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FRIDAY, 8 APRIL, 1954,

Mr. SPEAKER (Hon. J. H. Mann,
Brisbane) took the chair at 11 a.m.

QUESTIONS.
SUBSIDY FOR WORKERS CLUB, COLLINSVILLE.

Mr. LLOYD ROBERTS (Whitsunday)
asked the Premier—

“¢In view of the fact that the Collins-
ville and Secottville Workers’ Club Com-
mittee are contemplating the erection of
a club building at a tentative cost of
£12,500 and that in addition to owning a
piece of land they have a ecredit balance
of £725 with a fortnightly income of £32
by way of contributions from both branches
of the Miners’ Union,—

‘1. Is there any avenue through
Government channels or the Coal Board
whereby a grant or a subsidy can be
made towards the cost?

¢‘2, What avenues, if any, exist
through the Government, to obtain a loan
to finance the project?’’
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Hon. V. C. GAIR (South Brisbane)
eplied—

641, The State Mine has no funds
for wuse for such purposes and at

the present time all moneys standing to
the credit of the Welfare Fund of Queens-
land Coal Board have been set apart for
subsidy payments towards the provision of
water supply and eleetricity reticulation
schemes in coal mining districts.

‘2. Subsidies or grants are not made
by the Government for the purposes
mentioned. The State’s Approved Subsidy
Scheme applies to works carried out by
local authorities in respect of certain ap-
proved community facilities. The granting
of loan and/or subsidy funds is contingent
upon the land on which the building is to
be erected being held in the name of the
local authority. Where a proportion of
the cost of the work is raised by private
subscriptions, subsidy may become payable
to the local authority provided such sub-
seriptions are handed over to the Couneil
and the facilities operated as a function of
local government.’’

SALE or LiQuor BY R.S.S.A.IL.A. CLUBS.
Mr. NICKLIN (Landsborough) asked the

Premier—

¢¢1. How many unlicensed R.S.L. liquor
bars have recently been closed by police
aetion?

‘“2. How many unlicensed clubs in
Queensland are still selling liquor illegally?

“¢3. In view of (a) his published state-
ment on 6 April that the Government had
ordered a searching review of Queensland
liquor laws, but that no amendments of
such laws would be praeticable before the
session commencing in August next, (b) the
lengthy period of up to 30 years during
whieh unlicensed R.S.L. eclubs have been
allowed to sell liquor, and (¢) the extremely
unsatisfactory diserimination  amongst
R.8.L. clubs that now exists, will he kindly
give consideration to an immediate simple
amendment of the liguor laws to permit
the sale of liquor by all approved R.S.L.
clubs, subject to appropriate econditions,
pending the ecomprehensive amendments to

the liquor laws whiech he has fore-
shadowed?’’

Hon. V. €. GAIR (South Brisbane)
replied

.

‘1 and 2. The Commissioner of Police
informs me that the desired information is
not readily available and would take time
to obtain.

¢¢3. I have stated the Government has
ordered a full review of the Queensland
Liquor Laws which will include the claims
not only of the ex-servicemen’s clubs to
liguor bar facilities but of all classes of
elubs. The hon. member can be assured
that in determining what clubs should be
licensed regard will be had to the full
facilities offered by such clubs to Fheir
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members, as my Government does not eon-
sider that a liquor bar alone constitutes
a club. It is the Government’s intention
that this review should be fully compre-
hensive, and therefore, some time must
elapse before it is complete. Meanwhile, I
consider that in view of the tremendous
importance of this matter it would be
inadvisable to make it the subject of rush
legislation as the hon. member suggests.
If the hon. member is unhappy about what
he selects to describe as ‘extremely unsatis-
factory discrimination amongst R.S.L.
clubs,” and desires all ;to be similarly
treated, I am prepared to give considera-
tion to the closure of all such clubs through-
out Queensland. I would also add that the
clubs recently reported to be closed were
not all R.S.L. clubs, and as an instance,
in the case of Roma, although it was
represented as such the President of the
R.SS.AIL.A.,, Sir Raymond Huish, has
publicly stated that it is not.”’

DELAYS IN REAL PROPERTY REGISTRATIONS.

Mr, EVANS (Mirani) asked the Attorney-

General—

¢¢In view of numerous complaints from
Mackay and my electorate of the long and
costly delays in the registration of doecu-
ments connected with real property deal-
ings, will he kindly take whatever action is
practicable to expedite this section of
public business?’’

Hon. W. POWER (Baroona) replied—

“‘The ordinary registrations of the
Townsville Registry are completed within
one week, and new titles on old plans issue
within one month, wunless requisitions
thereon are not attended to by the solicitors
or the persons lodging same. During
January last, I arranged for the Townsville
Registry to work overtime three nights per
week and Saturday mormings, so as to
cope with the additional work cast upon
the Titles Office due to the 1953 amend-
ment of the Auctioneers’ and Commission
Agents’ Aects. A survey of the present
position shows that the aceumulation of
work is rapidly being reduced.’’

FENCING OF GUTHALUNGRA STATE SCHOOL.

asked the

Mr. COBURKN (Burdekin)

Secretary for Public Instruetion—

¢¢Ag the playground of the Guthalungra
State school is unfenced and is on the
Northern Highway, thus creating a danger
to the children from passing motor traffic
and straying stock, will he kindly give
favourable consideration to the enclosure
of such ground at an early date?’’
G. H. DEVRIES

Homn. (Gregory)

‘“As this request has been referred to
the Department of Public Works by my
department, it is suggested that the question
be addressed to the Secretary for Public
‘Works and Housing.’’
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IrRON AND STEEL WORKS, BOWEN,
Mr., COBURN (Burdekin) asked the

Premier—

““In reference to his answer on 29 Sep-
tember last to my question regarding iron
and steel works at Bowen, in which he
indicated the intention of Mr. F. N. Lloyd
of F. H. Lloyd & Co. Limited, Wednesbury,
England, to visit Queensland and examine
personally the position, will he kindly state
whether there has been any further deve-
lopment in this matter?’’

Hom. V. €. GAIR (South Brisbane)
replied—
‘‘Not up to the present.’’

NeEw HOSPITAL, BOWEN.

Mr. COBURN (Burdekin) asked the
Secretary for Health and Home Affairs—

f‘In reference to his previous answers
to my questions regarding a new hospital
at Bowen, will he kindly give favourable
consideration to the inclusion of such work
in the Budget appropriation for 1954-
195592

Hon., W. M. MOORE (Merthyr) replied—

‘“The Bowen Hospitals Board’s request
for provision of loan money in the 1954-
1955 Loan Works Programme, to construct
a new hospital at Bowen, has been submit-
ted by the Board to the Co-ordinator-
General of Public Works. This project
will be in competition for the available
loan money with hospital building works
submitted by other hospitals boards
throughout the State, and the allocations
to be made will be determined on the basis
of the relative urgency of the various
proposals submitted.’’

Hice Top, P1arBA ScHOOL.
Mr. PIZZEY (Isis) asked the Secretary

for Public Works and Housing—

‘¢In view of the serious disabilities suf-
fered by secondary school pupils from the
Hervey Bay area attending the high
schools at Maryborough will he kindly
give favourable consideration in the pro-
gramme for Public Works in 1954-1955 to
the provision of the necessary schoolrooms
so that a high top can be established at
Pialba School??’

Hon. P, J. R. HILTON (Carnarvon)

replied—

¢“Consideration will be given to the pro-
posal to provide accommodation for high
top classes at Pialba, in conjunction with
proposals for similar accommodation at
other centres, when it is known what funds
will be available for such works in the
financial year 1954-1955.”7

WATER CHARGES, MOURA WIER.

Mr. H. B. TAYLOR (Clayfield) asked
the Secretary for Public Lands and Irriga-

tion—

‘‘In view of the order in eouncil under
the Water Aects, 1926 to 1942, tabled by
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him on 31 Mareh, in which it is ordered
that persons holding a licence to pump
from Moura Weir must now pay 4s. per
acre foot per annum for water, has the
policy of the department whiech has per-
mitted anyone who had paid £1 for a
licence liberty to pump without further
charge, from weirs construeted by the
department such as the Mundubbera Weir,
been changed?’’

Hon. T. A. FOLEY (Belyando) replied—

‘‘Eight irrigable farms on the Dawson
River near Moura were recently taken up
by selectors. These farms ecan be served
by the water stored by Moura weir.
Included in the conditions for selection of
the lands were the installation by the
seleetor of pumping equipment for irriga-
tion purposes, and payment for water used
at the rate of 4s. per acre foot per annum,

" The question of charges for water used

from other weirs is under consideration.’’

Fierd EMPLOYEES, DEPARTMENT OF
FORESTRY.

Mr. BJELKE-PETERSEN (Barambah)

asked the Secretary for Public Lands and
Irrigation—

‘1. What is the approximate average
number of employees in the Forestry
Department who are engaged in aetual
forestry operations?

‘¢2, How many of such employees have
left the serviee within the past 12
months?’’

Hon. T. A. FOLEY (Belyando) replied—

‘“1. The average number (based on
average monthly figures) of wages employees
engaged on forestry field operations for
the period 1 March, 1953 to 28 February,
1954 was 1,549, (The number employed at
the end of February, 1954, was 1,500).

‘¢2. Figures for the January-March,
1954 quarter are mnot yet available, but
during 1953 the movement of labour was—

Men Leaving New
the Job. Employees.

January-March .. 275 319
April-June .. .. 358 276
July-September .. 271 157
October-December .. 198 122

Totals 1,102 87477

GLARING HEADLIGHTS oN MOTOR CARS.

Mr. KERR (Sherwood) asked the Secre-

tary for Labour and Industry—

‘“Will he please arrange for an investi-
gation by the police into the possibility
of eliminating as far as possible the
danger to motorists by glaring headlights
on motor vehicles?’’

Hon., A. JONES (Charters Towers)

replied—

(‘Yes.l)
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CosT oF STATE RECEPTION TO QUEEN.

Mr. COBURN (Burdekin), for
Mr. AIKENS (Mundingburra), asked the
Premier—

‘1, What was the total cost, including
galvanised iron roof, drapings, foral
decorations, ete., of the marquee built on
Parliament House lawn for the supper
guests at the recent State Reception to
Her Majesty the Queen?

€42, What was the total cost of the
supper ?’’

Hon. V.
replied—
¢‘1. Separate costs of the marquee as
against other work carried out at the same
time at Parliament House were not main-
tained. All accounts in respect of illumina-
tion and decoration of Government build-
ings have not yet been met and total costs
have not been computed. However, the
galvanised iron for the roof of the marquee
was not purchased, the requisite quantity
being borrowed from stocks on hand.

¢¢2, Information in this regard is not yet
available.””’

€. GAIR (South Brisbane)

PAPER.
The following paper was laid on the
table—
Order in Couneil under the Supreme Court

Act of 1921.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT.

PrEss REPORT ON OBJECTIONABLE
LITERATURE BILL.

Hon. V. €. GAIR (South Brisbane—
Premier) (11.11 am.), by leave: The
attempt of ‘¢The Courier-Mail’’ fo extricate
itself from the false assertion, exposed by
me in Parliament yesterday, that the
Objectionable Literature Bill was passed
through all its stages in ome day reminds
me of a squid on the defemsive which seeks
to camouflage itself from its pursuers by
emitting an inky-black fluid.

““The Courier-Mail’’ mnow hedges; it
qualifies itg original assertion by saying that
the Bill was passed through all the stages
that remained to make it law. It suggests
that the meaning must have been plain to
me. I am expected to be able to interpret
the cloudy thoughts of the leader-writer on
this question.

By no tortuous twisting of logic, by no
straining of the written word, ecan ‘‘The
Courier-Mail’’ make it appear to any person
of reasonable intelligence that the two
assertions are identieal in meaning.

“¢“The Courier-Mail’’, in its attempt to
establish its case that the measuwre was
rushed through Parliament, makes the sneer
that research may supply Mr. Gair with
precedents in countries like Argentina or
under the Faseist or Nazi regimes in Italy
and Germany. It says further that it is
the ecustomary procedure of Parliaments of
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other States and of the Federal Parliament
to allow sufficient time for controversial Bills
to be discussed.

That is news to me, especially so far as
the Federal Parliament is concerned. I
suggest that ¢“The Courier-Mail’’ editorial
writer himself should undertake a little
research on this point. He would discover
that no Parliament in the British Common-
wealth of Nations affords more time for the
consideration and dispateh of business than
does the Queensland Parliament.

It was unfortunate for his case that ‘‘The
Courier-Mail’’ should have quoted the
Federal Parliament, which under the regime
of the Menzies-Fadden coalition has become
notorious for the speed with which it
dispatches the national business. We have
never reached the stage in the Queensland
Parliament, as has happened more than once in
recent years in the National Parliament at
Canberra, that protracted sittings and the
speed with which legislation has been
dispatched has ecaused collapse from
exhaustion and prostration among members

of the ¢‘Hamsard’’ reporting and typing
staffs.
The facts show that under a Labour

Government in Queensland, parliamentarians
enjoy a greater freedom of speech and wider
secope in  debate than under Tory
Governments,

In the three vears to August, 1953, in the
Queensland Parliament, the closure motion
or ‘‘gag’’ was applied on only three
oceasions, but in the three years of the
Moore Government the ‘‘gag’’ was applied
no less than 85 times.

In the House of Representatives, between
June, 1951, and November, 1952, the
Menzies-Fadden Government applied the
“‘gag’’ on 133 oceasions, a record number
in the history of the Federal Parliament.

I advance these figures as indisputable
proof that the Queensland Labour Govern-
ment have a far keemer appreciation and
conception of democracy than the parties
whose ecause ‘‘The Courier-Mail’’ espouses.

The assertion by ¢‘The Courier-Mail’’
that Queensland Labour Governments have
long disregarded this elementary right of
demoeraey to be allowed to follow with full-
informed minds what its legislators are
debating is maliciously false. If the publie
was not fully informed of the contents of
the measure, which I doubt, that is not the
fault of the Government. The fault, if any,
lies at the door of ¢‘The Courier-Mail’’
which has long ceased to supply its readers
with extended, accurate, and objective
reports of the proceedings in Parliament.
An excellent example of that was the poor
report the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
got after having delivered an excellent
analysis of the particular Bill

It is idle for ‘‘The Courier-Mail’’ to prate
of censorship and the freedom of the Press,
when it repeatedly construes its freedom as
licence to distort and to suppress by
omission. There is no more rigid dictator
of mnews than ¢‘The Courier-Mail’’. Latest
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example of its practice of suppression by
omission is provided by the fact that it
suppressed the whole of my reply to ¢‘The
Courier-Mail’s’’ attempt to justify its
inaccurate headings and report by irrelevant
quotations from ¢‘Hansard’’.

INSPECTION OF SCAFFOLDING ACTS
AMENDMENT BILL.

SECOND READING.

Hon. W. POWER (Baroona—Attorney-
General) (11.17 am.): I move—

‘“That the Bill be now read a second
time.”’

On the introduction of this Bill I explained
the principles very fully and there is mothing
I desire to add at this stage.

Mr. NICKLIN (Landshorough—Leader
of the Opposition) (11.18 a.m.): The pro-
visions of this amending Bill are necessary
beecause of weaknesses discovered in the work-
ing of the Inspection of Secaffolding Aet. I
think that all legislation should be kept under
constant review because weaknesses can creep
into the administration of the law and if
these cannot be correeted in any other way
amending legislation should be introduced to
correet them.

I again in the closing days of this session
take the opportunity of congratulating the
Attorney-General on the work he has done in
his own department in bringing legislation
up to date; he holds the record for the num-
ber of Bills introduced during the current
session. In most eases the amending legis-
lation has been very necessary.

Mr. A. Jones: There is the case of
stockpiling under the Coal Bill.

Mr. NEICKLIN: That happened to be one
in the charge of the Secretary for Mines and
Immigration; the Attorney-General was only
deputising for that hon. gentleman. He was,
however, unlucky to run into that one to spoil
his record.

There are really only three alterations in
this amending Bill, which as I have said are
desirable. The first concerns the definition of
““Chief inspector’’ and it is in line with the
usual definitions we find attached to these
appointments. There is a more extensive
definition of the term ‘‘Place’’ in that the
words ‘‘whilst under construction or repair,
any ship or boat’’ have been added. That
is necessary because a good deal of scaffold-
ing is used in both repairing and building

_ships. It was mnecessary, if there was any
doubt as to the meaning of the term ‘‘place’’
that the question should be tidied up, as the
Minister has done. It has been found that
there was a weakness in regard to the defini-
tion of ‘“Seaffolding.’’ It arose as a result
of an unfortunate acecident at the South Bris-
bane Auxiliary Hospital. Nobody could have
foreseen what happened there. When the
matter was looked into, it was found neces-
sary to tighten up the law to proteet the
workers. After all, the whole purpose behind
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thig legislation is the protection of the
workers engaged on various jobs in which
scaffolding is erected.

We find that there is a very important
omission from the present legislation, an
omission that affects the protection of work-
men on very high structures who are sub-
jected to the very great danger of being
injured by articles dropped from above them.
I think it is very necessary that that weak-
ness should be removed. I always admire
workmen whom I see working at a tremen-
dous height on very flimsy-looking seaffolding.
In view of the great danger to these men and
the risks to which they are subjected, we
should see that they are protected by our
legislation to the greatest possible extent.

Mr. DEWAR (Chermside) (11.21 am.):
I agree with what has been said by the
Leader of the Opposition and I commend
every action that is taken to close any loop-
hole that may exist in our legislation, par-
ticularly where the lives of workmen may be
endangered through the wuse of unsafe
seaffolding.

I should like to draw the attention of the
Minister to something that in my opinion is
rather strange. Living in my electorate is a
Mr. Pledge, who some time ago invented an
attachment for use on ladders as a type of
scaffolding. The invention is known as the
Pledge ladder-scaffold wall-bracket. I might
say for the information of hon. members that
this matter was brought to my notice only
last week, and before I knew that this Bill
was coming before the house. In 1934 the
then Chief Inspector of Machinery and
Scaffolding, Mr. T. E. Alford, wrote the
following letter to Mr. Pledge—

‘“In reply to your letter of 29 May last,
and in connection with amended blueprint
submitted for approval, I have to advise,
as the result of check of design, also the
several inspections made, that this ladder-
scaffold bracket has my approval and may
be safely used to carry not more than two
men engaged in any normal building repair
work.

“¢“This approval does not permit building
material to be carried on the scaffold.’’
That appears to convey the official approval
of the department, and Mr. Pledge went
ahead with the construction and sale of the

brackets.

In 1947 the people through whom Mr.
Pledge arranged the distribution of these
brackets received a letter from the depart-
ment almost identical with the letter that I
have just read, However, although Mr. Pledge
received that official approval of his brackets,
and although he has received no information
from the Chief Inspector to the effect that
his bracket is not safe, he finds that when
his brackets go out on to a job the scaffold-
ing inspectors will not allow them to be used.

Mr. Hiley: Is that in all cases, or only
some?

. Mr. DEWAR: I do not know whether it
is in all cases, or only some.
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Now that Mr. Pledge is in retirement he
hopes that this sideline will help to keep
him, but the scaffolding inspectors will not
allow them to be used. The least he can
expect is that if his bracket is not approved
by the department, the department should
notify him that it is unsafe or unfit for use.
As 1 say, he has a letter from the depart-
ment to the effeet that his bracket has the
approval of the Chief Inspector, and it seems
rather strange that the inspectors of the
department are killing its sale. I merely
wished to bring that matter before the notice
of the Minister.

Motion (Mr. Power) agreed to.

COMMITTEE,

(The Chairman of Committees, Mr. Clark,
Fitzroy, in the chair.)

Clauses 1 and 2, as read, agreed to.
Bill reported, without amendment.

THIRD READING.

Bill, on motion of Mr. Power, read a third
time,

STATE ELECTRICITY COMMISSION
ACTS AND ANOTHER ACT
AMENDMENT BILL.

SECOND READING.

Hon. W. POWER (Baroona—Attorney-
General) (11.27 a.m.): I move—
““That the Bill be now read a second
time.’’
I gave a full explanation of the contents of
the measure on the introductory stage and 1
have nothing to add now.

Mr. NICKLIN (Landsborough—Leader
of the Opposition) (11.28 a.m.): The purpose
of the measure is to tidy up the little anoma-
lies that have been disclosed in the implemen-
tation of the principal Acet. There are one or
two matters involved and I propose to examine
them for the purpose of getting more infor-
mation from the Attorney-General.

The first provision deals with the right of
the commission, with the approval of the
Minister, to impose restrictions on the distri-
bution and consumption of electricity by
certain electric authorities. I am not dis-
agreeing with the need for that but I am
rather eoncerned about how the nroposal is to
be applied. The applieation of this principle
might easily lead to a number of anomalies
and perhaps injustice to certain classes of
people. This principle is introduced particu-
larly for the purpose of dealing with the
small plants established in Western Queens-
land. And very good plants they are, too.
They are cheaply operated and they can
run for a part of the day unattended, with
the result that they supply a lighting service
to towns that otherwise would not get it for
years, if ever, because the country surround-
ing the township is mot thickly populated.
In such areas as are covered by the Brishane
City Council, S.E.A., or the other important
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eleetric authorities it would not be necessary
to implement this provision except in a case
of dire emergency. It would be applied if
for some unknown reason the demand on their
only plants exceeded their generating capacity.

In the small townships and in areas served
by the smaller units there is a possibility
that if everybody rushed in and got all the
electric appliances available the drain on
the generating capacity of the area would
be too great and there would be all sorts of
trouble. It is essential that there should be
some power to prevent the unlimited installa-
tion of electrical gadgets that would develop
a greater demand than could be met by the
generating unit in the area. If these restric-
tions are to prevail, will all eleectric jugs or
stoves be banned, or will the restriction be
on the basis of limiting the number of appli-
ances according to the units that may be
used by any household or business premises?

Mr. Power: This really means that the
Governor in Couneil, on the recommendation
from the State Eleetricity Commission, may
say that you cannot use certain appliances
because the generating plant cannot supply

sufficient eurrent to meet the consequent
demand.
Mr. NICKLIN: It will be a general

application on all types of appliances?

Mr. Power: In some cases they could
carry a stove but in other eases they eould
not; it depends on the ecapacity of the
generating plant.

Mr, NICKLIN: If there is not a general
ban on a particular type of eleectrical appli-
ance, for instance, ‘the Minister may be
fortunate enough to get a stove and when
I applied for a stove they might tell me I
could not get it because it was banned.

Mr. Power: Before people put in those
appliances they are supposed to seek the
approval of the board.

Mr. NICKLIN: That would be the best
time to tackle it, when the initial installa-
tions are made, when the electrie authorities
would be able to tell the people that they
could give them so many lights or power
points.

Mr. Power: Yes.

Mr. NICKLIN: So many lights or power
points consuming so many units a day.

Mr. Powers That is the intention.

Mr. NICKLIN: If it is dome like that it
will obviate much trouble. I agree with
the prineiple; I was just wondering about the
application of it. The Minister appreciates
the point T make that if one person had an
applianee and another person was refused
authority to use such an appliance there
would be trouble.

The other prineciple in the Bill deals with
3 vacaney is the position of chairman. The
board must notify the Minister and, when it
has a full number of members, appoint a
new chairman. If it fails to do so the Gov-
ernor in Couneil may appoint the chairman.
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I hope there will not be any trouble in
regard to the election of a chairman. It has
sometimes happened that when the boards
cannot agree they come back to the Governor
in Counecil to make an appointment. I ean
quote an instance at Bowen where the Liabour
member stayed away from the council meet-
ings so that the council would not be required
to make any appointment, and eventually
the appointment came back to the Governor
in Council. I believe that members of local
authorities should be prepared to accept their
responsibility and not play polities in matters
such ag this. It is not a very wise provision
whereby manoeuvres can take place and the
responsibility is put back on the Governor
in Council. In some instances the Minister
concerned may approve of the tacties
employed by some of the members of the
board.

However, the prineciples in the Bill are
simply to tidy up weaknesses found in the
implementation of previous legislation.

Hon, W. POWER (Baroona—Attorney-
General) (11.35 a.m.), in reply: The matter
raised by the Leader of the Opposition as
to filling vacaneies and the failure of mem-
bers to attend meetings does not come within
the jurisdiction of the Government. Our
responsibility arises only when the body con-
cerned eannot fill the position; then we have
to do the job in accordance with our power.

The other matter raised by the hon. gentle-
man is very important and should be eclari-
fied. The purpose of the Bill is to prevent
plant from being taxed when the generating
power of the undertaking is not sufficient
to earry the load. It has always been the
practice, when a person desired to put in an
electric generating plant, particularly in the
western parts of the State for the State
Government to advance as mueh as 663rds
per cent. of the cost to enable him to carry
on, I am not saying this with a view to
making propaganda for the Government.

Mr. Nicklin: Because the other fellows
say they thoroughly deserve it.

Mr. POWER: That has been always the
practice and will continue to be the practice.
‘When application is made for electric current
the applicant should be able to get only the
amount the plant ean carry and the reason
why we are taking this action is best exempli-
fied by the action of a person who connected
a lathe to the electricity supply. If he was
allowed to continue many people would be
affected because the generating plant did
not ecarry sufficlent eurrent for such
apparatus but only enough to serve the
original purpose for which it was intended.

Motion (Mr. Power) agreed to.

COMMITTEE.

{(The Chairman of Committees, Mr., Clark,
Fitzroy, in the chair.)

Clauses 1 to 6, both inclusive, as read,
agreed to.

Bill reported, without amendment.
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THIRD READING.

Bill, on motion of Mr. Power, read a third
time.

TRADE DESCRIPTIONS (TEXTILE
PRODUCTS) BILL.

SECOND READING.

Hon. W. M. MOORE (Merthyr—Secre-
tary for Health and Home Affairg) (11.40
am.): I move—

¢‘That the Bill be now read a second
time.”’

On the initiation of the Bill I referred
briefly to the history that led up to the
introduction of this measure and gave an
outline of its contents.

The first request for aetion came as far
back as 1938 from the Selectors’ Association
of Queensland, which asked that legislation
be introduced to require the labelling of
woollen goods to show the proportion of wool
in them. The Queensland Government recog-
nised the mneed for legislative action but
recognised also that it was a matter that
could not be dealt with by a single State.
I think hon. members will appreciate the
difficulty that would face a single State that
attempted to tackle a matter such as this.

The question was referred to the Australian
Agrieultural Couneil, which recommended that
no action be taken until the International
Wool Secretariat made investigations, That
body in due course made certain recommen-
dations for legislation by all the States and
all the States agreed that textiles should be
labelled to show the materials of which they
were made and the proportion of each of
sueh materials. Difficulties arose when it
came to incorporating other things in the
uniform legislation. Many conferences were
held by the States, and in 1944 it was
thought agreement had been reached and that
uniform legislation would be brought down
by all Parliaments. The Queensland Govern-
ment wished to do all in their power to pro-
teet the various interests concerned and the
buying public from exploitation and to
ensure honest selling and fair buying. They
brought down the Trade Descriptions (Tex-
tile Products) Aet of 1944 but the goal of
uniform legislation was not achieved and
the Queensland Aet was mnot proclaimed.
Interest continued to be taken in the matter
and in 1947 it was hoped again that with
some modifications of the original proposals
the necessary legislation would be passed in all
States.

In this matter, too, the co-operation of the
Commonwealth Government was essential. It
would be very undesirable and unjust to
force Australian manufacturers of textile pro-
ducts and sellers to conform +to certain
requirements if the same conditions could not
be applied to imported articles. In 1949
an agreement was arrived at and the States
agreed to pass uniform legislation, but before
it could be put into operation the then
Federal Labour Government were defeated
and the Liberal-County Party Government
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who were elected for some reason were
reluctant to accept the proposals that had
been agreed upon previously.

My predecessor, the present Secretary for
Labour and Industry, had attended a number
of conferences on the matter. The chief
obstacle at the first conference I attended,
at which Senator Neil O’Sullivan was present,
was the inability to define the categories of
wool. Under the previous legislation, wool
was referred to as virgin wool, reprocessed
wool, and re-used wool. The submission of
the then Federal Government was, probably
rightly, that these categories could mnot
be scientifically distinguished. This meant
that in the event of a prosecution no techni-
cal evidence could be adduced to sustain
the definition of those three categories. A
great deal of discussion centred round this
point, but no agreement was reached. It
was pointed out that a garment might con-
tain g eertain amount of pure wool, a eertain
amount of processed wool, and a certain
amount of used wool. That appeared to be
the stumbling block to most Ministers. If
we could not obtain a Iabelling that would
define these things, if we could not devise
a definition that would be sustained in s
eourt, it was decided that we should adopt
a labelling that would in effeet give protec-
tion to the wool industry and at the same
time give the buyers of materials a fair
indication of what type of textile was in
the cloth of the garment and so prevent
the wholesale dumping of shoddy material
upon the publie,

We reached the stage when all Govern-
ments agreed on the legislation we are pre-
senting this morning. It was patent to the
Ministers concerned that it would be difficult
for the layman to tell the difference in cer-
tain articles. I have a number of pieces of
textile here and I am sure that most members
of the House would not be sure as to which
is wool and which is other textile, and these
are products from which ordinary wearing
apparel is made.

All hon. members know that more rayons
and synthetics are being used today than
before. I should say that in the bigger
garments it is essential that the buyer
should have an indication of what he 1is
buying. I think that every hon. member as
well as the general public has had the
experience of buying an article and having
it cleaned and finding that it was not the
high-quality material he thought he was
buying. That is the experience of all sections
of the community.

I am satisfied that this Bill, when put
into operation, will go a long wayv towards
giving the buyer an opportunity of knowing
what he is buying and will check the
practices that many people in the community
think are undesirable. The Bill is the result
of unanimity reached between the States and
the Commonwealth. It is couched in plain
language and is not diffieult to understand.
The exceptions to the labelling are to be
found in the schedule to the Commonwealth
Commerce and Import Regulations. It was
readily seen by the Ministers that there were
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certain small articles of clothing, such as
handkerchiefs and collars, that would be
hard to distinguish; this applies also to
certain women’s wear, handbags, eollars,
babies’ wear, such as bibs, and so there is
a list of housebold drapery that has been
exempted from the Bill, and this will give
the labelling a chance to be effective on the
bigger articles.

The outstanding features of the Bill are
that the following requirements must be com-
plied with:—

The label must be written in English, in
clearly legible characters. It shall be
attached to the product in the preseribed
manner, or if none is preseribed, it shall
be printed or stamped on or woven into the
product or securely attached to the pro-
duet. If the produet contains 95 per
centum or more by weight of wool it shall
include the words ‘‘pure wool’’. If the
product contains less than 95 per eenfum
by weight of wool it shall not include the
words, ‘‘pure wool’’. If the produet con-
tains less than 95 per centum by weight
of wool, but not less than 5 per centum
by weight of wool, it shall include a
statement speecifying—(a) the percentage
by weight of wool which is contained in
the product; and (b) the other fibres
contained in the product in order of
dominance by weight.

If the percentage by weight of wool is greater
than the percentage by weight of any other
fibre, it shall state the percentage by weight
of wool first, otherwise last. If the produet
contains less than 5 per centum by weight
of wool, it shall state the fibres other than
wool in order of dominance by weight fol-
lowed by the words ‘‘less than 5 per centum
wool’’. If the product containg no wool, it
shall include a statement specifying the fibre
contained in the produet, or if the produet
contains more than one fibre, the fibres in
order of dominance by weight.

Further  important  requirements are
included in the Bill for the protection of the
buyer against the offering of shoddy materials
for sale in a way that might mislead the
public. It is required that if the produect
contains loading or weighting substances,
other than ordinary dressing, the label shall
include the word ‘‘Licaded’’ or the word
““Weighted’’. If the product contain paper,
the label shall include a statement that the
product contains paper.

Ordinary dressing, as opposed to loading
or weighting, is deemed to mean a dressing
that is used to meet legitimate trade require-
ments, and does not contain anything in the
nature of an adulteration, and does not con-
tain aything used for the purpose of deceiving
as to the quality, substance, or nature of the
textile product.

For the protection of the honest trader, the
Bill sets out two defences in any prosecution
for contravening or failing to comply with
the requirements as to label. The first is
designed to protect traders against prosecu-
tion for eontravention of the Act by selling,
or having for sale, any textile produet that
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is not correctly labelled if that produet was
manufactured in, or imported into, Queensland
before the commencement of the Act, provided
that the product was held by him bona fide
and without any fraudulent intention.

The second defence provides for the ecase
where a trader holds, or offers for sale, goods
bearing the wrong description, provided that
it bears the same description as had been
applied to it when he aecquired it, and that
that description appeared to comply with the
Act and had not been altered by him. This
defence meets the objection that might be
raised that a person could be prosecuted for
a breach of which he had no knowledge.

I have endeavoured to give the House a full
history of the events that have led up to the
presentation of this Bill, and of what it con-
tains. It is the result of very extensive dis-
cussions between representatives of all the
Governments of Australia, including the
Commonwealth Government, and is a link in
a nation-wide effort to provide something
that has long been necessary. It has been
aecepted by Governments of different politiecal
beliefs, and due weight has been given to
the recommendations of experts in both the
law and textiles. The various Governments
have disecussed its requirements with repre-
sentatives of both manufaecturers and sellers,
both of finished articles of clothing and of
materials used in those articles, as well as the
wool-producers.

An objection has been raised by certain
sections of the trade about the cost of label-
ling. I should say, however, that taking into
consideration the existing exemptions, some
of which I have already referred to, the cost
will be very small. I feel quite sure that
anyone who has to bear any extra cost as the
result of this measure, will bear it willingly
with the feeling that his interests are being
protected.

Mr. NICKLIN (Landsborough—Leader
of the Opposition) (11.54 a.m.): I am sure
all hon. members were interested in the history
of this legislation that has been given to us
by the Minister. As the Minister knows, legis-
lation covering textile labelling has had a
very rocky road. It was first proposed at
the end of the 1930s, and this Parliament
attempted to play its part when it introduced
legislation in 1944. Of course, it had to be
uniform legislation throughout Australia,
because mo such legislation could have any
effect at all unless it was agreed to by all the
State Governments and the Commonwealth
Government. I think we made a pretty good
job of the legislation that we passed through
this Parliament. There was a long debate
on the Bill, it was closely examined, and the
Minister aecepted a number of amendments.
Personally I thought that the final result was
one that should meet with the approval of
the other States, which had more or less agreed
to the main principles of the Bill. The legis-
lation has been in operation now for some
years and it is still the law. However, the
Minister knows that there was a good deal
of log-rolling and approaches to various
Governments and political parties, both in the
State and Federal spheres and both for and
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against the legislation. I believe that at
times some of the Governments, both State
and Federal, paid too much regard to the
representations of the manufacturers who
really did not want this legislation because it
would prevent them from putting over the
public the many things they had done for
3 considerable time.

This legislation is not purely Australian in
origin, but something that has been in opera-
tion in the United States of America for
some years where it hasg been successful and
where it has the entire backing of both the
American wool-grower and American manu-
facturers who deal in woollen produets. I
cannot remember the exact date but at one
time the American Congress voted a speecial
appropriation of 200 million dollars for the
more efficient policing of the textile labelling
legislation then in operation in that country..
And I might say that this action of the
American Congress had the backing of the
American wool-growers and the American
manufacturers of woollen goods.

When the legislation was first introduced
into this country the wool industry did not
know exactly where it stood in the matter
of the competition with woollen products.
that was rapidly developing. New produets
were being produced by the chemists of the
world and there were many varieties of syn-
thetic material. We find now that the test-
tube wizards were able to outspin the silk-
worm in the produetion of fine fabrics and
that these chemists made improvements even
in nature’s own production. Fortunately for
the wool industry the chemist has not yet
been able to produce some of the very essen-
tial qualities of wool that are produced by
the sheep itself with the aid of good old
other Nature but there is no guarantee that
the chemist will not produce the qualities
of wool that are an important feature in
keeping it ome of the best-selling and high-
est-priced fabries sold in the world today.

However, this legislation is not designed
solely for the protection of the wool-grower
or solely for the protection of the wool manu-
facturer or solely for the protection of the
consumer of woollen goods; it is designed to
protect all three, the wool-grower, the manu-
facturer and the consumer.

For a start et us have a look at the pro-
teetion that the wool-grower gets from this
legislation. He can now have his produet
sold as wool only when it is wool. He will
thereby be protected in any competition with
material that looks very much like wool and
which the manufacturers are able to pass on
an unsuspecting public as a wool product.
The buyers would quickly find out if they
went out in a shower of rain that it was
not wool. From time to time, from the
production of the original rayons and nylons
to the ones that are turned out today, we
have been getting materials that very closely
resemble wool and eould easily be passed
over by the unsuspeeting. That being so,
it is essential that these materials be
labelled in order to show their comstituents.
One thing that has reacted very favourably
to the wool industry is that although these
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synthetic materials look like wool they have
lacked its essential qualities, and the manu-
facturers, in order to build up the quality
of their produect, are finding it essential to
include a percentage of wool. As a result,
the consumption of wool, instead of going
down because of the production of synthetics,
has increased because the greater production
of synthetics has brought about a demand
for wool that was not apparent in the early
1940s, when this legislation was first
introduced. I am not mentioning that as
anything against legislation of this kind;
on the contrary, I believe this legislation is
essential and the sooner we get it in operation
in Australia the better it will be, not only
for the wool industry, but the manufacturer
and the consumer. At the present time the
mixture going into synthetics is becoming
increasingly wool rather than cotton and
other fibres. The cotton-grower has lost
more as a result of the competition with
synthetic fabries than the wool-grower.
Nevertheless, there is still keen competition
against woollen products from those syn-
theties that are produced by the chemists of
the world.

The next point is in regard to the pro-
tection to manufacturers. All responsible and
reputable manufacturers, not only in
Australia, but in other parts of the world,
are 100 per cent. behind the introduction of.
this legislation. We had an example of
that in this House when one of the largest
manufacturers, Mr. Bruce Pie, was a very
keen advocate of our original legislation, and
gave much study to the matter with the
objeet of improving that Bill when it was
being considered. As I said before, the
manufacturers in Ameriea were as keen in
the implementation of the legislation over
there. The responsible manufacturer will be
protected from the unserupulous manufae-
turer, who gains his greatest advantage from
the fact that textile products are not labelled
and the publie, who are not informed in these
matters, do not know what they are buying,
and when they get what they think is a
woollen produet or something eontaining a
large percentage of wool they often find it
contains very little wool at all.

This legislation will afford protection to
the consumers and I believe it is they who
will get the greatest protection of all. As
hon. members know, at present when buying
fabries in a retail store one does not know
exactly the composition of the cloth, and
considering the mighty price that has to he
paid for some of the stuff on sale today one
wants to get what one is buying and not
something that is a poor imitation, Today
men’s suits are very pricey. Although the
pure wool suit and the synthetic wool suit
may look the same, when it comes to standing
up to hard wear, resistance to creases and a
shower of rain there is no eomparison
between the two fabries in the suits. Here
I might say that synthetic woollen suits are
not sold to any great extent in Australia, but
are sold very largely in America and, might
I state, labelled as such. There is no com-
parison, between the two fabrics. Pure
woollen fabrie is reasonably shower-proof and
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has greater wearing and lasting qualities than
any of the synthetic substitutes on the
market at the moment. This Bill will do
much to protect the users of the various
fabries.

One thing I am particularly interested in
is that the Bill makes no attempt to define
wool, to define the various classes of wool
such as re-processed and re-used wool as dis-
tinguished from virgin wool. It does, how-
ever, define wool. It says that ‘‘wool’’,

‘“means the natural fibre from the fleece

of any variety of domestic sheep or lamb’’.

In the previous legislation, re-processed,

re-used and virgin wool were mentioned.

Pergonally I am rather in favour of that,

but I know of the difficulty that would be
involved in a prosecution.

Mr. Moore: The Federal Minister would
not agree.

Mr. NICKLIN: I know the difficulty was
in the Federal sphere, but I remember Mr.
Bruce Pie when in this Parliament spoke on
a Bill of this kind previously said it was
possible to pick out virgin wool from
re-processed or re-used wool in a mixture of
virgin, re-used, but re-processed and re-used
wools in a mixture are very difficult to
detect. He said that shoddy could be used
in the produetion, of course, and it could
be labelled as wool, but the quality was not
to be compared with a cloth made of virgin
wool, I realise the difficulty that would be
involved in labelling the various wools and
the mixtures of the various wools in the
fabrie.

For the information of hon. members who
perhaps are not conversant with the difference
between virgin, re-used and re-processed
wools; let me say that virgin wool is wool
straight from the sheep’s back manufactured
into cloth. Re-processed wool is woollen
seraps collected in a faetory after the making
of articles in the factory. They are picked
up, teased and made into cloth again.

Mr. Moore:
have been used.

Mr. NICKLIN:

Actually they would not

They would not have
been used, but left over. When teased up,
the wool has lost certain qualities. It may
be termed dead wool as against live wool.
The re-used wool is shoddy. It comes from
garments that have been worn for perhaps
18 months or two years, picked up from a
rubbish heap, washed, re-teased and used
again. Still, the garments made from this
re-used wool are woollen produets, and the
faect that it can be made into garments,
worn, re-teased and remade into garments
emphasises the great qualities of wool.

Mr. Moore: The fear of most Ministers
was that too much re-used wool might be
included in cloths.

Mr, NICKLIN: That is so. For instance,
one could buy a product labelled ‘‘Pure
‘Wool’? but it might be manufactured either
solely from shoddy or a mixutre of shoddy
and reprocessed wool, and there is a world
of difference between the virgin wool ecloth
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and the cloth made from shoddy wool. That
is why I felt that it would have been pre-
ferable to endeavour to overcome the techniecal
difficulties that I know are involved in sus-
taining prosecutions and detecting what quan-
tities are virgin, processed and re-used wool
in an article. When they are used separately,
I understand there is no difficulty, but if the
different qualities are mixed it is very diffi-
cult to ascertain, and it may be hard to
sustain a prosecution. However, we have
something in this Bill and even though a
cloth may contain shoddy or re-used wool,
and even though it is labelled ‘¢Pure Wool’’
when placed on the market, there will be a
tremendous difference between it and the
cloth made entirely from virgin wool, and it
will then be a simple matter for the dis-
eriminating housewife to identify the dif-
ferent types.

I come now to the question of labelling.
There was a great deal of controversy dur-
ing the discussion of the previous legislation
as to whether the responsibility for labelling
should rest emtirely with the manufaeturer,
the wholesaler, or the retailer or whether it
should apply to the whole trade. If we
eliminated the manufacturer from taking
responsibility for Iabelling, it would be
impossible for the manufacturer who made
garments from that material to say whether
the mixture was 90/10, 50/50, 25/75 or any-
thing else. It is necessary that the manufae-
turer of the original textile should label his
product as a guide for later users in the
trade. Although there are difficulties about it
and eertain expense is involved, it is interest-
ing to note that the manufacturers in America
make a great selling point of the fact
that their goods are labelleq ‘‘Pure Virgin
Wool’’. One of the manufacturers of woollen
materials in America advertises in one of the
national magazines there, and in every adver-
tisement it features the faet that its pro-
ducts carry the label ‘‘Pure Virgin Wool’’,
I think that our textile manufacturers or
the manufacturers of garments eould take a
lesson from those American concerns and
make it a selling point that the produet is
true to label, and I am sure that any expense
and trouble involved in labelling would be
more than recouped by the excellent selling
angle that the product is true to the label it
bears.

However, I think that this Bill iz desirable
and should have had legislative force many
years age. There might be odd weaknesses
in regard to the use of virgin, dead, and
shoddy wools that carry the wool label, but
it is far better to have a wide definition,
as we have got to get the Aect started. If
we find later on that manufaeturers are
abusing the term ‘‘wool’’ by using shoddy
instead of virgin wool, they might be dealt
with by an amendment of the Act.

The main purpose of the Bill is to protect
wool against unfair competition from other
fibres and to proteet the serupulous against
the unserupulous manufacturer and to pro-
tect the wuser of textiles against having
something foisted upon him which he did not
intend to buy. I hope that when we pass
this legislation it will not have the fate that
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the 1944 and 1947 legislation had because
the other States and the Commonwealth did
not do their parts in the legislative pro-
gramme necessary to bring them into force..
It is hoped that the other Parliaments and
the Commonwealth will quickly follow our
example and pass the necessary legislation
so that we may have this useful legislation
in force throughout Australia.

Mr. MUNRO (Toowong) (12.18 pm.): L
support the remarks of the Leader of the
Opposition in his acceptance of this measure,
although perhaps in some minor respeets 1
might do so for different reasons. Funda-
mentally, however, our reasons would be the
same.

I think it profitable on an oceasion like
this to examine briefly the principles om
which the measure is or should be founded.
The basic prineciple, of course, is the protee-
tion of the housewife

Mr. Moore: And her husband.

Mr. MUNRO: That is so and, as far as
is reasonably practieable letting her know
what she is buying. But there is, however,
the subsidiary point of some protection to
the wool industry. There is emphasis on the
point of letting the users know how much
wool there is in a product as distinet from
any general indication of the quality of the
product. I should accept that subsidiary
principle also because all Australians, in an
economic sense, are largely dependent on the
wool industry. If there is a certain amount
of sentiment amongst buyers in favour of
productg that contain wool it is quite a good
thing for Australia and it should be
encouraged.

A second principle that I think is also.
important in any measure of this kind is
that there should be no undue interference
with the normal trade practices of the better
types of manufacturers, wholesalers and
retailers dealing with these produets. That
is very important, because in every manufae-
turing industry there are quite a number of
technical processes and technical problems
that cannot be completely visualised legis-
latively. In this regard my view of the
legislation might be slightly different from
that of the Leader of the Opposition, but T
believe that one of the merits of this measure
is that it does not tend to go too far. I
make that point in relation to the fact that
the requirements regarding the various pro-
portions are very simple, and it seems to me
that they can be complied with without any
undue interferemce in manufacturing and
trading processes. It is impossible—and this
applies to almost every form of product—
legislatively to indicate with exactitude the
quality of a produet, and that applies to tex-
tiles very much more than to most other
produets. It is not only a question whether
the wool in a certain produet is virgin wool,
or reprocessed wool, or used wool; a tremen-
dous lot depends on the efficiency of the
manufacturing processes. A blend of wool,
for example, might be made in the spinning
stage or it might be made in the weaving
stage, and there ig such a variety of processes
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in the treatment of wool and other fibres that
there ean be very considerable differences
between the qualities of the fabrie or between
one fabriec and another, even though each
might consist of 60 per cent. wool and 40
per cent, other fibres.

The mnext point I want to mention—and
I am particularly glad that the Minister has
referred to it—is the very great importance
of making any measure of this kind uniform
in application in all the States of the Com-
monwealth. It is of course well known that
many of the textiles that are sold and wused
in Queensland are manufaetured in the
southern States. It is perhaps not quite so
well known that textiles are manufactured in
Queensland in considerable quantities and
«exported to and sold in every other State of
Australia in competition with similar pro-
duets manufactured in New South Wales and
Victoria. In any legislation of this kind we
have to be very ecareful that, perhaps as the
result of our enthusiasm to achieve some
particular objective, we do not handicap our
-own industries in relation to the other States.
From the explanation by the Minister I feel
reasonably satisfied that would not oceur in
this case. If I had the slightest reason
for doubt it would be because of the pro-
vision contained in Clause 11 which says—

‘‘This Aet shall be read with, but so
as not to derogate from, such of the pro-
visions of the Health Aets . . .. . . as
apply.”?

1 have not had the opportunity of perusing
‘the provisions of the Health Acts, but 1
believe that there is the possibility that if
this Bill is read in conjunction with other
Queensland Acts we should have a total
application in Queensland slightly different
from that of the other States. I have no
reason to think that it will be so and I
eertainly trust that it will not be so.

Mr. Keyatta: There will be uniformity
in all the States.

Mr. MUNRO: Yes, but there cannot be
-complete uniformity in the application of
clause 11 for the reasons I have mentioned.
I should not have felt impelled to mention
that if it were not for the faet that in the
textile industry we have already been con-
siderably handicapped in Queensland by the
applieation of other legislation that has detri-
mentally affected Queensland manufacturers
as distinet from southern manufacturers. I
should be out of order if I attempted to
discuss that matter in detail, but I will
mention the matter of price-fixing, which is
applied, perhaps to some extent because of
constitutional difficulties, to certain Queens-
land-manufactured products in a way that is
more harmful to the manufacture of those
products here than it is to a similar manufae-
turer outside the State. That is a difficulty
that should be guarded against and I think
there is just the possibility of some little
diffieulty arising under clause 11, but I should
not think myself it would cause any serious
trouble. I mention the matter now hecause
if measures are not earefully serutinised it

[ASSEMBLY.]

Textile Products Bill.

may afterwards be found that certain little
points have been discovered that only
come under notiee from practical application.

1 believe that this measure will work well,
especially as we have the assurance of the
Minister that the legislation is the result of
conferences over the years between represen-
tatives of the State and Commonwealth
Governments,

Hon. W. M. MOORE (Merthyr—Secre-
tary for Health and Home Affairs) (12.29
pam.), in reply: I thank the Leader of the
Opposition and the hon, member for Toowong
for their contributions to the debate, in which
they gave the measure the imprimatur of
their approval. On the subject of conferences,
let me say that representatives of the various
States in the Commonwealth, including
myself, had to be convinced that the
categories of wool could not be scientifieally
decided. I believed that they could, but of
course I was only a layman. The Federal
Minister, Senator O’Sullivan, said that the
matter had been referred to the experts,
C.S.LR.O., who had said that it could not
be scientifically proved, and State analysts
were at variance on the question. The econ-
ference looked likely to collapse on that point
and in face of that I felt it would be dangerous
to argue the matter further, because if evidence
could not be produced in favour of the
Government on a scientific matter, a prosecu-
tion could not be sustained. Nothing could
be more damaging to the liberty of a subject
than any legislation such as that. That con-
ference ended and Mr. Landa, the New South
Wales Minister, subsequently became chairman
of the conference and I had a talk with him
and we deeided that we would try to get an
agreement. A subsequent conference of State
Ministers was held at Sydney, at which Mr.
Landa presided, and the result was the legis-
lation I have brought down. I assure the
Leader of the Opposition that if at some
future date science is of the opinion that
the different categories of wool can be defined
and a definition can be stated in ecourt, I
shall be pleased to bring down an amend-
ment to the Act to provide for it.

The hon. member for Toowong mentioned
several interesting matters. Certain factories
will produce a better article than other
factories. That applies in the kitchen: one
housewife will make a better cake than her
neighbour. The purchaser is in a better
position today than he was before; he has
greater protection.

Another interestin'g matter raised by the
member for Toowong was the possibility of
confliet in other administrative processes as
between the States. He referred to the Bill
as being administered in conjunction with
the Health Acts of this State. In the other
States the legislation will be implemented in
conjunction with the Shops and Factories
Acts. T was the only Health Minister at the
conference in Sydney; the other Ministers
were Ministers for Labour and Industry.

My, Munres Those other provisions
would be identical with our Health Acts.
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Mr. MOORE: The matter was referred
to Mr. Landa, who was chairman of the
conference, and he thought it was quite in
order. I believe that the Bill will do all
that it is expeeted to do.

Motion (Mr, Moore) agreed to.

COMMITTEE.

(The Chairman of Committees, Mr. Clark,
Pitzroy, in the chair.)

Clauses 1 to 6, both inclusive, as read,
agreed to.

Clause 7—Talse Trade descriptions, ete.,
prohibited—

Mr. HILEY (Coorparoo) (12.35 pm.): 1
rise to get some clarification of the operation
of this clause, which deals with the prohibi-
tion of the distribution end sale of goods
unless described and marked in acecordance
with the fabrie. The manufacturer starts off
and prepares the articles and I take it that
is the time when the manufacturer must
mark a description on the goods as required.
Being manufactured, the goods tend to flow
in some instances through wholesalers and
in other cases direct from the manufacturer
to retailers, and eventually they are retailed
to the public. My econeern is as to the
impossibility of commanding any simultaneous
observance of this Bill at every stage of the
distribution. It will be possible on fairly
short notice, to say to a manufacturer that
after a certain date every thing he produces
must be marked to comply with this statute.
A very short period of notice is adequate in
the case of the manufacturer but as the goods
go down the distribution avenues, retailers
will have goods on their shelves. Take
sweaters to be sold this winter. In a great
number of instances sweaters will be on sale
perhaps up to the emd of July, under our
climatic conditions. These sweaters will have
reached the retailers for sale during January
and February, to meet the autumn and
winter sale. My purpose in rising is to ask
the Minister whether he thinks it will be
possible to safeguard this distribution time
factor adequately under the Bill as it is or
by some power of regulation. So long as he
has envisaged that point and is able to assure
the Committee that there will be a period
of warning to manufacturers, and a longer
period to retailers, and after that time every-
thing offered to the public must be marked
in aecordance with this Bill, I shall be
content.

Hon. W. M. MOORE (Merthyr—Secretary
for Health and Home Affairs) (12.38 p.m.):
This is a new Bill and its implementation will
be a new experienee to all the parties con-
cerned, including inspectors of my depart-
ment. The Brisbane Chamber of Manufac-
tures waited on me some time ago and similar
chambers waited on Ministers in other States.
1 assured them that before the regulations
are gazetted they may have a conference
with me on any matters they think need
ironing out, and I would see that there was
a common-sense approach to these matters.
My inspectors would discover anomalies from
time to time but ample opportunity would be
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given to members of the chamber to state
their case before a decision was made on
them. The matters will be given serious
consideration and in the process of time all
these anomalies must be iromed out. I
appreciate that there will be a number of
anomalies in the implementation of the Bill.

Clause 7, as read, agreed to.

Clauses 8 to 11, both inclusive, as read,
agreed to.

Bill reported, without amendment.

THIRD READING.

Bill, on motion of Mr. Moore, read a third
time.

OPTICIANS ACTS AMENDMENT BILL.
SECOND READING.

Hon, W. M. MOORE (Merthyr—Secre-
tary for Health and Home Affairs) (12.40
pm.): I move—

““That the Bill be now read a second

time.”’

There is only one principle in the measure,
which gives the board the right by by-law,
subject to the approval of the Governor in
Couneil, to increase fees from time to time.
I told hon. members yesterday that the fees
were fixed and included in the Act many
years ago. Now that administrative costs
are much higher, it is necessary that fees be
increased. This amendment will allow
inereases to be made from time to time by
by-law subjeet to the approval of the
Governor in Couneil.

Mr. NICKLIN (Landsborough—Leader
of the Opposition) (12.41 p.m.): This Bill
is similar to the amendment to the Dental
Acts that was brought down towards the end
of last year. It is introduced for exactly the
same purpose, the taking out of the Act the
fees that were fixed Dy legislation and
ineluded in it and the giving of power to
the board to increase the fees from time to
time, subject to the approval of the
Governor in Council ~We agree with the
prineiple. It is essential that there be
flexibility to follow the fluctuation in costs.

It is interesting to mnote that yesterday,
the day the Minister introduced this legis-
lation, he laid on the table a regulation under
the Dental Aects fixing new fees according to
the amendment to the Dental Acts intro-
duced towards the end of last year.

Motion (Mr. Moore) agreed fo.

COMMITTEE.
(The Chairman of Committees, Mr. Clark,
Fitzroy, in the chair.)
Clauses 1 to 4, both inclusive, as read,
agreed to.
Bill reported, without amendment.

THIRD READING.

Bill, on motion of Mr.
third time.

Moore, read a
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WORKERS’ COMPENSATION ACTS
AMENDMENT BILL.

SECOND READING.

Hon. E. J. WALSH (Bundaberg—
Treasurer) (12.45 p.m.): I move—
‘“That the Bill be now read a second
time.”?

I do not think there is any mnecessity to go
over the principles of the Bill again; I out-
lined them fully yesterday and as hon.
members have the Bill they have been able
to study the various amendments.

Apart from the substantial increased
amounts to be paid in respect of fatal and
non-fatal injuries, I think it is agreed that
the other important prineiple is the right
extended to the worker to continue to receive
weekly compensation payments until an award
of a court might be made. I think it should
be understood by hon. members that that
right is extended to the worker. The
Insurance Commissioner will of course be
indemnified by the parties to the extent of
the compensatoin that has been paid by him.

The Bill in no way suggests that the weekly
payment of the compensation paid to a
domestic or a share-farmer will be altered in
any way. There appears to be a good deal
of loose thinking about share-farmers and
comment and criticism of the department in
its attitude on the basis on which it makes
agsessments. It is a little diffieult if the
Commissioner is not supplied with the neces-
sary information to enable him to make
assessments in these cases on the basis he
thinks reasonable and fair, not only to him-
self but to the parties concerned. The diffi-
culty of the Commissioner is that he has
not been supplied with the information
required from the owners of properties who
are engaged in share-farming or who make
an agreement with other persons to engage in
share-farming. It is a case of supplying the
correet information. I might say that in the
cagse of the share-farmer in the dairying
industry there is mno difficulty whatever
because, generally speaking, the owner of the
property provides not only the land but the
equipment, but in the case of wheat-farmers
it is the practice, generally speaking, for
the owner to supply the land only and the
share-farmer to supply the equipment. The
Insurance Commissioner has been endeavour-
ing, on a voluntary basis, to obtain informa-
tion from the owners of the land and the
share-farmers to enable him to make an
assessment on a fair and just basis to all
coneerned. Not having met with success on
a voluntary basis, we propose to bring down
a regulation whereby the owner or the ghare-
farmer will be compelled to supply the
information.

Mr, Merrs The agent concerned?

Mr, WALSH: The share-farmer is the
person we are concerned about because he is
the person who will be covered under the Act,
not the owner, and consequently we have to
determine the extent of the share-farmer’s
expenditure apart from what the net earnings
might be.
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Mr. Kerr: Would you consider the
premium payable by the owner a charge
against profits?

Mr. WALSH: I have been trying to
explain that the Commissioner has been
endeavouring to get the necessary information
to enable him to assess the premium on the
proper basis. I take it that the hon. member
for Sherwood is not suggesting that we should
assess it on an income of less than the basic
wage?

Mr. Kerr: Not for a moment.

Mr. WALSH: It appears that the hon.
member has not given sufficient study to the
terms he used. The share-farmer would expect
to get the same compensation as any injured
worker on a higher scale and he could not
expect to pay a premium on an income less
than that amount. If the Commissioner can-
not get the information on a voluntary basis
it is necessary that he should have some other
power that is not contained here. I make
it plain that the share-farmer will not be
disadvantaged because of the amendments
under this Bill

The other clauses are more or less minor
ones, and as hon. members have had an
opportunity to peruse the Bill I do not pro-
pose to make any further remarks at this
stage.

Dr. NOBLE (Yeronga) (12.50 p.m.): I
should like to congratulate the Treasurer om
the administration of this legislation,
although I have always regarded it as being
more of a sickness benefit Act than a real
Workers’ Compensation Act. In my own
practice I have always found that those who
administer this legislation give all sympathy
to the injured worker wherever possible.

I believe that everyone on this side of the
House was extremely pleased to hear that
the benefits payable under this legislation are
to be increased. With the increased cost of
living of recent years, people who have been
injured and are receiving less than they had
been used to getting when in employment
have found it hard to ecarry on in their
ordinary daily lives.

I was very interested yesterday to hear
the hon. member for Burdekin quote the case
of a constituent of his who was suffering from
heart trouble. He went to work at one
wharf, where he was told he had to go to
another wharf, and he had to run to catch
a bus that was about to leave for the other
wharf. T think that if that case had been
properly presented to the Insuranece Com-
missioner by the doctor or the employer, or
whoever was concerned, compensation would
have been paid.

Mr. Coburn: He was not a constituent
of mine. He was a constituent of the

Premier’s.

Dr. NOBLE: Irrespective of whose con-
stituent he was, I think he would have
received compensation if the case had been
properly presented. I had an instance in my
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own practice of a railway employee who was
pumping a hand trolley along the railway-
line, and suffered a coronary ‘“thrombosis
and dropped dead. His widow received full
compensation.

Recently I was approached by a lady
whose husband had been employed in one of
the factories at Rocklea. He got a pain in
the chest whilst at work one day and was
examined by the ambulance bearer attached
to the factory, who told him that he had
indigestion. He was sent home in an old;
broken-down T-model Ford, and the journey
home shook him up considerably. When he
arrived at his home the pain was mueh
worse. The local doctor was ecalled in and
the man was sent to hospital and died that
night. His widow tried to get compensation,
but the Insurance Commissioner could mnot
see his way clear to pay it. As I say, the
widow approached me, and I told her that
all gshe had to prove was aggravation. There
was no doubt that the worker had suffered
a coronary thrombosis, and had he been
sent home by ambulance he might have been
alive today. His being sent home in this
rickety old car caused further damage to his
heart and he died. When, on my advice, a
gsecond claim  was  presented to the
Commissioner, the widow was paid full eom-
pensation. She has since been able to buy a
home and can now look forward to security
with her own home and a widow’s pension
o maintain her.

As I say, wherever a case is properly pre-
sented to the Commissioner, compensation is
readily paid. But the Commissioner is not
always consistent in his payments. One
thing that has caused a good deal of dis-
cussion is rupture or hernia. In many such
cases, I think the Commissioner has paid out
a good deal more compensation than he
should have. In these days most people know
the symptoms that they should have in a
case of hernia, and they come in to the
doetor or the Commissioner so readily and
with a tale so glib that one cannot fail to
realise immediately that it is a tale they
have been told to tell. Almost invariably
they tell you that they were lifting some-
thing at work, that they got a pain in the
side, that they began to fleel sick and
reported the matter to their employer, and
that after returning home at night a lump
appeared. They then claim compensation for
a hernia. Very often there is suspicion in
the mind of the physician or doctor that
perhaps the person has had the hernia for
a good many years. However, being desirous
of having the hernia fixed up, he conceives
the idea of getting compensation, or being
paid while out of work while he has the
operation, and so he furnishes the tale to the
doctor that his fellow employees have told
him to tell. The doetor ecannot be accused
of failing in his duty if in the eircumstances
he decides that the hernia was the result of
his work and so the patient gets compensa-
tion. In many instances the compensation
is paid because of the sympathetic tendencies
of the Commissioner himself and so the Act,
instead of being really a compensation Act,
is in effect a sickness benefit Act,

[9 ApriL.]

Acts Amendment Bill. 1985

In certain ecases, the hernia actually
develops because of the employee’s work. On
one occasion I had a patient, a man who had
been a patient of mine for a number of
years, and I knew that he did mot have a
hernia. He was working in one of the
factories of Brisbane and lLe was lifting a
crate of cases onto a high rack when a lump
developed and I diagnosed it as a hernmia.
However, the employer was not prepared to
give the necessary certification to say that it
had happened at work. I appealed to the
Commissioner on two or three occasions to
decide in this man’s favour but the compen-
sation was never paid. I wanted the man to
take the matter further, but he went out
West working on a property somewhere
deciding to go mno further with his elaim.
That was one instance of a genuine case
where compensation was not paid.

The time jis getting on and I have other
matters to deal with. There is a provision
in the Bill that compensation shall be paid
for severe faeial disfigurement. A board is
to be set up, a patient will appear before the
board, and he must abide by its decision.
That is a very fine feature of the Bill. I
know that plastic surgery has improved con-
siderably in the last few years, especially
since the latter part of the war. During the
war period an American truck ran into a
tram at Salisbury and a number of young
girls from the munitions factory were severely
burned. I was called into the Mater Hogpital
to treat some of these young people. They
had severe disfigurement of the faces and
their faces were scarred. Despite the fact
that plastic surgery had made remarkable
strides it was unfortunate that in a great
many of these cases very little could be done.
I think it is a great pity that some com-
pensation was not paid to these girls who
had lost their looks and appearances, which
are thought so highly of by the female sex.
I think the provision for the payment of
compensation in the case of facial injury is
a very good one.

In looking through the schedule of injuries
I noticed that it includeg ¢‘Total and incur-
able paralysis of the limbs or of mental
power,”’ for which the amount of compensa-
tion is £2,800. When it speaks of the total
loss of mental powers I take it to mean that
compensation will be paid in respeet of the
totally insane who will go into a mental
hospital and whose affairs will be taken over
by the Publie Curator. I was wondering
whether, if the £2,800 was payable in that
case, it would be kept by the Public Curator
to care for the injured worker or be given
to his dependants.

Mr. Walsh: If he enters a mental
institution, you know what happens.

Dr. NOBLE: Would the Public Curator
be prepared to hand it over in bulk or in
annuities?

Mr. Walsh: When a person enters a
mental hospital it means his affairs come
under the jurisdiction of the Public Curator,
and the latter would have regard to the
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cireumstances of the family., He could not
give everything away to the family without
considering the patient.

Dr. NOBLE: I was wondering whether,
if a capable wife wished to run a business
to care for the family, the Public Curator
would give her a bulk sum.

Mr, Walsh: A lump sum would be pay-
able if the injured worker did not enter a
mental institution.

Dr, NOBLE: What would happen if he
was declared to be insane?

Mr, Walsh: The Public Curator must
take charge.

Dr. NOBLE: If he was in his own home
would there be any differenece in the payment?

Mr. Walsh: There must be under the
law. The Public Curator must be guided by
the Mental Hygiene Act.

Pr. NOBLE: Further down in this table
there is an amount of £1,450 payable for
loss of speech, and for the loss of a hand
and a foot the amount payable is £2,800. To
my mind the loss of speech is a far greater
loss than the loss of a hand and a foot. I was
wondering whether it would not be possible
to increase that to a greater amount.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! The hon.
member can deal with that in the Committee
stage.

Dr. NOBLE: When I was a resident
doctor a young man came in from Hancock
& Gore’s with part of his finger cut off in
a saw. 1 fixed it up, but he was no soomner
back to work when he came back with
another joint severed. That was duly fixed
up, and later he came back a third time.
with a third joint severed. I said to him.
‘“You seemx to be making a habit of this.’’
He said, ‘“ After three joints I shall be able
to get my fruit run’’.

Ag far as T am concerned this is a very
good Bill. I have never had any quarre]
with the sympathetic spirit of the Com-
migsioner in the payment of compensation.

Hon. E. J. WALSH (Bundaberg—
Treasurer) (2.19 p.m.) in reply: The hon.
member no doubt has some knowledge of the
Mental Hygiene Act in which there is pro-
vision wherehy the affairs of mental patients
are brought under the jurisdietion of the
Public Curator. If a patient did not enter
a mental hospital I take it the Insurance
Commissioner would follow the practice he
has always followed and pay a weekly amount
to the wife of the worker. In those circum-
stonees the family would handle the money.
The Public Curator would, of course, use
his diseretion and examine each case on its
merits. If it was a matter cf investing
money and so earning income from it the
Publie Curator would deeide.

The other matters dealt with by the hom.
member eome under the heading of adminis-
tration. He has some very interesting
examples. The other day I gave the example
of a man to whom a medical certificate for
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compensation was issued on the basis that he-
was not able to live more than three or four
years longer. However, he later engaged iwm
heavy work and became a claimant.

Generally speaking, I am pleased to see
that the Bill has been accepted by hon,
members on both sides as one that will be
of great assistance to workers and their
families throughout the State.

Motion (Mr. Walsh) agreed tfo.

COMMITTEE,

(The Chairman of Committees, Mr. Clark,
Fitzroy, in the chair.)

Clauses 1 and 2, as read, agreed to.

Clause 3—New s. 14a inserted; Facial

disfigurements—

Dr. NOBLE (Yeronga) (2.22 pm.): I
notice that the amount payable for loss of
speech is £1,450, as against £2,500 for loss
of hand and foot and am wondering, consider-
ing the amount payable for the loss of hand
and foot, whether some additional amount
could not be paid for the loss of speech.

Hon. E. J. WALSH (Bundaberg—
Treasurer) (2.23 p.m.): I would inform the
hon. member at this stage that the amount of
compensation payable for loss of speech is
fixed on a similar basis to that of loss of
hearing but any amendment that might be
moved or any suggestion to increase the
amount would be ruled out of order because
it would be entirely outside the order of
leave.

Clause 3, as read, agreed to.
Clauses 4 and 5, as read, agreed to.
Clause 6—Amendments of Schedule—

Mr, HILEY (Coorparoo) (2.24 pm.):
There are two or three aspeets of this
clause I should like to discuss and after dis-
cussing them generally I shall submit an
amendment for the consideration of the Com-
mittee. At the outset, let me say, I am
aware of some of the administrative diffieul-
ties that are bound to attach to the complete
removal of the whole barrier of forcing a
person to eleet whether he will take workers’
compensation or pursue his common-law
remedy. Quite apart from the monetary
aspect the greatest merit of it is this: the
great bulk of people who seek benefit under
the Workers’ Compensution Acts are people
who are only in receipt of wages and who
have little in the way of a capital fund behind
them. When an injury oceurs and their
wages stop, not many people in employment
have a considerable bank account to tide
them over the six months that inevitably will
elapse in first of all instituting, and secondly
pursuing their common-law remedy? For
some weeks after a worker is injured he is
not in a state to talk to lawyers and have
his case examined to determine whether the
action should be taken against someone. When
he is well emough to stand examination by
lawyers so that his case can be prepared, we
all know that from the time the writ is issued
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in the Supreme Court until it is heard there
is frequently a gap of several months. Sheer
financial necessity forces many workers to
turn their backs on a very good case at
common law because they have fo live in the
meantime. There is not the slightest doubt
that the step the Treasurer is now taking
is basieally wise, humane and beneficial to
the great body of workers in this State.

Mr, Walsh: One thing I am fearful of is
that the lawyers will ‘‘take the worker for
a ride’’.

Mr. HILEY: That is something we
should examine with considerable care and
guard against with everything in our power.
I have mo difficulty in accepting the broad
principle that if a man has been injured
under circumstances where negligence can be
established and where his entitlement to
damages might have been much greater than
the liberalised benefits that are possible
under workers’ compensation, we should do
all in our power to see that that man is
enabled to take advantage of his common-
law remedy.

Having accepted that prineiple, we then
come down to details of how it should work.
Again it is essential to recognmise that the
great majority of workers, not being able
to maintain themselves while their common-
law rights are determined, want to go to the
Insurance Commissioner and draw weekly
sustenance during the period of their injury
before they are able to get back to work, and
it is necessary to consider that in the great
majority of cases where a worker does seek
the ecommon-law remedy he will have already
had from the Ingurance Commissioner
amounts covering several weeks’ maintenance,
in some cases totalling many hundreds of
pounds. That is quite logical and under-
standable.

Then follows the very natural corollary
that if a man is going to pursue his common-
law remedy he should not get both benefits.
I agree that a man should not be able to get
his full common-law remedy and workers’
compensation as well, so that I accept the
doetrine of this clause that in such a case
the Insurance Commissioner should be pro-
tected up to the amount of the compensation
he has paid. Again I have not the slightest
diffieulty in accepting that as a desirable
prineiple.

Now we come to some of the protective
measures that are designed to take eare of
it, and I am bound to say that the purpose
of those protective measures meets with my
full support, but I find some little difficulty
with the language the Parliamentary
]?raftsman has employed to take care of
them.

I ask the Committee to study Clause 24A,
sub-clause (3) of the Schedule. It provides
that if a worker has drawn compensation and
also recovered damages from exercising his
common-law rights, the Insurance Commis-
sioner shall be entitled to be indemnified by
that worker. I interpret that as being
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related to the moneys the Commissioner has
paid out. Let us suppose there is a case in
which the Commissioner has paid out £300
during the period by way of weekly pay-
ments up to the time when the eclaim is
gettled by him. ILet us suppose also that in
due course the common-law remedy is
pursued and £700 1is recovered by that
employee. In such a case, it is quite right
and logical that the Insurance Commissioner
should be indemnified for his £300 because
that is the amount he is out of pocket. The
man, on the principle that he should not get
both benefits, one on top of the other, should
say, ‘‘Out of the damages I have recovered
I will pay £300 to the Insurance Commis-
sioner and keep the balance of £400 for
myself.”” That man is then left in the
position of having had £300 as he went
along and getting £400 by way of final
settlement, so that actually he has had in
cash benefit in one way and another the
entire sum of the common-law damages and
the Insurance Commissioner has recovered the
£300 he has advanced. Where the amount of
damages in ecommon law is equal to or
greater than  the  compensation the
Commissioner has paid out, the drafting of
the clause is perfect and will work perfectly.
But what of the case where the amount of
damages is less than the amount of com-
pensation that has been paid?

Here I ask the Committee to observe that
we have, in our wisdom, passed laws in
recent years that make this quite likely
because, in an amendment brought down by
the Attorney-General a year or two ago, we
accepted the doctrine that where there is
contributory negligence the court is direeted
to weigh the relative contribution to the
accident and to strike what it thinks is a
fair proportion of the total damage. It
might decide that one-quarter should be paid
by the injured person beeause of contributory
negligence and if the total damage was £800
and the court thinks that one-quarter should
be paid to the injured worker the actual
money damages to be paid over would be
one-quarter of £800, namely, £200. There
are bound to be cases of workers injured in
the eourse of their travel from and to their
places of employment and they constitute by
no means a light proportion of the total
accidents that occur where the amount of
compensation that will be paid out by th=
Commissioner will exceed the recoverable
damages, under the principle of sharing the
loss where contributory mnegligence is
established. I think the prineciple of indem-
nification should be stated, but it should be
made eclear that under no ecircumstances
would the Commissioner recover more than
the damages the person is liable to pay.

Mr. Walsh: Could you give an example
how that could happen?

Mr. HILEY: Very well. Take the case
where the Commissioner has paid £300. The
man takes his case to common law and,
because of contributory negligence, the total
damage assessed is £800, but because of the
contributory negligence the ecourt awards
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him one-quarter of the damages. The
Commissioner should not be entitled to be
indemnified to the extent of £300.

Mr. Walsh: How could the Commissioner
recover?

Mr. HILEY: The clause says that the
Insurance Commissioner shall be entitled to
be indemnified by that employer or other
person:

Mr. Walsh: He could only be indemnified
for any expenses incurred.

Mr. HILEY: He has incurred £300 but
the total damage awarded was only £200.

Mr. Walsh: I am not worrying about
that. You are wanting to make sure that
the Commissioner is not in the position of
paying more than the damage?

Mr. HILEY: Yes.
Mr. Walsh: Show me how it can be done.

Mr. HILEY: By adding a word or two
at the end.

Mr. Walsh: I have congidered your
amendment but I should like an explanation
as to what authority the Commissioner would
have to recover more than he has paid out.

Mr. HILEY: Clause 24 (3) sets out the
new entitlement of the Commissioner and
the Commissioner would not in any cireum-
stances ask for £300 when the amount of
damages was only £200. That would be an
extravagant thing, but why not make the
language in the statute clear? If we add the
words, ‘‘to the extent of his liability’’ after
the word ‘‘person’’ in line 49 there would
be no possibility of doubt. If by any chanee
we happen to get administration different
from what we have had in the past there
would be no possibility of the Imnsurance
Commissioner’s saying, ‘‘In terms of Clause
24A (3) I have paid out £300 and 1 ask to
be indemnified to the extent of £300.°7 To
me this amendment would remove any possi-
bility of doubt as to the interpretation of
the elause, but I repeat that I have no doubt
that in the hands of the present
Commissioner—and I have discussed the
matter with him—things would be all right
because he makes it clear that he would
administer the law in the way the Treasurer
suggests is right. That is to say, where the
outlay by the Commissioner is £300 and the
damages are fixed at £200, he would not
attempt to ask to be indemnified for the
£300. In discussion with the Parliamentary
Draftsman, he could see no possible harm in
the addition of the words as they remove
any possibility of doubt as to future inter-
pretation. I submit it to the Minister and
to the Committee as designed to put in this
legislation, in the clearest and most unmis-
takable language, exactly what all of us
think is completely fair in relation to this
matter. !

I move the following amendment—
““On page 7, line 49, after the word
‘person’, insert the words—
‘to the extent of his liability.? ’?
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Hon. E. J. WALSH (Bundaberg—
Treasurer) (2.36 p.an.): I have listened with
a good deal of interest to the analysis
of this «clause by the hon, member
for Coorparco. In my opinion, for what it
is worth, as the clause stands at present
there is no doubt that the Commissioner
would recover only what he was entitled to
up to the date of the award of the eourt. I
cannot see anything in the eclause as it
stands that would empower the Commissioner
to claim anything beyond what he has paid
out.

Mr. Hiley: He would be entitled to claim
what he has paid out, but what if the amount
he has paid out is more than the damages
that the court awards?

Mr., WALSH: I might say that I intend
to accept the amendment, but I do not think
it really makes any difference. It is merely
adding a few more words to the clause and
taking up the time of the Government Print-
ing Office. I draw the attention of the hom.
member to sub-clause (2) which says—

‘“Any amount of compensation under
the said provision (B) paid to a worker to
whom this clause applies pending the
recovery by him of damages from the
employer or, as the case may be, other
person legally liable therefor shall be &
first charge upon those damages.’’

That obviously implies that any ecompensation
that has already been paid must be a first
charge upon the damages. It does mnol
concede a right to the Commissioner to claim
anything in excess of what he has paid out.

Mr. Hiley: But you cannot charge £300
on £200.

Mr. WALSH: The hon. member Iis
arguing the other way. What he wants to
do—and I am not disagreeing with him—
is to place a liability on the employer.

Mr. Hiley: The Bill does that.

Mr. WALSH: The hon. member wants to
make it clearer, according to him, that even
though the court awards a lesser amount in
damages than has actually been paid, the
employer will reimburse the Commissioner?

Mr, Hiley: Up to the amount of the
damages awarded by the court.

Mr., WALSH: The hon. member does not
want the Commissioner to have the right
to recover the whole of the amount that
he may have expended?

Mr. Hiley: Not if the court awards
less.

Mr. WALSH: That is a different matter
altogether. T have discussed this with both
the Commisgioner and the Parliamentary
Draftsman, who have advised me to the
same effect as they advised the hon. member
for Coorparoo, that is, that his amendment
will not make any difference to the clause.
Therefore, there is no reason why I should
reject it.

Amendment (Mr. Hiley) agreed to.
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Mr, HILEY (Coorparoo) (2.40 pm.): I
have a further amendment. 1t relates to
sub-clanse (4), which says—

‘‘A worker shall not settle or com-
promise any eclaim for damages had by
him independently of this Aet in respect
of an injury to which this clause applies
without the prior consent in writing of
the Insurance ‘Commissioner,’’

There is a very good and understandable
reason why that clause is there. For the first
time we are mnow entitling the Insurance
Commissioner to pay out sustenance payments
to a man whilst he is suffering from injury
before he proceeds to the exercise of his
common-law rights. I have already hailed
that as being a very desirable and useful
provision. As the Insurance Commissioner
is interested in the man’s right of recovery
it is very necessary that we should give the
Commissioner some power to protect his
interest in those damages. Let us suppose
that the Commissioner has paid up to £300
in progress payments to the injured person
and then someone proposes a settlement to
the man for a lot less than £300 or for a lot
less than should be paid, thereby depriving
the Insurance Commissioner of his right to
recover. In equity, up to the amount of
payments that have been made, it is no
longer the person’s elaim but the Insurance
Commissioner’s elaim and no person should
be in a position to give away the right of the
Insurance Commissioner.

Mr. Walsh: In other words, the money is
only on loan.

My, HILEY: Held on trust—put it that
way. That is a prineiple that I have no
diffieulty in aceepting. I was wondering
whether we should in all cases require the
consent where the injured man recovers more
than the amount to which the Commissioner
is entitled. Say for instance the Insurance
Commissioner is entitled to the sum of £300
then settlement up to £300 is very much the
coneern of the Commissioner. But as soon
as the settlement is for £400, £500 or £1,000
and in view of the fact that the Commissioner
has absolute protection up to £300 the person
paying the damages does not pay to the Com-
missioner himsgelf the amount that should be
paid. It does seem to me that there is no
good reason why we should insist upon the
prior eonsent of the Commissioner where the
figure of settlement is more than the Com-
missioner is entitled to get. However, where
the Commissioner may become involved in a
loss in respeet of his elaim his consent should
be required. As soon as he is paid 20s. in
the £1 in respect of his claim I think hig
equity is completely and absolutely protected
and the elaim is then the concern of the man
himself,

I ask you to observe that in all fairness
I do not think the Commissioner would seek
to force any man to go needlessly to law.
The Commissioner has a very big under-
writing business of his own. For instance,
he carries a lot of his own business in the
matter of motor-vehicle cover. He is a big
insurer himself and he knows the importance
of having a settlement in such cases and that
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only a tiny fraction of them should go to the
expense of course of litigation. Let us sup-
pose, therefore, that the insurance interests
amount to £300 and let us suppose also that
the man is offered a settlement of £500. Let
us suppose also that the Commissioner, look-
ing at the case, says, ‘‘No, I do not think
that £500 is enough in these circumstances
and I refuse my consent.”’ What are the
consequences of such an attitude? This man
ig foreed to go to law by the Commissioner,
not at the Commissioner’s expense but at
his own expense. I do not think that is a
good legal prineiple. I think that all we
are required to do is to ensure that the Com-
missioner cannot be jinked of the amount
to which he is fairly entitled, that there
will be no subterfuge settlement for a low
figure with a few pounds on the side so that
the Commissioner may be diddled of the
amount to which he is fairly entitled. My
suggestion is that the Commissioner’s right
must be absolute but that once his payments
are completely covered I do not think there
is any need to ask him to consent to the
settlement.

Therefore, in order to give effeet to my
suggestion, I move the following amend-
ment—

‘‘On page 7, line 54, after the word
‘compromise’ insert the words and
commas—

¢, for a sum less than the amount of
compensation  charged on  those
damages,’.””’

Mr., F. E. Roberts: At the time he is
contemplating civil proeeedings, how does
the Insurance Commissioner know the extent
of his liability? It may be continuing.

Mr. HILEY: That is so. Before a person
endeavours to settle a claim of this deserip-
tion the practice will grow up in all these
cases that he will go to the Commissioner
and find out how much goes to him. I think
that is desirable. If they go to the Insurance
Commissioner to get that advice, the Insur-
ance Commissioner must be in a position to
say, ‘‘My interest is £X’’. A man may go
to the Insurance Commissioner in the morning
and then put his figure on in the afternoon
to settle. If claimg are still being made the
Insurance Commissioner can check that up.
Where the man draws ‘his benefit under
common law a further entitlement stops
immediately. By the making of inquiries of
the Commissioner you have a complete and
absolute protection to the Commissioner.

Hon. E. J. WALSH (Bundaberg—
Treasurer) (2.48 p.m.): I should probably
save diseussion if I said I would accept the
amendment but I should like to make a few
observations. During the course of my open-
ing remarks I mentioned the things that
could happen by extending this Bill to the
common-law right. One of the things that
I am fearful of is that in the course of time
we probably should have to re-examine this
provision because of the abuse that would
have crept in. Representations have been
made to me from time to time by various
industrial unions and I have pointed out to
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them that there is the possibility that some
members of the legal profession might so
abuse the position that it might become
necessary to review the provision and put
many more limitations on it. It may be that
the Commissioner, having the right to fix a
lump sum in accordance with the table of
injuries, but after weekly payments have
been made for the loss, of say, an arm, would
have paid by way of weekly payments £1,000
—under the old schedule the amount was
£1,000 for the loss of an arm, and under
the new schedule it is £1,900—and he would
then finalise the claim on the basis of the
additional amount that would have to be
made. On the other hand it would be possible
under this clause for a legal man to string
an injured worker along—and I make this
statement specifically because of practices
that ean be and were engaged in many years
ago in this State and are being engaged in
in other States—on compensation rates so
that he would receive the maximum figure
of £2,800, and then decide he was not going
to proceed with his action at common-law.
Those things will have to be watched.

The hon. member for Coorparoo and other
members have at least some understanding
and if the injured worker exercises his
rights and is given the right adviee, and
legal men will not abuse and take advan-
tage of it, it will go along all right. On
the other hand, if it does not it will be
necegsary for the Government to review the
legislation and tighten it up where mneces-
sary. We do not want a position where
we are going to open things for legal men
to come in, as was the case in the old com-
pensation laws, and get the figures based on
the damages that might be awarded by
way of costs.

Mr, Hiley: I quite agree with that.

Mr. WALSH: We have to guard against
that. Up to the present time appeal to
the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court to
decide such issues does not exist. They are
limited to the Industrial Court against
whose decision there is no appeal and
where representatives other than the legal
profession ean be engaged, so that the injured
workers must not face extensive legal charges.
I¢ is is one of the things I am really fearful
of in this provision. However, as I have
intimated, I propose to aceept the amendment.

Amendment (Mr., Hiley) agreed to.

Mr. MUNRO (Toowong) (2.52 p.m.):
There are one or two observations that arise
mainly from the remarks of the Treasurer
when he indicated that he might find it
necessary later to review this clause. I take it
he is referring particularly to the clause in
its amended form. I am glad to know that
the Treasurer is giving that consideration,
not only for the reasons stated by him but
more particularly for other reasons. If I
had had the opportunity of speaking earlier
I should have been somewhat inclined to sug-
gest that it would have been wise to defer
for the time being the insertion of this
new clause 24A, until there is the opportunity
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of giving the whole matter further considera-
tion. The subject matter of the new clause
is really to a considerable extent outside:
the field of workers’ compensation insurance
and I believe that it could quite appropriately
Lave been made the subject of a separate Bill
that would have dealt with these problems more
comprehensively. I have in mind, for instance,
that some of the provisions that will be
contained in this new Clause 24A have a
bearing on certain provisions that were passed
in the early days of this session, I think in
the Act dealing with tort feasors. There
is’ the possibilty that this clause might eon--
flict with some of the provisions that we
put in that Aect. I suggest that this whole
matter requires further -consideration on
account of the difficulties that arise on what
might I describe as the time element in con-
nection with the making of eclaims and
arriving at a determination of all matters in
claims for damages as distinet from elaims
for compensation.

Mr. Walsh: A matter I did give con-
sideration to was limiting the time in which
claims might be lodged.

Mr. MUNRO: Let us consider the law as
it stands in relation to the claim for damages.
We have two distinet types of cases. One is
the case of a claim against a Government
or semi-Government institution. In such cases:
as those there are very rigid limitations on
the time in which notice of a claim may be
given and, in some cases, as to the further
time that might be allowed for the bringing
of an action. For example, under the Police
Act, notice of a claim against the Police
Department must be given within one month,
If that notice is not given, all rights are
lost. Similar provisions apply in claims under
the Lioeal Government Acts. For instance, in
a claim against the Tramways Department
of the Brisbane City Council there is one
time limit and another for other departments.
In a claim against the Railway Department
there ig another time limit, so that the
whole position from the point of view of the
person who may possibly be involved in a
claim is confused.

The other class of case is where the claim
for damages is between individuals or by an
individual or a corporation outside this group
of semi-Government activities. There we find
the most anomalous position that there is no
time limit at all other than that of six years
under the Statute of Limitations. These
differentiations, apart from the anomaly
involved, ecan cause grave hardship. It may
be that a person is injured and has a elaim
against the Brisbane City Council or the
Railway Department, for instance, but the
injury arising from the accident had mnob
become apparent until after the very short
time allowed for the making of the elaim
had elapsed. It might happen that in =a
perfectly bona-fide case an injured person
might be deprived of his rights by reason
of that anomaly under the law.

Mr. Walsh: That is where very careful
consideration will have to be given to the
time factor.
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Mr. MUNROQ: That is so. I feel that it
should have been considered prior to the
bringing into effect of this provisiom, but as
it has not been dealt with I mention it now
because if these provisions are being reviewed
at anytime these anomalies could be cleared
up.

Let us study now the case of a claim
between individuals. The prospective claimant
ig well and amply protected because he may
make his claim at any time within six years,
but what about the person who may be respon-
sible for an injury caused by a truck driven
by one of his employees? That man might be
the employer of a number of people and his
responsibility, if any, might have been due
to some action or lack of action on the part
of one or more of those employees. What is
his position if, without any prior notice, he
is faced some three or four years afterwards
with a elaim for some damage arising from
an accident in whieh the driver of ome of
his trucks was involved? By that time it
ig quite possible that the employee driving
the truck has given up his employment and
left the State and even if he is here he may
have completely forgotten the oceurrence
beeause there was no notice of the eclaim
within a reasonable time. It is possible that
he may have forgotten the details of the
occurrence and, partieularly in circumstances
where he was not responsible, he would not
be in the position to bring forward evidence,
because of the lapse of time. I mention
these things beecause the whole problem
requires’ very careful thought and my idea
ig that instead of having these various pro-
visions in quite a number of different Acts
there should be one Act in the nature of
the Aect relating to tortfeasors, which was
pagsed some time ago, that would bring
together all the various time limits and make
them, if not absolutely umiform, at least
have some measure of conformity to particular
conditions. There should be reasonable pro-
tection for every prospective claimant, having
regard to the fact that in some cases the
disability arising from an acecident does not
become evident wuntil a considerable time
after the accident takes place, and, on the
other hand taking into consideration that
unless there is some prior notice to the
person who ultimately may be ecalled upon
to pay, he is deprived of the reasonable
opportunity every person should have of
having available the necessary evidenee to
rebut any claim against him.

I think that this clause has been very
mueh improved by the amendment accepted
on the motion of the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition. If I have any doubt at all it
is in reference to the final sub-paragraph (4)
of Clause 24a. However, I think the position
has been improved by the words added to it.

Mr., Walsh: It is an experiment.

_Mr. MUNRO: I hope that in future con-
sideration of this legislation the Treasurer
will keep in mind the points I have made.

Mr., HILEY (Coorparoco) (3.4 pm.): I
cannot let the opportunity pass without
thanking the Treasurer for his consideration
of the arguments put before the Committee.

[9 APriL.]

Acts Amendment Bill. 199%

Mr. Walsh: I must be weakening,

Mr. HILEY: And to say that there are:
some matters in which it is prudent to wait
until the answers are completely clear to the
last degree before we have courage to aet.
There are cases when where you are entering
new fields of law you need to aet with
courage and an open mind to see how they
work and where you must correet in the
light of subsequent experience. The Treasurer
has made it clear that he is not without.
some doubt as to how this new move might
develop. I am glad he has not allowed a.
doubt to stop him from doing anything, and
I think that he has approached this problem
with particular eourage. I shall respond to-
the observations he made about some of the
dangers by saying that I will gladly joim
with him to seek the appropriate correction
of any abuse that might develop.

From all my experience of the Workers”
Compensation Aect, I regard its administra-
tion as one of the very best in the whole:
of the Government service. Very often, a
Bill that on its wording or in its basic
prineiples may be a little weak ean be made
a very effective instrument by good adminis-
tration. I console myself with the thought
that the same people who have performed
so well in recent years in administering the
old workers’ compensation law will be
administering this changed development, and
perhaps some of the evils to which the
Treasurer has made reference may in practice
prove to be not so great as some of us fear,
simply because of the wise way in whieh
the legislation will be administered.

It is quite true that, in the hands of a
disreputable lawyer, this field of common law
can become dangerous. Fortunately, we have
never seen in this country quite the parallel
of what has developed in the United States
of America, where the term ‘‘ambulance
chasers’’ has become a recognigsed feature of’
judicial proecesses. When the vietim of a
hit-run accident is being ecarried, streaming
with blood, on a stretecher to the ambulance
vehicle, men are chasing him getting him to
sign an authority for them to aet for him..
That sort of thing is quite rightly frowned
upon by the legal profession of this country,
and whilst T admit that danger will be
present if bad lawyers start to take advan-
tage of that sort of thing, I am eertain that
they will get no encouragement whatever
from the people responsible for administering-
workers’ compensation in this State.

The administration has also to emsure that
there is a proper and careful weighing of
each claim from the point of view of the
responsibility of the State and the office the
Commissioner administers. The other day I
had brought to my notice a case that had
been the subject of some delay, and I rang
the chief claims elerk. I said to him, ‘I
have no personal knowledge whatever of this.
matter, and some of the cirecumstances of the
case do not impress me very greatly. How-
ever, I think the important thing is that youw
should make up your mind one way or the
other. If you are going to reject the claim
you should say so.”” The chief claims clerk
agsked for four hours to study the filee He
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rang me back within the four hours and said,
““We still have a very considerable doubt
about this case—we are far from satisfied
that there is a clear entitlement—but weeks
have passed and we have been unable to
resolve that doubt one way or the other. In
spite of our doubt, however, we will pay.
For your own private ear, he is a very lucky
fellow.”” My own opinion also was that he
was very lucky, but that incident is typieal
of the way in which the administration
handles cases that come before it. I attach
a very great value to the administrative
backing that the State Government Insurance
Office will give to what the Treasurer quite
rightly says is a development not without
some inherent possibilities.

Clause 6, as amended, agreed to.
Bill reported, with amendments.

THIRD READING.

Bill, on motion of Mr. Walgh, read a third
#ime.

RABBIT ACTS AMENDMENT BILL.
SECOND READING.

Hon, T. A. FOLEY (Belyando—Secretary
for Public Lands and Irrigation) (3.10
pm.): I move—

‘“That the Bill be now read a second
time,”’

I gave a very full explanation of the
measure on the introductory stage and there
is no reason why I should repeat what I
said then. If a rabbit board is of the
opinion that a landholder is not destroying
the rabbits on his property the board may
issue an order ecalling upon him to do so.
Should the landholder fail to observe the
conditions of the order the work will be done
for the landholder by the board at the land-
holder’s expense,

The board has a number of competent
officers and the expenditure of the Leich-
hardt Rabbit Board last year was £8,000.
By such an expenditure much good work ecan
be done, especially in dealing with diffienlt
problems. 1t will be readily understood that
in gome distriets it will be necessary to clear
out the little warrens of rabbits that might
in other ecircumstances be missed or over-
looked. That work will now be attended to.

I commend the Bill to the consideration of
hon. members.

Mr. MULLER (Fassifern) (3.12 p.m.):
On reading the Bill one must eonclude that
no matter what mesh the netting is, it is
not possible to keep out every single rabbit.
One is somewhat comforted to hear from
the Minister that the law will be administered
with diseretion and not in accordance with
its absolute Iletter. If there is mot
sympathetic administration much hardship
might be inflicted on some property-holders.

I was told by the inspector of the Moreton
Rabbit Board—and no doubt this applies to
the other boards too—that the difficulty in
the destruction of the rabbits is in knowing
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just where they are. He told me also that
in some instances it is almost impossible to
get any degree of co-operation from certain
people. There are some who will give you all
the help in the world but on the other hand
there are others who for some unknown
reason will refuse to help and will refuse
to accept any share of their respomsibility.
In some cases if there is a rabbit inside the
fence the owner will make every effort to
get him, and will seek the aid of the board’s
men. On the other hand you find people who
allow the rabbits to remain; some keep them
for training racing dogs and others make
pets of them. The Bill will deal drastically
with these people. The inspector will have
power to see that they do what is expected of
them. There is little use in building fences
if we are not going to deal with the rabbit
inside. The same thing applies to noxious
weeds. Some people are careful to clean up
noxious weeds on their properties and others
are not.

I think the provisions of the Bill could be
unduly hard on some people. The inspector
has wide power to enter a property where
he suspects there are rabbits and engage men
to search for them; and the charge will fall
on the owner of the property. I have mno
sympathy with the person who is not pre-
pared to play his part, but at the same
time there is the danger that a person who
is only suspected of harbouring rabbits may
be asked to pay a considerable amount for
the ecost of searching his property.

Apart from what I have said, we have
no objection to the Bill. We believe the
rabbit is a serious menace and that we should
take every possible means te keep them out-
gide the fences and at the same time eradi-
cate those inside. This legislation deals
chiefly with those who have got inside.

Mr. FLETCHER (Cunningham) (3.19
pm.): I should like to commend the Minis-
ter for what I think is an honest and prae-
tical approach to the matter. I do not have
rabbits in my country but as one who is
protected by a rabbit board and by a rabbit
board fence and who believes the precept he
pays is a good investment, I have some
slight knowledge of the situation.

The Minister’s approach to this problem
has been that to some extent anyway the
rabbit problem has got out of hand, and this
amending Bill is an attempt to cope with
the situation and bring it under control.- The
prineiple of compelling the owner to kill
his own rabbits is justifiable and defensible
from a practical point of view, so long as the
rabbit board is prepared to help in every
way and be a sympathetic partner. Otherwise
it could constitute a considerable injustice to
certain land-owners,

The Minister has admitted that the pest
has to a certain extent got out of hand and
that there are large colonies of rabbits within
the boundary femee. The justification for
putting on the land-owner the responsibility
for killing his own rabbits is quite good, so
long as there are rabbits on the property
at the time when that obligation is put upon
him. The rabbits have been allowed to get
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through and establish themselves on his
property in large numbers, and he suddenly
finds that the responsibility is on him to
elear them out. That is why I say the board
must treat the matter sympathetically, The
Minister can understand the reaction of men
who have paid their precepts for years and
years and have felt that this would give
them protection from rabbits, but now, the
board vested with the responsibility of giving
them that proteection having failed, find
themselves suddenly required to kill the
rabbits. Naturally they have a very con-
siderable sense of injustice and hardship.
The Minister will remember that he referred
to the fact that certain areas in the Stan-
thorpe district had become so heavily infested
and so diffieult to control, because of the
type of country and vegetation, that the
Darling Downs Rabbit Board was approach-
ing him with the idea of fencing that area
out.

Mr. Foley: I think it was the Killarney
distriet.

Mr. FLETCHER: It is quite reasonable
to expect that any amount of rough country
would be just as hard to clear as that area
and the landholder would be in the same
diffieulty as the board had found there. The
Minister is now putting the onus on the
landholder, who has all along paid his pre-
cepts and thought he was protected by the
board, and if the board does not eollaborate
with him and give him every degree of help
he will have a sense of injustice and hard-
ship, I am sure the Minister sees the point.
The hon. gentleman said that every con-
sideration would be given to circumstances
like that. I ean quite understand the reaction
of such landholders.

Wanting to trace the history of rabbits
and rabbit Aects in general, I had a look
at the statutes and I found that the very
power being sought under this Bill was
written into the Aet as far back as 1896
and was consolidated in the Rabbit Aet of
1913, whiech states—

‘‘The Minister may eause to be served
vpon the owner of any holding which is
enclosed with a rabbit-proof fence, or is
situated within another holding so enclosed,
a notice in writing, requiring such owner
to forthwith take effective measures for
the destruction of rabbits wupon his
holding.”’

The Act then deals with notices and says
that the Minister may authorise any person
to destroy the rabbits at the landholders’
expense. There are other details as to the
recovery of costs, charges and expenses.
These are exactly the powers the Minister is
seeking under this Bill, with only a very
slight difference. For instance, the existing
law says ‘‘The Minister may cause to be
served’’ and this Bill reads ¢‘The board
may eause.”’ It is a really very small
difference from the administrative point of
view. This Bill enables the board to take
virtually the same but certainly no more
effective action. In any case, it is diffeult
to understand why the Minister has not exer-
cised this power, so obviously and directly
conferred upon him many years ago.
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Mr. Foley: The board is closer than the
Minister to the job. It has its staff patrol-
ling the fences and keeping an eye on where
the rabbits are.

Mr. FLETCHER: All the boards have to:
do is indicate the meed for the action and
the Minister has power to take it. It is.
difficult to see why no action has been taken
under this power, especially when we realise
that the Minister has stated that the rabbits
have been getting out of hand for 20 years
now, It is a matter of great wonder to me.
Probably the Minister has some explanation
but it seems to me that legal authority for
such action has been there all the time.

Motion (Mr. Foley) agreed to.

COMMITTEE,

(Mr. Graham, Mackay, in the chair.)
Clauses 1 and 2, as read, agreed fo.

Clause 3—Ingsertion of headnote and ss.
47G, 47TH, 471.—

Mr. MULLER (Fassifern) (3.28 pm.): I
said during the second reading that I appre-
ciated the need for the great power taken
under this Bill. This clause instructs the
owners of properties that they must not only
keep them eclean but must do certain other
things or render themselves liable to &
penalty of £50. I do not object to that, but
I am worried about the innocent person who
might find himself in an awkward position..
I draw attention to sub-clause (3), in par-
tieular to the paragraph reading—

¢‘Moreover, upon such failure, whether
proceedings are taken for an offence in
relation thereto or nof, or whether the
person failing to comply with the notice is
convicted or not on the taking of any such
proceedings, the Board may authorise any
person, with or without assistants, to enter
upon the holding and other lands, if any,
in relation thereto as speeified by sub-
section one of this section to search for and
destroy rabbits. Any person so authorised
may enter, re-enter, and remain upon the
holding and those other lands, if any, with
or without assistants, and may take all
sueh measures as to the Board or him may
appear expedient for the purpose of his
entry thereon.’’

The clause goes on to say—

¢‘The amount of all costs, charges, and
expenses incurred by the board in the
search for and destruction of rabbits under
the authority of this sub-section shall be
recoverable by the Board from the person
failing to comply with the notice by actiom
in any court of ecompetent jurisdietion.’’

The point as I see it is that the Inspector
or the officer concerned might remain on the
property and he might even bring in a
team of men, and they might come a second
time and the whole of the expense would be
charged to the owner of the property. We
have to remember that the rabbit is not ‘a
stationary animal; he does not stay inside
a fence unless he is fenced in. He moves
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about all the time and so I say anybody work-
ing on that property eould work up a sub-
stantial bill to be charged up to the owner
of the property. If the provisions of this
Bill were carried out in their entirety it
would impose perhaps a severe penalty on a
pergon who probably was mnot aware that
there were rabbits on his holding. I know
that you have to take wide powers to deal
with people who will not play the game but
+his part of the clause could perhaps place
an innoeent owner in a very difficult position,
I am not suggesting that it would happen fre-
quently. I admit that I might be taking an
extreme view but there might be cases where
ingpectors took an extreme view and might
place the owner of a property in a difficult
position.

I hope the Minister will be able o give
the reason for that clause. I agree with the
first part of it, which speaks of the powers
and the authority of the board to order
people to destroy rabbits and deals with the
penalty; the part that I disagree with is
the provision for entering upon a property
and staying there without any regard to the
«<ost. An owner might be up for £100 and
he might not be responsible for the faet
that the rabbits were on his property.

Hon. T. A. FOLEY (Belyando—Secretary
for Public Lands and Irrigation) (3.33 p.m.):
As the hon. member pointed out, we have to
have wide powers to meet any emergency
that might ocecur and to enable us to adminis-
ter the Act properly. Although it is quite
possible that such a thing as he suggests
might arise and some inspector might unduly
harass a settler I think that in actual prac-
tice the settlers are safeguarded because
there would be some notice to the board that
would cause it to determine whether there
were rabbits on a particular holding, If it
was found there were and that the owner
was not taking action, the board would serve
notice on him that he must clean up his
holding within a given time. Naturally, that
owner would report back to the board that
he had carried out the work, when an inspec-
tion would be made and a report submitted
by the inspector to the board that the order
had been carried out. There the matter
would end. On the other hand you have
the man who simply does not take any action
and does mot report that he has attempted
to destroy the rabbits and in that case you
must have power to go on the property to
«determine whether the plaee is clean or not.

There is this further protection from
‘harassing any particular man, that the board
is composed of representatives selected by
the people in the board area and if the hon.
member for Fassifern himself happened to
be a member of g board and a complaint
was made that a settler was being unduly
harassed he would take action to see that
‘the activities of the inspector were curtailed.

The board itself has the power to direet,
:and if its direetion is not carried out it has
power to order a search. If the search dis-
«closes anything, the board can see that the
Job is done and it ean make a charge. On
dhe other hand, if a complaint is made that
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gome powers are being exercised unnecessarily
in respect of an innocent settler who has mo
rabbits on his property, that complaint will
have the attention of the members of the
board. I believe that such g provision will
prevent any person in the community from
suffering an injustice. It is only reasonable
to expect that the board members, who after
all are the representatives of the people
living in the area, will look after their
interests.

Mr. MULLER (Fassifern) (3.36 pm.): I
will give the Minister a practical illustration
of what I am driving at. Smith might say,
‘‘I saw a rabbit on Jomes’s property’’, and
although Jones might say he had never seen
a rabbit on his property, Smith might report
the matter to the inspector, who would put
men on Jones’s property. The men might
be there for weeks, but if they find only one
rabbit Jones will have to bear the cost.

Mr. Foley: No. They have sufficient
revenue to do anything like that.

Mr. MULLER: But the legislation goes
as far as that.

Clause 3, as read, agreed to.
Bill reported, without amendment.

THIRD READING.

Bill, on motion of Mr. Foley, read a third
time.

PUBLIC SERVICE SUPERANNUATION
ACTS AMENDMENT BILL.

SEcoND READING.

Hon, V. C. GAIR (South Brishane—
Premier) (3.38 pm.): I move—
¢That the Bill be now read a second
time.’’
It is not my intention to speak on the Bill
at any length on the second reading. On
the introductory stage the Deputy Premier
gave a very comprehensive outline of the
principles, since when it has been printed
and circulated and its provisions should now
be well known to members of the Opposition.

I should like, however, to give the House
the benefit of an inquiry I made of the State
Actuary about the proportion of contribu-
tions to the fund by the contributors and
the Government. My inquiry was prompted
by the remarks of hon. members opposite
yesterday to the effect that the Common-
wealth Government subsidised their scheme in
the ratio of £2 to £1. I am not sure what
hon. members opposite claimed in respeet of
private superannuation schemes.

Opposition Members: £1 for £1.

Mr, GAIR: In the case of the Common-
wealth Public Service superannuation scheme,
hon. members opposite said that the
Government’s contribution was in the ratio

of £2 for every £1 contributed by the
employees.
The State Aectuary, who performs the

actuarial work of the State Public Service
Superannuation Fund, has informed me that
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when the new arrangements regarding the
compulsory units of annunity come into force,
taking into account the fact that the
Government bear the cost of administration
and the additional rate of interest they are
paying on the contributions, this Government
will be paying a total subsidy of at least
2 for every £1 contributed by the
employees. This information was supplied
to me by the actuary and I am sure it will
be appreciated by hon., members.

As T said last night, the Bill will be wel-
comed by all hon. members. It is a further
improvement in the State Public Service
Superannuation Scheme, which I conceded

last night was one that merited some
improvement.
Myr. NICKELIN (Landsborough-—Leader

of the Opposition) (3.41 p.m.): There is no
doubt, as the Premier said last night, that
the State’s Public Service Superannuation
Scheme needs review and some improvement
The Bill is certainly an improvement on the
scheme as it is now but not such a great
improvement that we should be throwing up
our hats and cheering about it. Nor do I
think that the public servants themselves
will be throwing up their hats and cheering
much about the improvement. Many of them
very tightly expect a considerably greater
improvement than they are getting under this
measure.

Let us have an analysis of the whole situa-
tion so as to form a judgment on the exact
effect of the present increase. When the Aect
was passed in 1912, the annuity per unit of
pension assurance was £50 per annum. TUp
to 1948 the Government contribution was
equal to 5d. in the £1 of the contributions to
the fund. Complaints were widespread. In
‘“State Service’’ for May, 1948, it was
pointed out that whereas the Queensland
Government paid only 5d. in the £1, the
Commonwealth Government paid 30s. for
every £1, the Victorian anti-Labour Govern-
ment, also paid 30s. and the other States paid
at least £1 for £1. That comparison is not
very much in favour of Queensland.

In 1948 the Government amended the Act

after the seheme had been in operation for:

36 years, to increase the annuity per unit of
pension from £50 to £100 per annum, but its
subsidy was still only 5s. 8d. in the £1.

The Commonwealth subsidy is now £2 on
each £1 comtributed by officers and a Bill is
now before the Federal Parliament to increase
the annuity per unit from 15s. to 17s. 6d. a
week. That will mean a further increase in
the Commonwealth subsidy.

In private employment, every scheme of
which I have been able to obtain details
provides for a subsidy of £1 for £1 or better.

When the Queensland scheme was intro-
duced in 1912, the basic wage was £2 2s. a
week and the old-age pension 10s. The
present basic wage is £11 5s. and the old-age
pension £3 10s. This comparison discloses
that there is nothing extremely generous for
the public servants in the present measure.

1954—38s
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In the meantime the basic wage has risen
435 per cent., and the old-age pension by
600 per cent., whereas the annuity to retired
public servants has increased by omly 100
per cent. That is not very generous
and is not something to get very enthusiastic
about. The present annuity is rather niggard-
ly. The Premier has sald that the State
bears the cost of the administration charges,
but that is a contribution, not a subsidy.

Whatever the Government are doing for
the Queensland public servants generally,
they should make some special provision for
those who have contributed for a long period
and who have therefore paid their contribu-
tions in money that had about the same value
as in 1912, Over the years those in the
Public Service have paid their contributions
in real money, and when we compare the
value of the money they paid with the value
of the inflated moncy of today we can see
how mueh greater their contribution really
was than that made by present-day contribu-
tors.

Mr. Gair: That is what I think about my
insurance policy.

Mr. NICKLIN : That applies to insurance
policies too.

Mr. Gair: The insurance companys will
not agree.

Mr. NICKLIN: That applies to insurance
companies. Nevertheless, those who were con-
tributors for 20 years are entitled to some
special consideration. They have paid their
contributions in money that would average
more than three times the present value,
while the rate of annuity they receive at
the present time has only been doubled.
Reverting tc the insurance companies they
do ‘‘break it down a bit’’ by paving an
annual bonus; that helps.

This Bill applies, as from 1 May, 1954, to
retiring allowances. There is no increased
subsidy in respect of assurance or of incapae-
ity allowance except where the contributor
has actually retired on account of ill-health.

The additional subsidy of £75 per unit,
formerly £50, is not payable to an officer
in respeet of any period of four weeks or
longer during which he is employed, after
he becomes entitled to a retiring allowanee,
by the Government, the University, or any
instrument or authority of government where
the Government supply the funds from which
his employment is paid. A number of public
servants who have reached the retiring age
have continued

Mr. Gair: As far as insurance is con-
cerned it is conceded by the Public Serviece
uniong that the econditions are better than
private insurance companies would give them.

Mr. NICKLIN: I am not in a position to
offer any opinion.

Mr, Gair: That is what they say. They
do mot want any alteration in the insurance
section of the fund.
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Mr. NICELIN: The Premier knows that
a number of cur public servants are continued
for varying periods after reaching the
retiring age but if they are the additicnal
subsidy is not payable. I am not saying it
should he, but that has to be taken into
consideration. As I gaid, if employed by
the Government, the University or any
authority where the Government supply the
funds, a publie servant while so employed
is paid sn annuity on the 1912 rate of £50
per annam. Hach 1912 unit of £50 annuity
under the 1812 Aect, which is £100 under the
1948 Aect, now becomes £125 and the addi-
tional subsidy of £75, formerly £50, is
payable up to a limit of 3 units. That has
been inereaszd from two units, which I
believe is an advantage. The additional sub-
sidy is puayable to those who have already
beeome eligible for retiring allowance or
the incapacity allowance. If they are employ-
ed they pay to the fund, and, as I previously
mentioned, if they are not so employed,
they are not liable during that period. Ilost
public servants who have retired or will be
retiring in the very near future have two
units and their annuities will be increased
from £200 to £250 per annum.

If, however, the maximum allowable
additioral income in the ease of an age,
invalid or widow’s pensioner is less than the
amount payable to a retired officer who
becomes a pensioner, the total annuity pay-
able will be reduced to that maximum allow-
able additional income but at the expense
of the I'wderal Treasurer. The Deputy
Premier snid last night that he was going to
reduce their amounts of annuity and not let
the Federal Treasurer have it. The Premier
nods his head but that is exaetly the pro-
vision in the Bill

The present additional inecome allowed to a
pengioner under the Commonwealth Social
Service legisiation, without deduction ig £104
per amnum. if single and £208 if he has a
spouse. V. hile the means test remains as at
present, the effect of this new provision in
the case of a pensioner eligible for a full
amount will save the Government the fol-
lowing amounts of subsidy

Three Units of
Annuity ().

Two units of
Annuity (a).
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£146 out of £150
£42 out of £150

Single Pensioner. .
Married Pensioner

£225 out of £225
£167 out of £225

These savings will be at the expense of the
Federsl Treasurer in the case of every one of
the annuitants in receipt of pension, and in
the case of three units the increase of £25
yper unit is virtually worthless to them.

It appears to me that the effect of this new
paragraph, that is, in the new provision, will
be to reduce the present annuity payable to
a two-unit retired officer who is a single
person. I do not know whether that was
intended, but we will deal with that aspeet in
the Committee stage. It appears to be so,
and if that is the intention it will be quite
unjust to those who have qualified for am
annuity of £200 under the principal Aet and
are now heing paid that amount. It seems

Acts Amendment Bill.

to me the effect of the mew paragraph will
be to reduce such a present annuity from
£200 per annum to £104 per annum. That
would amount to a breach of econtract, a
repudiation by the Government of the con-
tract they entered into with these contributors
to the scheme. Surely the Government do
not intend that to be so? Surely it was not
the intention to repudiate a eontract with the
contributors to this scheme. I ean quite
appreciate the point that they endeavour to
pass as much of the responsibility as possible
on to the Federal Treasurer, but in addition
to that they are repudiating the eontract and
instead of paying £250, which would be the
public servant’s duwe after the passing of
this Bill, they are paying actually £104 and
the Federal Treasurer pays the balance. That
is a particularly important prineiple that
must be examined very closely when we are
in Committee,

Having read the Bill, I think there seems
to be nothing of great importance in it except
that the amount of increase, £25 a unit up to
three units, is totally inadequate when eom-
pared with other superannuation schemes,
either Government or private.

An hour or two ago, we were examining
the pensions paid to coal and oil shale mine
workers. Let us compare the econtributions
by the employers and employees under that
Act with those paid under the present Public
Service Superannuation Aet and what will be
paid when this Bill becomes law. Under the
Coal and Qil Shale Mine Workers’ (Pensions)
Act the amount eontributed by the employer
is £232,794. That paid by the employee is
£59,191, so that the proportion paid by the
emplover represents 80 per cent. Under the
present Public Service Superannuation Act,
the Government contribute £38,440 as against
£134,524 by the employees, so that the Govern-
ment contribute only 23 per cent. of the total
amount. When this Bill beesmes law, the
employers’ contribution may be £55,131, or
29 per cent. of the total. This represents the
paltry inerease of 6 per cent. in the
employers’ contribution.

The Premier gave us a report from the
State Actuary. In that report it is stated
that when we take into consideration the
administrative cost plus the amount of sweet-
ened interest paid to the credit of the fund
the Gtovernment’s contribution amounts to £2
for every £1 paid in by the employee. But
that is an indireet contribution, whereas my
figures are related to direct contributions.

Let us now make a comparison with the
basic wage since 1948. In 1948, the hasic
wage was £5 19s. By 1954, it had increased
by 90 per cent. to £11 5s. The proposed
increase of £25 a unit a year up to three
units is far below the increase in the basie
wage sinee 1948, and the basic wage is
equated very closely with the cost of living
and the value of money. I repeat that this
paltry increase of 25 per cent. is nothing to
throw up our hats and cheer about at all and
I am certain it will not be acclaimed loudly
by the public servants of this State. Apart
from that, the cost of the increase is borne-
mainly by the Federal Treasurer, not the:
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Government, assuming that a large propor-
tion of retired public servants become pen-
sioners, as I believe they will. The value of
the inerease is almost nullified by the fact
that in the case of pensioners the superannua-
tion annuities will not be inereased at all or
increased only to a small extent. He will pay
for the extra compulsory unit but will get
little benefit. The gain is to the Queensland
Government at the expense of the Federal
Treasurer.

Mr, Gair: You would have it in reverse.

Mr. XICKLIN: I am speaking of the
position where the means test remains as it
is at present. We do not know what will
happen. We can only deal with the Bill
as if the £2 a week remained the maximum
allowable income without reduection of pen-
sion, which is £4 a week in the case of
a married pensioner. In the case of Common-
wealth pensioners the actual subsidy payable
by the State Government under this Bill will
be, in the ease of a single pensioner holding
two units, the magnificent sum of £4. That
would be the subsidy, but if the single pen-
sioner has three units, the Government will
make no contribution whatever, not omne
penny will they pay.

In the case of a married pensioner holding
two units the econtribution by the State
Government will be £108 but if he holds three
units the contribution by the State Govern-
ment will be £58. It will be very much to
the advantage of the State Government for
the contributors under this scheme to take
out the extra unit because it will save the
Government if the pensioners are married
and receive social Social Serviee benefits. If
this Bill had not been passed the subsidies
would have been £100 for two units and £150
for three units. Where the retiring officers
become pensioners, the new subsidies will be
very much less than they were under the
prineipal Act.

The net effect of this Bill is that the whole
cost of the additional subsidies as reduced by
paragraph (viil.) on page 6, and a good deal
more, will be paid by the Federal Treasurer.
‘When locking at the effect of this legisla-
tion we have to emphasise the point that the
Government will not make such a magnificent
contribution towards the inereased benefits
provided under this Bill, for they have taken
jolly good care to protect themselves and
pass on their responsibility to the TFederal
Government. The benefits, although welcome
to beneficiaries under the scheme, will be
nothing in comparison with the increased cost
of living that has taken place since 1948,
when benefits were first inereased. The
Government cannot take much eredit for this
increase because they are very largely pushing
off their responsibilities to the Federal
Government, ‘

In the Committee stage we will examine
the point I have raised that the Government
have fallen down on the contraect they
entered into with the contributors to this
scheme and are pushing their responsibilities
onto the Federal Government. I shall reserve
further comment until we reach the Com-
mittee stage.
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Mr. KEBR (Sherwood) (4.4 p.m): At
this juncture there is just one point I wish
to make. I must say that I listened atten-
tively to the Premiers’ second-reading speech,
in which he gave full details and quotea
figures. He made the statement that the
Government were subsidiging this scheme on
a £2 for £1 basis. He said that on the
information and advice of the actuary. That
must be corrected; it is immoral. I am not
an actuary, I am an accountant. I hav
examined the Public Service Superannuation
Fund and I believe without a doubt that
the £4,500,000 in it belongs to the publie
servants of Queensiand. Over the years they
have been entitled to interest at the rate
of 3% per cent. on the balance standing to
the credit of the fund, so that under no
circumstances could anybody say that the
Government’s contribution has been £2 for
every £1 contributed by public servants. I
think the Premier’s statement in that regard
should be corrected. The real proportion of
the Government’s contribution to the fund
is something under 17s. in the £1. The
moneys standing to the eredit of the Public
Serviece Superannuation Fund are not the
property of the Government; they belong to
the public servants, who are entitled to
interest on it. The actuary might use that
as an argument for saying

Mr. Gair: That is the excess interest, the
interest in excess of what the original Act
provided.

Hr, KERR: The fund is paid interest at
the rate of 5 per cent. on the total invest-

ment, but it is entitled to at least the
average rate of interest over the whole
period. It is entitled to 3% per cent. or at

least 3% per cent. The difference between
what it is entitled to and what it is boing
paid is 1% per cent. Under no circumsiances
can I allow to go unchallenged the Premier’s
statement that the Government subsidise the
fund to the extent ¢f £2 for every £1 eon-
tributed by the public servants. I do not
think it is right for him to make a statement
such as that.

Mr. PIZZEY (Isis) (4.8 p.m.): It is true
that one of the great advantages of employ-
ment in the Public Service is seeurity of
employment, hut in this State the Public
Service Superannustion Secheme has always
been a real bone of contention, and it has
always been a matter for regret that it is
not better than it is. I am very pleased
to see that some improvement is now being
made, and I think the Premier should review
the position more frequently than he has
done in the past.

Some of the improvements conferred Dby
this Bill will be more or less compensated
for, from the Government’s point of view,
by the faet that the Federal Government
will relieve the State Government of some
of their responsibilities. It is not within
the knowledge of any of us how many of
those publie servants who are retiring within
the next year or so will receive a Common-
wealth pension.
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I think the Premier’s objective should be
to make an officer’s pension at least half the
amount of the salary he is receiving when
he retires. That is the position in the Army
and in many other organisations. Most
public servants feel that they are paying
twice for the same thing. They are paying
for it in their income tax and in the super-
annuation scheme.

We are all inclined to the view that the
means test should be gradually liberalised,
and I have no doubt that the time will come
when the compulsory units of the superan-
nuation scheme will be outside the scope of
the means test. I should like some infor-
mation about the case of a public servant
who is about to retire with five units, sur-
renders three and takes the annuity of two.
It is proposed to sugar or sweeten his pay-
ment by an extra £25. Is it possible for a
public servant to refund the value of one
unit so as to be able to get the value of
three units instead of two?

Then there is the case of the man who
has retired from the service on the annuity
of two and then comes back as a temporary
employee. Will he continue to be paid the
annuity while temporarily employed in a
Government department? Take the teaching
serviee, for instance. TLet us suppose that
he draws superannuation for a year or 18
months, then finds that he is still physically
fit, and that the department urgently needs
teachers. He goes back to the department
in a temporary capacity for a year or so.
During that period of temporary employment
dees he lose the advantage of his superan-
nuation payment or is it continued while he
is still temporarily employed? I should like
some clarification on these points.

HMr., MORRIS (Mt. Coot-tha) (412 p.m.):
During my speech on the introductory stage
of the Bill T said that the Government has
been very parsimonious in their contributions
towards this scheme and I compared it with
the generous contributions made to the
Federal Public Service Superannuation
Scheme and to the contributions by the
employers to the superannuation schemes in
private industry. The Premier more or less
denied what I had said and today he told
hon. members that he had been in touch
with the actuary associated with the State
scheme—it is quite proper of him to do that—
and the aetuary had told him that the total
payments by the Government to the scheme
were £2 to £1, or that would be so after
the passage of this measure. I have no
doubt that the actuary told the hon. gentle-
man that, but to use a phrase frequently
used in thig Chamber, T am looking for the
nigger in the woodpile. In arriving at that
figure, I think that the actuary umjustly
included or computed a percentage that he
determined would be paid if there was no
age-pension scheme, and because I had that
in mind I decided to mention it now,

The Leader of the Opposition said in the
course of his speech that he would refer
more in detail to the contention by the
Premier when the Bill was in Committee and
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the Premier said to the Leader of ftl
Opposition by way of interjection that tl
Leader of the Opposition had looked at tl
position in reverse, or something to the
effect. 1 know that I cannot refer in deta
to a particular clause on the seeond readiny
but 1 ean say that a further study of tb
measure convinees me absolutely that tb
Teader of the Opposition did not have th
position in reverse at all. The wording ¢
that elause makes it abundantly clear th:
the body that will be saved the money .
the State Publie Service Superannuatio
Fund, at the expense of the Federal Govern
ment. I still say that even with the pa:
sage of this Bill this scheme will still b
parsimonious and that the contribution by thi
Government to the scheme will be infinitel
less than the contributions by employex
under the acceptable superannuation scheme
at present in vogue throughout private indus
try, and the contribution by the Feder:
Government to their superannuation schemt

I am rather disappointed that the actuar
should provide figures without taking int
consideration the subsidies provided for unde
this Bill whiech made those figures con
pletely inaceurate. The Queensland Goverr
ment will not be subsidising one way or th
other £2 for every £1 by the employee. The
will be paying out-of-pocket expenses, bu
that will be infinitely less than £1 for ever
£1 paid by the employce. This Governmen
are very astute—very wily in trying to vel
the analysis such as was made by the Leade
of the Opposition; and I think it ver
important that that veil should be remt I
twain and that the public servants shouk
know that the Queensland Government, I
comparison with all other major employer
in Queensland are being mean, parsimonion
and miserable indeed.

Hon. V. . GAIR (South Brisbane—
Premier) (4.18 pm.), in reply: Ther
is very little in the remarks mad
by members opposite that I feel called o1
to reply to. TFirst I want to reply to th
statement of the hon. member for Sherwood
who deseribed the information given by m:
and provided by the State Actuary a
immoral. To say the least of it, I think hi
language was intemperate and stupid. Doe
he think for a moment that I am going t
accept his opinion in preference to that o
the State Actuary? That applies to the hon
member for Mt. Coot-tha too. Would an;
Premier or Minister accept a statement o
the hon. member for Sherwood or Mt
Coot-tha in preference to that of the Stat
Actuary, who had been asked to examine thi
thing ‘and who has been examining thi
stperannuation funds of the State for
considerable time and who is qualified anc
trained to give an expert opinion of it? i
deseribing his opinion as immoral the hon
member for Sherwood has displayed the
utmost audaeity. Again I say that hi
language does not become him.

With regard to the question asked by the
hon. member for Isis about the retirec
teacher who is brought back into the ser
vice in a temporary capacity, that teacher
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like all public servants, begins to draw his
annuity on retirement, and if he is re-
employed he continues to draw the annuity
without the subsidy.

Mrx, Pizzey: Without the subsidy?
Mr. GAIR: Yes.

The case made by the Leader of the
Opposition might have appeared to contain
some merits if he had an audience that was
not prepared to examine what he was saying.
He made comparison of the new deal with the
basic wage but as I said by way in interjee-
tion, if he is geing to try to assess the value
of money let us take insurance policies. One
pays the premiums on an insurance policy
over the years but when one draws the
amount of the assurance at a time like this
that money has deteriorated in value and
the money is not there.

Ry, Morris: But do not forget you get
7)0‘11,1‘““‘

Mr, GAIR:
not all.

Mz, Morris: No.

Mr. GAIR: There are some policies with
bonuses and some without. The Leader of
the Opposition made no referemnce to the
gradual inerease in salaries and wages that
has taken plaece over that period but there
has mnot been an inerease in the rate of
deductions from salary or contributions. The
question must be examined from all angles.

t is not suffieient to say that the basic wage
was £4 5s. and is £11 5s. today but the
annuity has altered very little. That is no
case at all.

Ag regards the point the Leader of the
Opposition made so muech about, which ean
be dealt with in the greatest detail in the
Committee stage, he set the additional
annuities benefit and Government subsidy
against the Commonwealth pensions. His
case discloses a misunderstanding or miscon-
ception of the whole thing. The first thing
to be remembered is this: that the retired
public servant cannot get both, because of
the means test of the Commonwealth Govern-
ment. He can get his annuity from the
Public Service Superannuation Board if he is
not a pensioner or does not applr for a
pension under the Commonwealth scheme. If
he is content with the superannuation benefit
there is no interference with his annuity or
subsidy, none whatsoever. But if he applies
for the pension there is a proportionate
reduction. Who should bear the cost of that?
According to the Leader of the Opposition,
the Commonwealth Government should econ-
tribute nothing. According to the hon.
member for Isis, the public servant is paid
in the form of tax or Social Service henefit.

Mr. Pizzey: He is paying twice.

Mr., GAIR: Is not the Commonwealth
Government then entitled to pay something?
Remember, he eannot get both and that is
because of the means test of the Common-
wealth Government. Nothing oceurs as far
as superannuation is concerned wuntil he
applies or becomes a pensioner under the
Commonwealth scheme.

You do on some policies but
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My, Pizzey: You can force him to declare
himself.

Mr. GAIR: No. If he makes no applica-
tion for the pension

Mr, Pizzey: Supposing he makes appli-
cation and gets the pension?

My, GAIR: The Commonwealth would
soon let us know. They check up. All he
has got to do is to say on this form, and if
he tells the truth

Mr., Pizzey: He would say he is gettingz
this pension?

Mr, GAIR: They check with the Public
Service Superannuation Board as to what he
was getting before and whether he is entitled
to part or any pension at all.

Mr, Pizzey: That is an arrangement.

Mr. GAIR: They always do that. They
check with any Government.

Mr, Pizzey: Regarding the reduction, he
could be getting £32 a year.

Mr. GAIR: Some people are smart
enough to get over anything hut in the
normal case they would not get away with it.
The thing to remember is that they ecannot
get both. If we were prepared to concede
what the Leader of the Opposition says, the
Commonwealth would not approve of his
application for a pension, so he would remain
where he was. TUntil he makes application
for the pension and becomes g pensioner his
annuity under the State scheme remains
untouched.

Motion (Mr. Gair) agreed to.

COMMITTEE.
(Mr. Graham, Mackay, in the chair.)

Clauses 1 to 5, both inclusive, as read,
agreed to.

Clause 6-—Amendment of s 21A; addi-
tional payments in respeet of compulsory
annuity benefits—

Mr. NICKLIN (Landsborough-—Leader
of the Opposition) (4.28 p.m.): I move the
following amendment—

‘‘On page 6, line 37, after

£ 7
pounds,

the word

add the proviso—

‘Provided that this sub-section shall
not apply so as to reduce the amount
of any annuity payable now or in the
future under the provisions of the
prineipal Aect.” 7’

‘When replying to my remarks, the Premier
asked, ‘¢Why should not the Federal Govern-
ment pay? Who should pay if they do
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not?’’ The point I raise is that these con-
tributors to the superannuation scheme have
entered into a contract that the pemsions
they draw will be so much a week upon
retirement, and for that they contribute so
much from their salary.

Mr. Gair: They get that.
Mr. NICKLIN: They do not.

. Mr. Gair: They do. The only thing that
is affected is the subsidy.

Mr. NICKLIN: They are entitled to that,

1?11’. Giairs No. They get the annuity for
which they subseribe.

Mr. NICKLIN: They get the two £50
unity on the 1912 basis.

Mr. Gair: That is their contract.

Mr. NICKLIN: Yet the Government come
to you and say that in 1948 they doubled
the amount of benefit under the Act and that
they are now adding another 25 per cent.
Actually, they are not doing that by any
means at all. Aectually, they are repudiat-
ing the econtract that they have with the
annuitants under this fund.

Let us examine the effect of the mnew
proposal. While the means test remains as
it is, a single retired officer who is a Com-
monwealth pensioner and who is in receipt
of two units of annuity would receive £250
under this Bill. If he has three units, his
payment would be £375. The maximum
additional income allowed for pension pur-
poses is £104 in each case, so that the excess
amount of annuity is £146 in the case of
two units and £225 where three units have
been taken out. The State Government
would not be paying a brass farthing.

Mr, Gairs We would pay the lot provided
he does not make application for a pension.

. Mr. NICKLIN: Admittedly, but if 2 man
1s entitled to a certain amount under the
Bocial Service legislation and it is a greater
amount than he gets under this scheme, is he
not entitled to apply for it?

My, Gairs
Commonwealth.

That iz a matter for the

Mr. NICKLIN: However, let me continue
this illustration to show how it applies to the
single public servant on a pension. The
superannuation before the passage of this
Bill would be £200 but on the passage of this
Bill he will get £104; the amount of pension
he would receive would be £86 but it will be
£182 when the Bill is passed, making a totfal
of £286. The retired officers have entered into
a contract with the Government and they
have subscribed to get £200 and are entitled
to get £200, but under this Bill that is being
taken away from them. If, as the Premier
says, he prefers to rely on his contribution to
the scheme, he naturally will not be paid the
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full amount, but that is not the point. He
entered into a contraet with the Government
and they as a result of the introduction of this
legislation have repudiated that contraet and
are in effect paying him less than he is
entitled to.

Br. Gair: He can get the lot if he wants
to.

Mr. NICKLIN: Under this amending
legislation the Government make it a penalty
for him to apply for the pension under the
Commonwealth Social Services legislation.

Let me continue my illustration. As &
single two-unit retired officer who is a pen-
sioner is now getting £200 a year superannua-
tion he will have his present annuity reduced
to £104 in order to be eligible for a full
pension under the Commonwealth Soeial
Services Scheme. In each such existing case
the State will gain £96 a year and the
Commontealth will pay the same amount as
additional pension. If we take a retired
officer with a wife who is a Commonwealth
pensioner the savings to the Government will
be, in the case of a two-unit man, £42 a year
and in the case of a three-unit man, £167.
It can therefore be said that this new provi-
sion is designed to save contributions by the
Government at the expense of the contract
they entered into with the various
contributors.

To ensure that this will not operate
I have moved the amendment acecordingly,
because, after all, when we enter into a
contract with anybody we expect the con-
tract to be carried out just as these contri-
butors to the fund in their contract with the
Government expect the contract to be hon-
oured. he position is, in a nutshell, that
these contributors who have been contributing
over the wears to thr fund in the hope that
they would receive an ameunt would have been
as well off had they not contributed one
penny piece and had applied for the pension
on their retirement.

Those people have contributed to the fund
for 30 or 40 years on the understanding thgt
on their retirement they would be paid in
respect of whatever number of units they had
subseribed for. In this mew provision, how-
ever, the Government have repudiated that
contract and do mot now propose to pay
the full amount that employees have sub-
seribed for over the years.

Hon, V. €. GAIR (South Brisbane—
Premier) (4.36 p.m.): The Leader of the
Opposition has endeavoured to make a lot
out of what he described as a breach of
contract. There is no breach of contract
if the annuitant elects to aceept the full
amount due to him under the superannuation
scheme and makes no application for a pen-
sion. If this annuity is reduced because
he is in receipt of a Commonwealth pension,
it is not because of anything this State
Government have done but because of the
means test, which is operated by the Com-
monwealth Pensions Department. I repeat
that a retired public servant camnot get both
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the full Commonwealth pension and the full
annuity subsidy. As I say, that is because
of the means test that is operated by the
Commonwealth Government. Since one of
those two benefits must be reduced if the
other is paid in full, why should not the
State Treasury be given preference by the
State Parliament?  That is all that the
provision at whiech this amendment ig
directed aims to do. It does not reduce by
one penny the maximum real income that
the annuitant can derive from the combined
annuity and pension, The Leader of the
Opposition must understand that. There is
not a reduction of one penny in the com-
bined income from the annuity and the pen-
sion, but in the event of an annuitant’s mak-
g an application for g pension, his annuity
is proportionately redueed according to what
he gets from the Commonwealth. To put itin
reverse would be to benefit the Commonwealth
Government at our expense, that is, if the
retired public servant did eleet to apply
or was eligible for a pension. A single
annuitant with three units would get the
lot, because he would not bhe eligible for a
pension. That will apply to many public
servants, both single and married, particularly
those who have carried more than the eom-
pulsory two units.

Mr, Herr interjected.

Mr. GAIR: He would not be eligible
because of the means test. It would appear
that the Leader of the Opposition is miore
concerned about the effect of the measure
on the Commonwealth Treasury.

My, Morris: No, on the public servant.

Mr. GAIR: It will not affect the public
servant one penny. His total income is not
altered. It is just a question of who sghould
pay it. He will get the lot from the State
if he does not apply for the aged pension,
and so the contract with the public servant
that the Leader of the Opposition is so much
concerned about is preserved. In any case
it is preserved now, because it is only the
subgidy he is entitled to get that is affected
under the Bill.

It would appear that the Leader of the
Opposition has some misconception about the
clause, but I have explained it several times
now and it should be clear to him. The
public servant is not going to lose anything
at all, and in the circumstances I cannot
accept the amendment. Indeed, the amend-
ment would destroy the effect of the clause
completely.

Mr. MORRIS (Mt. Coot-tha) (4.42 p.m.):
The Premier said that the only thing that
would prevent the retired publie servant from
getting the full benefit of the annuity and
the whole of the age pension was the present
means test in relation to age pension, but he
is wrong in saying that. Let us suppose for
the purpose of argument that the means test
in relation to the age pension was abolished
and that the retired public servant applied
for the age pension. Immediately the
relevant clause in this Bill would beeome
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operative and thus he would not be able to
get the full annuity, because the eclause
says—
¢¢, ., .. then a sum equal to the annual
amount by which the rate of pension afore-
gaid would be so reduced shall be deducted
from the annual rate of additional incapac-
ity allowance benefit which, but for this
subsection, would be payable and the rate
of additional ineapaeity allowanee benefit
payable under this section shall be reduced
aceordingly.’”’
The Premier says that the Federal Govern-
ment would then rob the retired public ser-
vant of the extra money but that is not
correct. If the means test in relation to
the age pension was abolished this clause
would deprive the retired publie servant of
the money that he contracted to get out of
the State Superannuation Secheme.

Mr. Moore: You are putting up a suppo-
sitious case that you know will never operate.

Mr. MORRIS: All that I can say is—

Mr., Moore: Do you think the means test
will be abolished?

Mr. MORRIS: All I can say is

Mr. Moore: Answer the question. Do
you think the means test will be abolished ?

Mr. MORRIS: Does the hon. gentleman
think that he can keep his mouth shut?

Mr. Moore: No. I am asking you the
question. The case that you make will not
exist.

HMr. MORRIS: All that I can say is——

Mr. Moore:s Why do you not attempt to
tell the truth? Put it that way.

Mr. MORRIS: I am
Committee

telling the

Mr. Moore: I am telling you that such
a case will not exist.

The TEMPORARY (HAIRMAN
(Mr. Graham): I ask the Minister to allow
the hon. member for Mt. Coot-tha to direet
his remarks to the Chair.

Mr. MOBRIS: With the constant inter-
ruption it is rather difficult to put an involved
case. I ask you to try to discipline the
constant interjector on that side.

T am building up my case on the argument
of the Premier. He has talked about what
would happen if the means test was abolished ;
he said it was because of the means test and
the Federal Government. If there is an
abolition of the means test in relation fto
pensioners the Bill will rob the retired publie
gervant.

Mr. Gair: Not at all; he gets the lot.

Mr. MORRIS: That means unless the
amendment is earried, I support the amend-
ment. I believe it is the only way to protect
the interests of retired public servants.
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Hon. V. €. GAIR (South Brisbane—
Premier) (4.46 p.m.): There is an old saying
—*“There are none so blind as those who will
not see,”” and I think that applies here. The
hon. member said the means test did not
come into it and that I was wrong in saying
it did. That would mean that a retired person
in receipt of £104 a year today could get a
full pension equivalent to £182 per annum,
but every £1 he earns or receives in excess
of £104 means that his pension is reduced by
£1.

Mr. Morris: At the present time, yes.

Mr, GATIR: At the present time. That is
the effect of the means test on the superannua-
tion paid by the Public Service Superannua-
tion Board. If the means test was abolished
he could get pension and annuity and every-
thing; he ecould get the lot. If the meauns
test is abolished he ean earn what he likes;
his income can be anything. With the means
test, if we give it to him the Commonwealth
would get the benefit of it. The more we
did for the annuitants the less the Common-
wealth Government would be required to pay;
we should be merely lessening their liability.
It is the duty of the Commonwealth Govern-
ment, irrespective of party, to give early
consideration to a full national insurance
scheme.

Government Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. GAIR: That would embrace a big
body of workers not covered by any super-
annuation scheme at all. If that was earried
out, we should not have this repeated argu-
ment about superannuation and pension
schemes.

I think I have convineed hon. members
opposite of the meaning of this thing. There
is nothing in the amendment of any value.
The Commonwealth Treasury seems to be the
main concern of the Leader of the Opposi-
tion, but his concern should be the State
Treasury rather than the Commonwealth
Treasury, which has greater means of obtain-
ing revenue than we have. If a retired publie
servant is mot eligible for a pension he gets
what he is entitled to from the State
Government.

Amendment (Mr, Nicklin) negatived.
Clause 6, as read, agreed to.
Clauses 7 and 8, as read, agreed to.

Bill reported, without amendment.

TrIRD READING.
Bill, on motion of Mr. Gair, read a third
time.
SPECIAL ADJOURNMENT.

Hon. V. . GAIR (South Brisbane—
Premier): I move—

““That the House at ity rising do
adjourn until Tuesday, 4 May, 1954.7°

Motion agreed to.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Assent to Bills.

ADJOURNMENT.

Hon. V. . GAIR (South
Premier) (4.52 p.n.): I move—

¢“That the House do now adjourn.’’

Brisbane—

In moving this motion I would like to
thank Dbriefly all concerned for their
co-operation during this section of this
session, which is commonly known as the
autumn session. This year it has been
shorter than normally, of course, because of
the visit of Her Majesty the Queen and the
Duke of Edinburgh. Nevertheless, we have
stceeeded in disposing of 18 Bills. It is
true many of them are short, containing one
or two principles. However, we have dealt
with these Bills expeditiously, but without
any undue rush. I think they will all prove
of benefit to the people and an improvement
to the existing Acts.

There is nothing further I wish to say
except that I trust everyone will have =
very happy Easter.

Honourable Memberss Hear, hear!
Motion (Mr. Gair) agreed to.

The House adjourned at 4.54 p.m.

BILLS ASSENTED TO AT CLOSE OF
SESSION.

Gagettes Extraordinary were issued notify-
ing the assent of His Excellency the
Governor to the following Bills:—
(Tuesday, 20 April, 1954)—

Barrier Fences Bill;

Objectionable Literature Bill.

(Tuesduy, £7 April, 19564)—

Acts Interpretation Bill;

Railways Acts Amendment Bill;

Hotel Theodore Sale Bill;

Art Union Regulation Acts Amendment
Bill;

Mining on Private Land Acts Amendment
Bill;

Coal Industry (Control) Aects Amendment
Bill;

)
Coal and Oil Shale Mine Workers (Pen-
sions) Acts Amendment Bill;
Inspection of Machinery Aet Amendment
Bill;
Sugar Experiment Stations Acts Amend-
ment Bill.
(Wednesday, 28 April, 1954)—
Inspection of Scaffolding Acts Amendment
Bill;
State Electricity Commission Acts
Another Act Amendment Bill;
Trade Descriptions (Textile Products) Bill;
Opticians Acts Amendment Bill;
Workers’ Compensation Acts Amendment
Bill;
Rabbit Acts Amendment Bill;
Public Service Superannuation Acts Amend-
ment Bill.

and
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PROROGATION.

Parliament was prorogued by the following Proclamation in Gazeite Ewxiraordinary,
Thursday, 29 April, 1954,

A ProcraMaTiON by His Excellency Sir JoEN DUDLEY LAVARACK, Lieutenant-General on'
the Retired List of the Australian Military Forces, Knight Commander of The Royal
Victorian Order, Knight Commander of The Most Excellent Order of the British
Empire, Companion of The Most Honourable Order of the Bath, Companion of the Most
Distinguished Order of St. Michael and St. George, Companion of The Distinguished
Service Order, Governor of the State of Queensland and its Dependencies, in the
Commonwealth of Australia.

[L.s.]

JOHN LAVARACK,
Governor.

In pursuance of the power and authority vested in me as Governor of the State aforesaid,
I, Sir JouN DUDLEY LAVARACK, the Governor aforesaid, do, by this my Proclamation,
Prorogue the Parliament of Queensland to TUESDAY, the Fifteenth day of June,
1954,

Given under my Hand and Seal, at Government House, Brisbane, this Twenty-ninth day
of April, in the year of Our Lord one thousand nine hundred and fifty-four and

in the third year of Her Majesty’s reign.
By Command,

V. C. GAIR.
GoDp BAVE THE QUEEN!
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