorrect.

The Hon. Sir Frank Perry: Do you think it
could be altered?

The Hon. R. C. DeGARIS: I suggest it
could be done by an amendment to the Bill.

The Hon. Sir Frank Perry: Is it not the
common custom to use the capital ‘“A’’%

The Hon. R..C. DeGARIS: No, as I shall
point out in a moment. This is the only State
in the Commonwealth to use the capital ‘‘A°’’
for the words ¢‘Aborigines’’ and ‘‘Abori-
ginal’’. 1 have a copy of a Commonwealth
Aet relating to aboriginal studies, assented to
on June 2, 1964, and throughout it the small
““a’? is used for the words ‘‘Aborigines’’
and ‘‘Aboriginal’’. I can find no justification
on scientific and etymological grounds for the
use of the capital ‘*A’’. Common usage does
not justify it, either, because most scientifie
writers and anthropologists insist upon the
small ‘‘a’’ being used. It is interesting to
study the history of this matter. When the
Aboriginal Affairs Bill was explained in the
other place in August 1962, page 565 of
Hansard, the Minister said:

The word ‘‘ Aboriginal’’, wherever appearing
in the Act, commences with a capital letter
‘€A’ The purpose of this apparently small
matter is to recognize the status of the Abori-
ginal inhabitants of this country in the same
manner as the like courtesy and recognition are
extended to  the native populations of other.
countries, e.j., Maoris, Papuans, Americans,
Danes, Spaniards, ete.

This was the first time that the capital ‘A"’
was used in Hansard and the literature of this
Parliament. As we read through Hansard we
find that wherever the word ‘‘Aboriginal’’ is
used as a noun the capital ‘‘A’’ is used, but
wherever the word is used as an adjective the
small ‘‘a’’ is used. If we carried this argu-
ment to 1its logieal conelusion it would be
right to use the small letter at the beginning
when the words ¢‘Eskimo’’, ‘‘Maori’’, ete,
were used as adjectives. I suggest that this
creates a ridieculous position. To use the
capital ‘“A’’ as a means of applying a res-
pectful and dignified term for the indigenous
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people. of Australia reeks of maudlin senti-
mentality. I indicate that I shall move in
Committee that wherever the words ‘‘Abori-
ginal’’ and ‘‘Aborigines’’ are used the small

‘“a’’ be used.

The Hon. F. J. POTTER
adjournment of the debate.

secured the

HONEY MARKETING ACT REVIVAL AND
AMENDMENT BI1LL.

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from September 15. Page 766.)

The Hon. A. F. KNEEBONE (Central No.
1): I support the second reading. My col-
leagues and 1 believe in the orderly marketing
of primary produets provided always that the
primary producers desire it. We believe that
they should be given the demoeratic right to
decide the matter for themselves by means of
the ballot box, and as the Bill provides for
that we support it. Orderly marketing requires
a uniform national policy, but one of the
greatest stumbling blocks to orderly marketing
on a State basis has always been section 92 of
the Commonwealth Constitution. The experi-
ence of most States is that the local market
becomes flooded with products from other
States, which often upsets the equilibrium of
orderly marketing schemes. I am pleased to
see the amendment proposed in clause 3. In
the existing Act provision is made for the
appointment of the South Australian Honey
Board. That board consists of seven members,
four of whom are seleeted by the Minister as
nominees of the South Australian Apiarists
Association, three being the nominees of the
South Australian Honey Packers Association,
Each was required to nominate twice the num-
ber of members required, and from this panel
the Minister selected the representatives on
the board. T have always considered this
system to be wrong in principle. The Bill will
correct this procedure, but only in relation
to the producer members. It is proposed to
select the Packers Association members in the
same way as at present.

The Hon. C. R. Story: There are not that
many of them, are there?

The Hon. A. F. KNEEBONE: No, but the
prineiple is the same. The Bill requires that
all honey producer members shall be elected by
ballot. Tt is proposed that the . State shall
be divided into four distriets for this purpose.
I believe that the Bill was amended from its
original form in another place. In the
present Bill it is provided that the Minister

shall for the purpose of each election in res-
pect of cach electoral district prepare a roll of
producers whose hives are registered and
who reside in that district and who are 15
years of age or over.

I emphasize the words ‘15 years of age or
over’’. Omne producer member is to be elected
from each of the four distriets comstituted
according to the Bill. The amendment in
respect of the age limit is a wise one. It will
overcome to a certain extent the danger of
plural voting that existed previously. People
engaged in the industry have informed me
that this was brought about by people register-
ing some of their hives in the names of their
children. This was done by certain people in
the industry who had a large number of hives.
Some of the children were very young and
I do not know how they cast a vote, but
possibly somebody voted for them and this
brought about plurality of voting. This has
been prevented in the Bill by the provision
of an age limit.

Apparently, for the ballot on the retention
of this Act and the system of orderly market-
ing, an amendment to provide an age
limit was overlooked. A person must be over
15 years of age before he may participate in
a poll to eleect a representative on the Honey
Boarl but in respect of the equally important
point affecting orderly marketing this provision
was not made. Seetion 2 provides that the
ballot shall be taken among producers whose
names are included in a list prepared by the
Minister. I assume that this list is compiled
from those producers registered pursuant to the
Act. I propose to move an amendment in the
Committee stages to section 36a. Unless
this is dome I helieve that the same old
system of registering children of producers
will still prevail and there will still be
plurality of voting. This would upset the
democratic nature of the poll and would not
be desired by the majority of legitimate pro-
ducers in the industry. With regard to the
other clauses of the Bill, T believe them to be
eminently satisfactory and therefore I have
pleasure in supporting the second reading, with
the reservation that I intend to move an amend-
ment in Committee.

The Hon. €. R. STORY (Midland): T rise
to support the Bill which, as its title suggests,
is a revival of the previous Act. I understand
that this lapsed because the Minister could not.
get an indication from the producers as to
whether or not they wished the board to con-

tinue. Over a number of years the board has
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had a rather checkered career, and that would
perhaps be putting it mildly. Orderly
marketing today is one of the things we have
had to aceept, but it has to be orderly
marketing and not something in between, other-
wise there will be complete chaos in the
industry. T think it is significant that the
producers of honey have procrastinated quite a
time before deciding to revive the Honey
Marketing Act. It has been revived, as the
Hon. Mr, Kneebone said, in a slightly different
form, a form that will be more acceptable to
the producers. Many meetings have been held
in various parts of the State, and as a result
a good deal of pressure has been applied so that
this Bill is different from the previous one.
I do not think that orderly marketing can be
made to work unless there is statutory control.

I agree with the Hon. Mr. Kneehone that it
is desirable that this be established on a Com-
monwealth basis.. " The honey that is being

processed for expors is covered by a Common-
¥ m-

wealth board, but within the Commonwealth it
is on a State hasis. This Bill is the first step.
If this board functions properly I do not
doubt that other boards will be set up.
Eventually we shall have a honey industry,
which is a large omne, with a Commonwealth
set-up if our scheme proves to be
successful. The first Act was passed in 1949
and when the Honey Board was established in
1050 there were then 1,107 registered pro-
ducers. Of this number 459 voted—not a very
high percentage—with 302 of that number vot-
ing in favour and 151 against the proposal,
with six informal votes. From those figures
it appears that the honey producers were not
greatly interested in the matter at that
particular time. The position throughout its
history is that it has not had the backing of
the producers to any large extent except in
times of glut. No co-operative or board system
can be operated where people come and go, as
it were: they have to give consistent support,
otherwise the. whole thing becomes a farce.

At present there are 1,103 registered colon-
ies of bees in South Australia, broken up in
this way: colonies of one to 10 hives—458;
11 to 50 hives—317; 50 to 100 hives—112;
100 to 200 hives—99; 200 to 500 hives—108;
and over 500—mnine only. Of this number oniy
103 people are financial members of the South
Australian Apiarists Association, TUnder the
Aet a producer is interpreted as a person
who keeps 10 or more colonies. It is wise
that this provision should be included. To
that category belong the majority of bee-
keepers, as is apparent from the figures [
have just quoted.

The constitution of the board is altered,
and I think that is for the best. I imagine
that the election of the board on this four-
man basis will be much better than the
previous position, where there was a nominated
board or panels were submitted to the Minister,
from which he could choose. The board is:
designed to assist the producers, particularly
at a time when the local market cannot absorb
all the supplies. It fixes the wholesale price of
honey at a time when the local price is below
export parity. Almost the main function of
any of these boards is to try to get a price
determined. We have had recent experience
of other boards (both the Egg Board and the

- Potato Board) where there have been violent

That is about the
he needs some

fluetuations in prices.
last thing a producer wants:
stability so that he knows approximately how.
much he will earn as his income. Until we
can reach the stage when these prices are
reasonably econstant, producers will not be
encouraged to supply this form of our staple
diet, as they are with potatoes. The board alse
may arrange finance for producers in the case of
honey delivered to the board’s pools. That is a
good thing becanse in the past this position
has been made rather difficult by speculators.
from other States coming in, buying honey,
waiting, and then cornering the market, If
is a good provision that the board has powers
vf arranging finance. It should use them. 7The
Hon. Mr. Kneebone has raised the interesting
point of disposal. I notice, too, that a pro-
vision was inserted in another place to prevent
producers under the age of 15 years from vot-
ing. I have studied Mr. Knecbone’s amend-
ment carefully. I shall not commit myself on
it at present because it has far-reaching effects.
I should like to consider it more fully before
actually committing myself on it, but I cer-.
tainly support the second reading.

Bill read a secend time.

In Committee.

Clauses 1 to 10 passdd.

Clause 11— ‘Polls on continuation of Act.’”

The Hon., A. F. KNEEBONE:

After ‘‘amended’’ to insert the following
passace:

¢—(a) by inserting after the word ‘list’

second oecurring in sub-section (5)

thereof the words ‘and who at that

time are 15 years of age or over’;

(b) 22
This will bring this eclause into line with
clause 4 (5), which provides that people faking
part in a ballot shall be people over 15 years of
age, thus dealing with the point of plural
voting raised in the second reading debate.

I move:
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At lunchtime today the Secretary of the
South Australian Apiarists Association (Mr.
Gardiner) ealled to see me. Mr. Harding, the
member of Parliament for Vietoria in another
place, brought him to me. Mr. Gardiner said
that their executive had looked at the proposed
amendments and were eoncerned that in another
place these amendments had been made in one
instance but not in another. They were happy
to see that the amendment not made had been
picked up in this Chamber; they said they
supported it.

The Hon. C. R. 8TORY: I support the
amendment, which I think tightens up the
matter.

The Hon. Sir LYELL MeEWIN (Chief
Secretary): As the Hon. Mr. Kneebone has
explained, this amendment is to prevent plural

voting. The Minister of Agriculture has
informed me that he does not object to it.

Amendment ecarried; clause as amended
passed.

Remeaining eclauses (12 and 13) and title
passed.

Bill reported with an amendment; Com-

mittee’s report adopted.

BUILDING ACT AMENDMENT BILL.
Adjourned debate on sccond reading.
(Continued from Secptember 16. Page 823.)

The Hon, 8. C. BEVAN (Central No. 1): I
have examined this Bill thoroughly and
although I think some of its provisions are
necessary I cannot understand why some others
have been introduced, as what they set out to
do is already covered by the prineipal Act.
Clause 3 amends section 3 of the prineipal Act,
which deals with the application of the Act.
The principal Act now provides that the
Governor may by proclamation declare certain
types of buildings in certain areas, but he has
no power to proclaim that a particular type
of building shall or shall not appear in certain
sections of an area. Paragraphs (a) and (b)
of clause 3 amend section 3 of the principal Aect
to provide that a proclamation may provide
that the Aect is to apply only to the kinds of
buildings specified in the proclamation or is nof
to apply to such kinds of buildings as are so
specified.

Clause 4 amends section 9 of the principal
Act by inserting mew subsections 9b and 9e,
"and this clause seems to be far-reaching in its
effect. It deals with a notice of unlawful
building and is bound up with other sections of
the principal Aect, which already gives power
to counecils to do what is set out in clause 4
of this Bill. Seection 8 (8) provides:

No person shall commence to ereet, contruct,

add to, alter, or underpin any building until
plans, drawings, and specifications in respect
of the erection, construction, addition, alter-
ation, or underpinning have been approved in
writing by the council.
A person doing this work must submit plans
and specifications for the approval of a eouneil,
and, if the council approves, it must give its
approval in writing, Plans and specifications
must be provided not only to the council but
to the surveyor.

The Hon. Sir Frank Perry:
and the same personf

The Hon. 8. C. BEVAN: Not necessarily.

The Hon. Sir Frank Perry: It is the same
office, isn’t it?

The Hon. 8. C. BEVAN: It may be, but it
is not necessarily so. In country distriets a
surveyor may be acting for more than one
council. If his office is not situated in the
council office, he would have to have a copy of
the document. Scetion 9a gives the ecouncil
power to disapprove of any plan submitted.
If this happens, the matter must be referred
to referees for determining. The counecil has
the power under the prineipal Act to take this
action against an owner who commences build-
ing unlawfully, and additional powers exist in
other sections, Section 9, which this Bill
amends, does not provide any penalty, and to
enforce an order court action may have to be
taken by the council. That should not be
necessary. Sections 84 and 85 of the principal
Act say that if a person eommits a breach of
the Act he is subject to a penalty of £50. T
thought that gave a council the power to order
the stoppage of any work where there was a
breach of the Act. This new subsection gives
the council more specific power to order a
cessation of work. Where a council has not
consented to the work it can order that the work
cease. If it is not stopped the council can then
take further action. I am not in ecomplete
agreement with the proposed amendment.

Isn’t that one

‘Proposed new section 9b (1) states:

If an owner of land has commenced to
crect, construct, add to, alter or underpin a
building on his land:

(a) without the approval in writing of
the couneil; or
(b) otherwise than in accordance with any
plans, drawings or specifications
approved by the council, the coun-
cil may by notice in writing to all
or any of the following persons:
i. the owner of the land: or
ii. a person carrying out or
employed or engaged in
carrying out the erection,
construction, addition,
alteration or underpinning,
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require him or them, as the
case may be, to cease
carrying out any such
work. .
That gives a definite power to a council in
regard to unauthorized work. Proposed new
section 9b (2) states:

If any such person who has received a
notice under subsection (1) of this section
does not comply therewith he shall be guilty
of an offence and liable to a penalty not
exceeding £100 for each day during which he
so defaults.

Proposed new scction 9¢ (2) states:

If an owner who has received a notice under
subsection (1) of this section does not ecomply
therewith within three days after receipt
thereof he shall be guilty of an offence and
liable to a penalty not exeeeding £50 for each
day (after the period of three days) until e
complics with the notice.

Proposed new section 9¢ (3) states:

A penalty under this section may be imposed
upon an owner in addition to a penalty under
section 9b of this Aet.

Under proposed new section 9b (2) there is a
penalty of £100 for each day during which
the person defaults. Immediately he receives
a notice from the council to cease his aectivi-
ties, because he has mnot obtained the written
consent of the council, or has not submitted
plans to the council, he is liable to that penalty.
Then, if he does mnot cease his activities, at
the expiration of three days after receiving the
notice he becomes liable to a further pemnalty
of £50 a day until he does comply with the
notice.  That £50 can be an additional
penalty to the £100. The first penalty
should be a sufficient deterrent, but then the
owner is given a breathing space of three days.

The Hon. G. J. Gilfillan: He has three
days in which to submit plans.

The Hon. R. C. DeGaris: I think that pro-
posed new section 9b refers to the owner.

The Hon. S. C. BEVAN: Yes. The first
£100 a day penalty is related to all persons—
owners, contractors and employees. They are
all liable. The amended section 12 in clause
5 deals with the erection of stables, or a
building that is proposed to be used as stables.
The consent of the council must be obtained
for this work, and the material to be used
must be approved by it. TUnder that section
if a person does not in the time specified by
the council pull down and remove the stables
he will be guilty of an offence and liable to
a penalty mnot exceeding £50. Why is there
this diserimination? The Bill is not consistent.

The Hon. Sir Frank Perry: Must he pull
down the stables?

The Hon. 8. C. BEVAN: He could be told
to pull them down and if he did not comply
he would be liable to a penalty not exceeding
£50. The subclause wunder new section
9¢ could have been written into new
subseetion (2), which applies a penalty of
£100. TIf the owner did not comply with a
notice within a period of three days he would
become liable to a penalty of £100 for each
day that he did not comply. That should be
sufficient penalty.

rd

Clause 7 amends section 56 of the principal
Aect, and paragraph (a) states ‘‘by striking
out all the words after ‘carry out’ in subsee-
tion (2) thereof’’ and it inserts various other
words. The section of the prineipal Act should
be clarified. Section 56 deals with neglected
structures. It reads:

36 (1) The surveyor may, for the purpose
of this section, at all times in the day-time,
enter into or upon any structure or upon any
land upon which any structure is situated.

(2) If, after inspection of any structure,
the surveyor is satisfled that any structure is—

(@) ruinous; or

(b) so far dilapidatcd as to have become

unfit for use or occupation; or

(e) by reason of negleet or otherwise, in a

bad state of repair; or

(d) by reason of its uncompleted state and

of negleet, in a condition prejudieial
to property in or the inhabitants of
the necighbourhood, the surveyor may
cause notice to be given to the owner
or occupier of the structure requir-
ing him to carry out the works speeci-
fied in the notice, to the satisfaction
of the surveyor and within the time
specified in the notice. The said
notice may require the owner or
occupier to ecarry out any one or
more of the following, namely, to take
down, to rebuild, or to repair the
structure.
In the subsection just quoted the words
‘‘earry out’’ appear twice. The amendment
says ‘‘by striking out all the words after the
words ‘carry out’ in subsection (2)’’. Where
is this amendment to be made; after the words
‘“carry out’’ first appearing, or after their
second appearance? I submit that it should
be one or the other and not both. Perhaps
the Minister, could eclarify this matter. New
paragraph (hl) of section 83 (1) states:

(hl) in respeet of any buildings to which

this paragraph applies and of any
class specified in the regulations, pro-
vision for parking vehicles on the
allotments of land upon which the
buildings are erected or counstructed.
This paragraph applies only to build-
ings erected or constructed pursuant
to the approval of the council granted
after the commencement of the
regulations.
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My understanding of the regulations is that
on and after a certain date every new office
building block erected in the metropolitan
area shall provide parking space for motor
vehicles. This would undoubtedly assist
with parking problems, especially in the metro-
politan area. Provision has already been made
in some new buildings for parking space for
members of the staff, but it allows
Most supermarts pro-
vide parking spacc for their customers. New
supermarts being constructed today invari-
ably reserve a large parking area for
customers. The parking space now provided
for some new buildings is sufficient only for
executive members of the staff. After the regu-
lations are proclaimed no doubt the local coun-
cil will be the controlling authority as all plans
must first be submitted to that body for appro-
val. I think councils will insist that plans
include provision for a parking allotment;
but I hope that this amendment will be clari-
fied. Comments have appeared in the press
reeently in relation to this amendment, and no
doubt other members have been made aware
of those comments. One statement attributed
to the Town Clerk of the Adelaide City Coun-
cil mentions some of his experiences overseas
in connection with buildings.

some
limited parking only.

He found that regulations or by-laws over-
seas stipulated that a parking area in propor-
tion to the area of office space had to be

provided. If that were to apply in the
city it would ecreate considerable hard-
ship, as often a building is erected and

cannot be added to because the allot-
ment is not large enough. The site is per-
haps sufficiently large for a twelve-storey struc-
ture, but not -to provide for further expansion,
so the only provision to be made in those
circumstances would be a basement for a
parking area. That basement would be limited
and it would be impossible to provide parking
space in conformity with the building area.
In those circumstances the council could say,
“‘Until you comply with this requirement, we
shall not approve the plans’’, and the building
would not be erected. On an allotment a cer-
tain area could be reserved for parking space
but if it were said that parking space had to
be provided for a certain number of cars
it might not be practicable to do so. This will
apply not only within the metropolitan area
but in the rest of South Australia, because we
are extending these powers to country councils
and it will be necessary for them from time
to time to come to a decision on these matters.
This amendment appears to be a wise one.

T put these points forward for consideration.
Perhaps the Government will consider provid-
ing parking space for its employees in the
new offiees in Victoria Square. It would be
a good thing if this provision came into force
before that building advanced too far so that
the Government could give a lead to all local
bodies by providing parking areas, at least for
its own employees if not for people visiting
Government departments.

The Hon. A. J. Shard: The Highways
Department has done a good job in that
regard.

The Hon. S. C. BEVAN: When it is spend-
ing so much on office accommodation in
Vietoria Square the Government eould well
look into that suggestion, for there is no pro-
vision for parking space for that office block.

The Hon. Sir FRANK PERRY secured the
adjournment of the debate.

COMPANIES ACT AMENDMENT BILL.
Adjourned debate on second reading.
Page 765.)

The Hon, Sir ARTHUR RYMILL (Ceutral
No. 2): This Bill is an attempt to further
protect the public in relation to its deposit
of moneys with or its lending of moneys to
companies. The public in general appears to
have welcomed this legislation both in South
Australia and elsewhere. A similar Bill was
passed in Victoria some time ago. A Bill
similar to that, although not quite the same,
was passed in New South Wales, and recently
a similar Bill with a rather important amend-
ment was passed in Queensland. We in South
Australia are now asked to pass legislation,
although again our Bill is not identical in
form with the others, even though it closely
resembles them.

(Continued from September 15.

Commercial interests are concerned with this
Bill, not with its endeavour to protect the
public (which in the main, I am sure, they
weleome, and they only hope that it will be
effective because there are some doubts about
how far onc can go with any legislation to
protect people against themselves) nor with
the motive of the Bill (the prevention of fraud,
misrepresentation or faulty direction or man-
agement) but with two specific aspects. The
first is that in its aim to restrict undesirable
activities on the part of a comparatively few
companies the Bill should not add unnecessarily
to the costs of the vast majority of other
companies properly run and managed; nor
should it further burden their administrations
with unnecessary work.
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Seccondly, people in the commercial arena are
concerned that the onus placed on directors of
companies and trustees of debenture holders,
already high, should not be made so high as to
give them responsibilities virtually impossible
to fulfil. This, in essence, is a. Committee Bill.
Honourable members will find on their files a
number of amendments that T have had pre-
pared, designed to minimize the work and
expense of genuine companies (as one may call
them) while at the same time not damaging the
cifectiveness of the Bill as a measure to pro-
tect the public. Although I have said it is
a Committee Bill, it behoves me at this stage
to explain the nature of my proposals so that
honourahle members will have the opportunity
of considering them before we reach the
Committee stage, hecause some of them are
quite technical. The amendments probably
need explanation, because being of a technical
nature they cannot completely speak for them-
selves as can less technieal amendments.

It honourable members will be good enough
to refer to the roneoed sheets on their tables,
I shall deal with my proposed amendments in
the order in which they are printed on those
sheets. The amendment to clause 6 is the first
one. It is related to new section 74d which
imposes certain liabilities on the trustees of
the holders of debentures. The words used at
present in the clause are ‘‘such trustees shall
exercise reasonable diligence to ascertain’’
relating to the Dborrowing
corporation. As far as I know, ‘‘reasonable
diligence’’ has never been legally defined. It
is not the sort of phrase that a layman under-
stands, and I must confess I do not understand
what it is. Thercfore, I have tried to insert
in place of that phrase words which are more
easily definable by the layman and which
perhaps more clearly define the position.
Tustead of using the words “such trustees shall
exercise reasonable diligence to ascertain’’, I am
aiming to insert the words ‘“from time to time,
as the circumstances may reasonably require,
make reasonable inquiries as to’’ the
various matters set forth in that clause.
This is not a nation-rocking amendment, but
I think it will assist in the matter. It does
not detract from the clause, but the word
‘‘reasonable’’ in relation to inquiries is well-
known to the law and well-defined, and T
submit that the amendment will improve the
wording of the Bill

certain matters

The next amendment is a technical amend-
ment. Proposed new section 74d empowers a
trustee for debenture holders to apply to the

Minister for an order imposing certain restrie-
tions on the borrowing corporation if the

trustee is of the opinion that the assets of

the corporation are insufficient or are likely to
become insufficient to discharge the principal
debt. I am told that the approach to the
Minister is offered in case the trustee considers
that the publicity associated with an applica-
tion to the court, which the trustee may make
under new section 74d (3), might be detri-
mental to the interests of the debenture holders
themselves. The new section at present pro-
vides that, on an application being made to
the Minister, the Minister may make the
order applied for or he may, if the borrowing
corporation so desires, direct the trustee to
apply to the court. This provision does not
give the borrowing corporation the right to
be heard by the court if the order of the
Minister is unfavourable to it, and the court
has no power to alter, vary, or rescind the
Minister’s order. The amendments I am sub-
mitting provide that the Minister before or
after making the order may, and if the borrow-
ing corporation so requires shall, direct the
trustee to make his application to the court,
and the court shall have power to vary or
rescind the Minister’s order.

The PRESIDENT: The honourable mem-
ber is disecussing the second reading of this
Bill; it is not in Committee. Perhaps he
should be dealing with general principles
rather than the actual amendments to the
Bill. If he mentions what he is going to do
and does not go into detail on the amendments,
I think this will meet the requirements of
Standing Orders.

The Hon. Sir ARTHUR RYMILL: Very
well, Sir. Under proposed new section T74f,
the directors of the borrowing corporation are
required to lodge with the Registrar and with
the trustee for the debenture holders a quar-
terly report. Under proposed new section 74f
(2) the report must be signed by not less than
two of the directors on behalf of all of
them. This provision is obviously drawn in this
way so that every director does not have to
sign, as some may not be available; perhaps
some may be overseas. The fault I have to
find with this new subsection is that if two of
the directors signed a report on behalf of all
the directors they could make false statements
on behalf of the other directors that would
penalize the other directors without their even
knowing that such a report had been lodged.
My amendment will provide that all directors
can sign it or, pursuant to the resolution of the
board, any two or more can sign on behalf of
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“all of them.. This envisages a resclution being

necessary.:: This resolution would be minuted

“and- thus every director would have knowledge
~of :the'-fﬁg'ct- that 'a report had been  made.

The 1).1;"'ov.:i'sioﬁ as drafted provides that the
quarterly report of the directors must state,

" inter alw, whether or not .any event has hap-

" poned which has caused or could ‘cause the

debentures or a,ny prov151on of the relevant

“trust deed to become enforceable and whether

or not any cireumstances affecting the borrow-
ing corporation, its subsidiaries or its guarantor
corporanons have occurred which materially

“affect any security or charge for the debentures.
. There is no protectlon in the provision as at

present drawn for the directors; the Bill pro-

_vides that they must state that events have

happened whether those events are within their

j knowledge or not, or whether the events should

be within their knowledge or mot. I shall
attempt to cure this by offering a protection

“‘for theé directors in a manner that ‘will be

) unexceptmnable

One of the most serious provisions in its

-effect .on borrowing corporations is new section

74f. TUnder this the directors of all borrow-

. ing corporations. are required to lodge half-

yearly audited accounts with .the Registrar

~and with the trustees for the debenture holders.

At present, as everyone knows, companies make

an annual acecounting, and these requirements
‘are met annually, whether the company is a
_borrowing . corporation or not, because of the
. Companies Act.’
_80--objectionable .in. Queensland that it. was
~omitted from the State’s legislation altogether,
but I can envisage that a six-monthly state-

This clause was found to be

~ment can be desirable in certain-eircumstances,
. such as we have recently had the misfortune to

see in relation to a certain Vietorian company.

- Thus, I thought there might be some inter-

_vastly expensive procedures.
~ shall endeavour to amend the clause so as to
_ give latitude to the trustees so that they will
-not 'have to. require, six-monthly accounting
" unless there are some substantial reasons why

mediate course between deleting -the require-
ment of six-monthly accounting altogether and

. the absolute requirement of six-monthly audited

accounting. Audits are expensive, and stock-
takings, especially physical stocktakings, are
Consequently, I

this should be required. This is & sort of inter-

.mediate course between what exists in the Bill .

and what has been done in Queensland;
namely, omitting the requirement altogether.

The Hon. R. C. DeGaris: Could- not six-

- nignthly - dccounting be misleading?

Q2

¢ already exist.

- are exempt.
. whose -sole business is to aet -as a. trustee,

‘The Hon. Sir ARTHUR RYMILL: :Yes, I
think: it could be thoroughly misleading
unless one understood the nature of the busi-
ness. Some businesses, such as pastoral com-
panies, are seasonal; their results depend very
largely on the season concerned. They may
have a good first half or a good second half of
the year, The good Lord dictated that we
ghould have a year of 12 months and not two
sets of six months, and I think that is the way
we must -0of necessity operate. If we try to
kick against the laws of nature, I think we
shall find ourselves in' considerable difficulty.
In further response to the interjection, I point
out that companies that are not directly seasonal
in’ their operations, such as banks; are very
much affected indirectly by the destinies of
companies . that -are -directly seasonal, and I
think the Hon. Mr, DeGaris is very conseious
of that. The Attorney-General has an amend-
ment on the files in relation to this matter.
One of my proposed amendments dovetails
with it, but I also have an amendment to the

- Attorney-General’s amendment.

I propose to move for the insertion of new
clause 6a to amend section 76 (1) and T would
like your direction, Mr. President, as to
whether I need an instruction to the Com-
mittee. It is designed-to exempt trustee com-
panies appointed by Act of Parliament from
the provisions dealing with the other interests
mentioned in Division V of the prineipal Act.

- It is designed to exempt trustee companies,

formed by Act of Parliament, from the prin-
cipal Act in relation to superannuation and
retirement fund schemes condueted by them., I
have always felt, although other members do
not mecessarily agree with me, that it was
never intended to bring those companies under
the scope of this provision.” My:amendment
will relieve a trustee company of the onerous
burden of submitting a prospectus in relation
to its fund every time it appeals to the public
for money. A trustee company has no bene-
ficial interest in the fund, except an amount of
1 -per cent as -commission, which it is
entitled to eclaim for the service rendered.
Exemptions  for other. financial institutions
Friendly societies, industrial
and. provident societies, and building. societies
It is submitted that a company

where it is recognized by an Act of Parliament,
should stand in at least the same position as

- a friendly society.

The PRESIDENT: The honourable’ mem-
ber will have to move for an instruction on

-this matter.
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The Hon. Sir ARTHUR RYMILL: Thank
you, Mr. President. Shall I move for it at
the end of the second reading debate?

The PRESIDENT: It is a matter of a
notice of motion and it can be done by a
suspension of Standing Orders.

The Hon. Sir ARTHUR RYMILL: Thank
you. I shall take that procedure, if I may,
when I conclude my remarks on the second
reading. Clause 10 amends section 162 and
_ new paragraph (ba) says that the report of
the directors must state whether or not any
circumstances have arisen which render adher-
ence to the existing method of valuation of
assets or liabilities of the company misleading
or inappropriate. Clause 3 (2) of the Ninth
Schedule of the Act states:

For the purposes of this clause the mnet
amount at which any assets stand in the com-
pany’s books at the commencement of this Act
(after deduection of the amounts previously
provided or written off for depreciation or
diminution in value) shall, if the figures relat-
ing to the period before the commencement of
this Act cannot be obtained without unreason-
able expense or delay, be treated as if it were
the amount of the valuation of those assets
made at the commencement of this Act
In other words, if a company has depreciated
its assets and finds it onerous to aseertain what
the actual depreciation was it can include the
book figure at which the assets were showing
at the commencement of the Aet. In practice

many companies adopt that excellent provision. -

In most eases the valuation mentioned is
considerably below the market value. That
is a prudent thing and most prudent
companies see that the assets are not over-
valued and preferably are on the conservative
side. As I read the amendment in the Bill,
it is intended to strike at the referemce to
over-valuation but not under-valuation. If the
clause is carried in its present form it will com-
pletely negate the valuable elause 3 (2) of the
Ninth Schedule, by removing its force and
effect.

I shall submit an amendment that the mis-
leading nature mentioned shall apply to the
over-valuation of assets, or the under-valuation
of liabilities, and not for the opposite to that,
which does not matter anyhow. I do not think
it was ever intended that that should be
covered by the provision. TUnder clause 10
the report of the directors has to state whether
any contingent liabilities have been undertaken
by the company since the end of the period
covered by the last report. Imn its present
verbiage, if a company undertakes any
contingent liabilities since the end of the
previous accounting period, even though

those liabilities may have been discharged
before the end of the current accounting period,
it ig still necessary to show them. My amend-
ment will make it clear that discharged con-
tingent liabilities do not have to be included,
only the current ones.

I intended to comment on clause 11 about the
penalty that may be imposed on auditors. This
is the first time to my knowledge that any
penalty has been imposed, or attempted to be
imposed, on auditors as such, and I see no
reason why the practice should start. If the
penalty is imposed on auditors the next thing
we shall find is a penalty imposed on solicitors
or members of other professions. This is a
novel procedure and I am sure it has just crept
in somehow. Since I jotted down this note on my
papers I have noticed that the Attorney-General
has placed a desirable amendment on the files to

. strike out the provision, so I shall not take it

further now.

Clause 25 refers to section 38 and an amend-
ment to the Fifth Schedule, and mentions -a
company proposing to raise money by the issue
of mortgage debentures. Members will notice the
distinction between mortgage debentures and
other debentures, The prospectus relating to
the issue has to contain a statement to the effect
that the repayment of all moneys that have been
or may be deposited with or lent to the company
pursuant to the prospeetus is secured currently
by first mortgage. That is, it is secured by a
first mortgage over land vested in the guarantor
company, and the mortgage must have been
registered or was a registrable mortgage that
had been lodged for registration., Cireumstances
can arise where those provisions cannot be com-
plied with at the time required by the clause,
and my amendment provides that the prospectus
must state that the repayment is secured or that
it will be secured by the acceptance of any
moneys pursuant to the prospectus. I think that
is a desirable provision that should be of
assistance; it iz really a technicality, but I
think it is necessary to have this amendment to
cover cases not already covered.

That, at this stage, is all that I wish to say
about this Bill. In conclusion, I would say that
I support the second reading. I acknowledge
the assistance that I have received from
the Assistant Parliamentary Draftsman, Mr.
Ludoviei, in what has been a very onerous
task. He has made my task much easier, as
he has assisted me in drawing these amend-
ments; in faet, he has very largely drawn
them for me. I am grateful for his help
because without that help it would have taken
me much longer than the considérable time
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that it has already taken me to obtain a
proper comprehension of these rather technical

amendments.

The Hon. C. R. STORY secured the

adjournment of the debate.
The Hon. Sir ARTHUR RYMILL:
that Standing Orders—

I move

The PRESIDENT: That can be done after
the Bill has been read a second time and
before we go into Committee.

ADJOURNMENT.
At 4.18 p.m. the Council adjourned until
Wednesday, September 23, at 2.15 p.m.



