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LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
Wednesday 15 February 1989

The PRESIDENT (Hon. Anne Levy) took the Chair at
2.15 p.m.
The Clerk (Mr C.H. Mertin) read prayers.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT: Mr TERRY
CAMERON

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER (Attorney-General): I seck leave
to make a statement.

Leave granted.

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: On 7 April 1988 the Premier
was asked a question seeking an investigation into alleged
activities of Mr T.G. Cameron in the building industry. On
12 April 1988 the matter was referred to the Commercial
Division of the Department of Consumer Affairs for inves-
tigation through normal procedures by the Secretary to the
Minister of Consumer Affairs. As no further report was
made to the Premier, a reasonable assumption was drawn
that there was no need for further follow up.

I am now advised that the following action took place.
Mr K. Smith, an investigation officer with the department,
was requested to conduct an investigation. On 27 May 1988
Mr Smith prepared an interim report to the Acting Senior
Registrar giving details of information obtained to that date.
Mr Smith requested that he be given more time to inves-
tigate the matter and prepare a full and comprehensive
report. The Acting Senior Assistant Registrar undertook
some further investigations and attempted to undertake a
comprehensive search of all departmental records. As the
information relating to the matter was not readily available
delays occurred.

The matter of the report was raised with the Acting Senior
Assistant Registrar on occasions by normal reviewing pro-
cedures. At no stage was the Minister of Consumer Affairs,
the Commissioner for Consumer Affairs or the Manager of
the Division made aware of the issue or of the delays which
had occurred in the preparation of the report. The Com-
missioner regrets these delays and has instituted measures
to ensure that all matters will be fully investigated imme-
diately.

I have also asked the Commissioner for Public Employ-
ment to undertake an investigation into the procedures
followed by the Commercial Division of the Department
of Public and Consumer Affairs and any reason for the
delay in following up the interim report of the investigating
officer and failure to notify the Manager of the Division,
the Commissioner for Consumer Affairs and the Minister
for Consumer Affairs.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT: PRIVACY

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER (Attorney-General): I seek leave
to make a statement.

Leave granted.

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: The purpose of this statement
is to acquaint the Parliament and the public with recent
initiatives undertaken by the Government in respect of
privacy and privacy-related matters.

This statement also serves to convey to members infor-
mation that is relevant to legislative measures that are
before the Parliament. I refer to the private member’s Bill
dealing with freedom of information, introduced by the

Opposition, and the private member’s Bill dealing with a
proposed Privacy Commission introduced by the Australian
Democrats.

2. Background

Clearly, this is not the first time that I have addressed
these matters. In this regard, I would refer to my pron-
ouncements in speeches to the Legislative Council on 3
December 1986, which outlined the Government’s plans to
establish a scheme of access to personal information (see
Hansard 3 December 1986 pp. 2631-2636) and more recently
on 24 August 1988 (see Hansard 24 August 1988 pp. 482-
483) when I took the opportunity to reaffirm the Govern-
ment’s intentions in this area and provided an update on
relevant developments.
3. The Government’s decisions

On 19 December 1988 Cabinet issued two administrative
instructions that will apply, subject to certain exempt
authorities, to the whole of the public sector.

(1) The first administrative instruction, entitled the
‘Information Privacy Principles Instruction’,
definitively states 11 information privacy prin-
ciples whose terms are drawn largely from those
recommended by the Australian Law Reform
Commission’s 1983 report No. 22 on privacy.
These principles cover the collection and storage
of, access to, correction, use and disclosure of
personal information, as well as ensuring the
maintenance of anonymity of record subjects in
the products of research. ‘Personal information’
is defined to mean information or an opinion,
whether true or not, relating to a natural person
or the affairs of a natural person whose identity
is apparent, or can reasonably be ascertained,
from the information or opinion.

There is a positive obligation imposed on all
principal officers (for example, chief executive
officers) of public sector agencies to ensure that
the principles are implemented, maintained and
observed by their agencies.

Furthermore, the Privacy Committee (which I
will discuss in more detail shortly) will oversee
these duties and functions. The principal officers
of agencies will be required to report to the
committee on action taken to ensure that the
principles are adhered to, as well as the action
taken to rectify any shortcomings or deficiencies
identified by the committee.

(1i) The second administrative instruction, entitled the
‘Access to Personal Records Instruction’, confers
on people the right to apply for access to personal
records, about themselves, held by public sector
agencies.

A ‘personal record’ is defined to mean a doc-
ument containing information or an opinion
relating to an applicant or the personal affairs of
an applicant and includes a document containing
information or an opinion relating to a deceased
person, or the personal affairs of a deceased
person, to whom an applicant was related.

Exemptions from the obligation to grant access to per-
sonal records are based on those that apply in the Com-
monwealth and Victorian freedom of information legislation.
They are also based on what is essential to maintain the
Westminster system of government and on what is neces-
sary for the protection of essential public interests and of
private and business affairs of persons and organisations
outside State Government. There are 13 categories of exempt
documents ranging from Cabinet and internal working-doc-
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prudent provision for risk—in other words, anticipated
loss—the viability of the institution is in no way affected.

I draw the attention of the House to the fact that the
State Bank yesterday announced a half-yearly profit of $50
million—an increase of 33 per cent on its performance last
year. External auditors to the bank have assured the bank
that its management of the group’s loan loss provisions are
more than adequate to cover any loss that may occur. I
refer the honourable member to the remarks I made yes-
terday when I pointed out that, as a ratio to profit, the State
Bank’s record in relation to debt is far superior to that of
any of the other major trading banks.

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order!

ROADWORKS

Mr DUIGAN (Adelaide): Will the Minister of Transport
say what is the reason for the delay on the construction of
the railway overpass on Park Terrace? The Minister would
be aware of the continuing—

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order! The Chair is having a great deal
of difficulty in hearing the question of the member for
Adelaide because of interjections coming from my left. The
honourable member for Adelaide.

Mr DUIGAN: The Minister would be aware of the con-
tinuing representations I and others have made to him about
the completion of the Adelaide ring route. Part of that route
on the western side includes Park Terrace. For some years
now two huge mounds of soil have been sitting on either
side of the proposed bridge. Barton Terrace has been closed,
Railway Terrace has been realigned, and allocations have
been made in the past two budgets all in anticipation of the
bridge being built. However, nothing appears to have hap-
pened and there is now increasing local residents’ concern
which has been fuelled by press speculation that the project
has been either dropped or postponed.

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: I can assure the honourable
member that the project has been neither delayed nor aban-
doned. Some problems have ansen because of the complex
technicalities involved in the planning of the bridge con-
struction itself. Those matters have been resolved and I am
happy to give the honourable member and the House an
update on the whole project. Regarding stage 1, Main North
Road to Hawker Street, the conversion of Park Terrace/
Fitzroy Terrace to a four lane dual carriageway with service
roads was completed during 1986-87. I can understand the
anxiety of the honourable member’s constituents as to when
that whole project will be completed.

Stage 2, from Hawker Street to Port Road, involves the
elimination of the North Adelaide railway crossing by the
construction of a bridge over the main north railway lines.
A contract for the supply and delivery of 161 prestressed
concrete piles for the bridge foundations was awarded in
February 1988 and deliveries were completed in July 1988.
The contract for the bridge was awarded to McConnell
Dowell Constructors (Australia) Pty Ltd in January 1989,
and bridge works are expected to be completed by April
1990. It is intended to complete the roadworks, using
departmental resources, by June 1990.

The overall cost of the project is estimated at $9.8 million,
with funds from both State and Federal sources. There will
be a third stage, and that will be from Port Road to Manton
Street. The planning work is proceeding on the upgrading
of Adam Street from Port Road to Manton Street. This
work is included in the north-west ring route project, which
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involves the upgrading of Fitzroy Terrace and Park Terrace,
Bowden. The improvement of Adam Street to four lanes
with additional lanes provided for turning movements at
both Port Road and Manton Street will require land from
the site set aside for the development of an entertainment
centre at Hindmarsh, recently announced by the Premier—
and welcomed, I must say, by the electorate of South Aus-
tralia.

Negotiations are in progress with the Lands Department
to acquire the necessary land. The proposed roadworks have
been discussed with the Thebarton and Hindmarsh councils
and it is intended to display a plan of the work during
1989. My colleagues, the members for Peake and Spence,
will be happy that the work in their electorates is now well
and truly on the planning board.

The road improvements will facilitate access between
Grange Road and the city and allow the reintroduction of
right turning from both Park Terrace and Adam Street into
Port Road. This has been complex and important road
construction work that will provide ready access to the
western, eastern and northern suburbs and enable some
traffic to by-pass the city of Adelaide. It will thus bring
welcome relief to the many commuters who use the network
of roads and be a welcome acquisition to that network in
Adelaide.

EQUITICORP INTERNATIONAL

The Hon. E.R. GOLDSWORTHY (Deputy Leader of the
Opposition): Was the Managing Director of the State Bank
(Mr Marcus Clark) a director of Equiticorp when the bank
made loans to the failed group and, if he was, what action
did he take to avoid any potential for a conflict of interest?
This question is raised in view of continuing press and
media speculation about links between the State Bank and
Equiticorp. In the Financial Review of 24 January, Chan-
ticleer quoted Mr Marcus Clark as saying that he had resigned
as a director of Equiticorp last year because the State Bank
had started doing business in New Zealand and he consid-
ered that there was a conflict of interest.

As recently as this morning, on ABC Radio’s Keith Con-
lon program, Mr Trevor Sykes (Editor in Chief of Australian
Business Magazine) said that State Bank loans to Equiticorp
had not been prudent. He described Equiticorp as a ‘paper-
castle’ which he had never been able to understand, and he
said this of Mr Marcus Clarke: ‘He had been something of
an admirer of Alan Hawkins, the man who created Equiti-
corp, way back in the days when Tim was at the Commercial
Bank of Australia, and had followed him, so it is no great
surprise to find that the State Bank did have some money
there with Equiticorp.’

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I know that the Opposition
has been feeling around the edges of this question and I am
glad that it has finally brought it out into the open and
made clear that among other things its target is Mr Marcus
Clark. I am sure that South Australians will be delighted to
hear that.

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order! I call the House to order. The
honourable Premier.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I did not hear the interview
referred to and I hope that the Deputy Leader is quoting it
accurately and in context, although 1 sincerely doubt it.
Many people are wise after the event in relation to Equiti-
corp. It is all very well to say that the State Bank in being
involved was not being prudent. In that case, one is pointing
the finger at just about every other major bank in the




1924

HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY

15 February 1989

country that has some involvement or other, especially the
ANZ and the Bank of New Zcaland. The State Bank of
South Australia is not using taxpayers’ money: it 1s using
the money of its clients. There is a total lack of understand-
ing on this matter. We, the people of South Australia, own
the State Bank. Its funds have been contributed by its client
base. It is using its commercial clients’ funds in order to
make morce money. In doing that it is doing nothing differ-
ent from what is being done by the ANZ Bank or any other
bank in that respect.

Let us come back to the issue. It is all very well to be
wise after the event concerning Equiticorp. True, Mr Clark
himself has told me that, dating back to his period as
Managing Director of the Commercial Bank of Australia,
he was the person who effected the amalgamation arrange-
ments between the CBA and the Bank of New South Wales
to create Westpac, and he came to South Australia with
those credentials. Incidentally, he is also a man with a
record in retailing, banking and business generally which is
regarded as among the top in this country and which has
been recognised in all sorts of ways.

It was announced quite recently that Mr Clark had been
appointed Chairman of the combined General Motors/Toy-
ota car exercise, an appointment which emanated from the
boards in Tokyo and Detroit respectively in recognition of
Mr Clark’s prominence as a leading businessman in this
country. It is an interesting target that the Opposition has
chosen, but it is an unsatisfactory one.

Let me go back. At the time that Mr Clark was with CBA
he did have business dealings with Mr Hawkins of Equiti-
corp. In fact, he developed a high regard for Mr Hawkins
and he was involved with boards in Mr Hawkins’ company,
including Equiticorp. When the State Bank made any deci-
sions about initial loans to that corporation—and it would
have been approached in the normal banking way (as a
number of banks were) by part of the consortia as a regular
commeércial dealing—as Managing Director of the State
Bank and at that time a director of Equiticorp, Mr Clark,
in order to avoid any conflict of interest, took no part in
any of those situations. He withdrew his chair, as is the
appropriate way.

As that relationship developed and when the purchase of
Southstate took place—a matter which I covered a minute
ago—Mr Clark felt that, despite his quite legitimate course
of declaring an interest, it had reached a point where he
believed it would be better for him to withdraw totally from
the board of Equiticorp. In the middle of last year, Mr Clark
decided that the conflict of interest had reached the stage
where he should not continue as an Equiticorp director and
he resigned. He has no further connection with that com-

pany.

HOSPICE CARE

Mr RANN (Briggs): Will the Minister of Health say
whether the State Government belicves that hospice care
beds should be made available in the northern suburbs?
Will the Minister advise the House on the progress to
improve hospice care in the Salisbury and Elizabeth areas?

The Hon. F.T. BLEVINS: I am very happy to do so.

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKFER: Order! The honourable Minister.

The Hon. F.T. BLEVINS: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 1
thank the member for Briggs for his question. It is certainly
an area of medicine that is enjoying increasing interest in
the community. It is an area where the Government has
had a very good record since it came to office, and I am

pleased to be part of improving that record. Certainly, in
that region it is an issue of interest to not only the member
for Briggs because it has also been an issue for the member
for Elizabeth. However, before both those members get
swelled heads, let me say that it has pre-eminently and most
effectively been an issue involving the Minister of Housing
and Construction.

The Minister of Housing and Construction consistently
made my predecessor and [ aware of the needs of the
northern region—on this issue and others. Indeed, he has
kept Cabinet constantly informed of the needs of this region
on this issue. There was an interjection from one of what
I suppose we could call the three wise monkeys on the front
bench opposite. Of course, none of them is a member of
shadow Cabinet any longer but, rather patronisingly I sup-
pose, the Leader has allowed them to keep their chairs on
the front bench as some kind of consolation prize. One of
them interjected, “What about Kalyra? I am happy to debate
Kalyra, but I suggest that anyone with an interest in this
matter—other than yelling interjections across the floor—
ought to make an appointment to see Daw House, which
is the replacement for Kalyra. If members did that, I think
they would all be impressed. It is a very good facility; not
only is the facility first class but the atmosphere and staff
do credit to that difficult area of medicine.

Also, I was very pleased, when opening that facility, to
talk to Professor Ian Maddocks whom this Government has
assisted in appointing to the Chair of -Palliative Care at
Flinders University. I am advised that we are in the fore-
front in this area in Australia.

There is no doubt that further facilities are required in
the north. As a cooperative venture between the Lyell
McEwin and the Modbury Hospitals a team was established
comprising a full-time coordinator, a full-time secretary,
three visiting medical sessions at the Lyell McEwin Hospi-
tal, three visiting medical sessions at the Modbury Hospital,
and a full-time palliative care sister at both the Modbury
and Lyell McEwin Hospitals.

The Government has also made available $100 000 in a
full year for the appointment of a half-time speech pathol-
ogist, a half-time dietician and two paramedical aides to
extend the northern palliative care team. Incidentally, funds
have also been provided for a couple of motor vehicles.
The specific number of hospice care beds in the north is
difficult to establish at present, although terminally ill
patients are taken care of at both the Modbury and Lyell
McEwin Hospitals. A major building program is being
undertaken at the Lyell McEwin Hospital, as all members
would know. It is a superb building program. When stage
2 1s completed there will be additional beds in the hospital,
and it is the Government’s intention that some of those
beds be dedicated for hospice patients. It is not possible to
do that before the completion of stage 2, but discussions
are taking place to ensure that that is done.

I hope that the member for Briggs and other members
who have an interest in the area will relay to their constit-
uents the Government’s concern for the provision of hos-
pice services and the Government’s appreciation of the way
in which various members have constantly brought this
matter 1o its attention.

So that members do not think we are in any way stalling,
I now inform the House of some dates. The establishment
of the four to six dedicated beds is to be considered by the
Lyell McEwin Patient Care Committee tomorrow, that is,
16 February. Also, I understand it will be considered by the
board of directors at its next meeting on 2 March 1989. In
summary, people in the northern areas of Adelaide can rest
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assured that the Government is doing everything possible
to meet their hospice needs.

Mr TERRY CAMERON

Mr OLSEN (Leader of the Opposition): I direct my ques-
tion to the Premier. Will the Government accept responsi-
bility and ensure that there is a full investigation of direct
evidence that Mr Cameron was involved in illegal practices
in the building industry? The Premier told the House yes-
terday there was no basis for these allegations that we had
put before the House. However, within the last 24 hours
the Opposition has been provided with further evidence to
prove them.

For example, I refer to an application for approval of
building work in the Willunga district council area. It is
council reference number 6638 and was for the construction
of a dwelling at Lot 237 Hamilton Road, Aldinga Beach.
The application nominates Mr Cameron of 6 Kent Avenue,
Hawthorn, as the owner-builder of the house. For Mr Cam-
eron to have complied with the provisions of the Builders
Licensing Act applying at the time this house was con-
structed, he would have had to build it for his own use and
occupation. There is no evidence to support that.

This morning the Opposition also has seen other building
applications which demonstrate a systematic evasion of
building laws by Mr Cameron. This is evidence that the
Government could and should have investigated when this
matter was first raised almost a year ago, but it has failed
to do so.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I refer the Leader of the Oppo-
sition to the statement I made at the commencement of
Question Time. His question is asked as though that state-
ment had not been made, because it covers precisely—

Mr Olsen: Twelve months ago you said you’d investigate
it and nothing happened.

The SPEAKER: Order!

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: —and exactly the issues he
has raised. I can only restate that the Commissioner for
Consumer Affairs has advised that the matter is being fol-
lowed up as a matter of urgency.

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order!

THIRD PARTY APPEALS

Mr HAMILTON (Albert Park): Will the Minister of
Marine advise what measure the Government has taken
and will be taking, and the expected timetable, to introduce
and pass the appropriate legislation to ensure that West
Lakes residents are provided with third party rights of appeal
entitlements? I have been approached by West Lakes resi-
dents and members of Lakespeace Incorporated on the ques-
tion of third party rights of appeal for West Lakes residents.
The Minister would be aware that on 13 January I wrote
1o him, stating in part:

In supporting Lakespeace Incorporated’s request for appeal rights,
1 believe that this matter should be urgently addressed given that
other matters which may impact directly upon West Lakes resi-
dents can occur.

Therefore until such times as amending legislation comes into
effect, my West Lakes constituents are still being effectively denied
third party rights of appeal. Whilst appreciating the need for
consultation with other groups in the community, I believe that
the Government should act promptly even if it means calling
together the appropriate interested bodies so as to bring this to a
speedy and final conclusion.

It is this correspondence as well as recent events at West
Lakes that has prompted West Lakes residents and Lakes-
peace Incorporated to again contact me on this matter,
hence my raising this question in this place today.

The Heon. R.J. GREGORY: 1 thank the member for Albert
Park for his question, as the matter raised by him is of
some interest and concern to the residents of West Lakes.
A meeting has been held between officers of the Department
of Marine and Harbors, Delfin Realty and the Woodville
council regarding the future of the West Lakes indenture
and the application of third party appeal rights in planning
processes. The first meeting has been held, a tentative time-
table has been agreed and further work is being done to
ensure that, when this right is given, unintended conse-
quences do not occur. It is anticipated that these rights of
appeal should be available by 1 July this year.

Mr TERRY CAMERON

Mr S.J. BAKER (Mitcham): Will the Premier ensure that
the Department of Public and Consumer Affairs investi-
gates further evidence that the ALP State Secretary, far from
not being involved with the building industry for four or
five years (as he has suggested to the media during the past
24 hours), was as recently as a year ago involved in the sale
of homes built in the Port Willunga area? The Opposition
has received confirmation that a Cameron built home at
Port Willunga was sold within the past 12 months, with
proceeds from the sale going to Mr Cameron. The address
of the property is 20 Belair Avenue, Port Willunga. We also
have been informed that other Cameron built homes sold
much more recently than four or five years ago are located
at Zephyr Terrace and Butterworth Road in the same region.
Will the Premier investigate?

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I suggest that any of these
matters or allegations of the Opposition be forwarded to
the Commissioner for Consumer Affairs and they will be
drawn into the investigation. The invitation is there. I sug-
gest that it be done as soon as possible as it is in everyone’s
interest that the matter be cleared up.

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr Lewis interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order! For a member to interject half a
second after the Chair has called the House to order is very
close to defiance of the Chair. The honourable member for
Mitchell.

SOUTH AUSTRALIAN YOUTH TRAINING CENTRE

The Hon. R.G. PAYNE (Mitchell): Will the Minister of
Community Welfare explain the situation regarding the
industrial dispute at the South Australian Youth Training
Centre? There has been some press coverage of what has
been described as a problem of an industrial nature at the
South Australian Youth Training Centre, and some fairly
erroneous and 1naccurate comments on this matter have
been made by one of the grab bag of shadow Ministers in
another place.

Members interjecting:

Mr GUNN: On a point of order, Mr Speaker. In asking
his question, the member for Mitchell has reflected on
members of another place. That is unparliamentary and,
therefore, no doubt the question is out of order.

Members interjecting:
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The SPEAKER: Order! In order that the matter can be
clarified, will the honourable member for Mitchell repeat
his question?

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order! The Chair has asked the honour-
able member for Mitchell to repeat his question. The Chair
has not asked for interjections from the honourable Deputy
Leader.

The Hon. R.G. PAYNE: My question was: will the Min-
ister of Community Welfare explain the situation regarding
the industrial dispute at the South Australian Youth Train-
ing Centre? Recently there has been some comment and
coverage in the press that there is a problem or an industrial
dispute at the South Australian Youth Training Centre, and
there has also been comment by one of the grab bag of
shadow Ministers in the other place, erroneously, on this
matter.

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order! It may be possible by consulting
with Hansard tomorrow to establish exactly what was said
or what was not said. I think it is a completc waste of the
time of the House, and I call upon the Minister to reply.

The Hon. S.M. LENEHAN: There have been and there
continue to be bans placed at the South Australian Youth
Training Centre. With respect to these bans, I understand
that this afternoon a compulsory conference will be heard
between the parties in the Industrial Commission. However,
1 want to take this opportunity to set the record straight
about just exactly what is involved. People may well have
read in the media that the shadow Minister of my portfolio
has made certain claims about one of the inmates of the
South Australian Youth Training Centre. I want to put on
the record what we are talking about.

We are talking about a 15-year-old boy who is very small
in stature and who has been assessed, like every other young
offender admitted to SAYTC. The assessment was done by
a departmental supervisor, and a further assessment was
undertaken by a professional assessment panel. I understand
that the boy’s needs were assessed in the same way that all
boys of similar needs and similar problems have been
assessed on their admission to SAYTC. This boy has been
labelled in the community and throughout the institution
as being extremely violent. I find it quite offensive that this
young person, without any opportunity to defend himself,
has been labelled by the shadow Minister. However, what
has happened is that a small number of staff have decided
that they want this young person placed in unit 4. I acknowl-
edge that the community and this Parliament may not
understand what unit 4 is. Unit 4 is the most secure unit.
However, I might say that he is now in unit 2.

Members interjecting:

The Hon. S.M. LENEHAN: Well, I just want to make
sure that everyone understands what the circumstances are.
Unit 4 is the most secure unit, with a program designed for
older, tougher and more violent juvenile offenders. There
is absolutely nothing in this boy’s behaviour or in the
assessment 1o warrant his placement in this unit. In fact,
what would be happening is that we would be fast tracking
this 15-year-old to the end, if you like, of the youth deten-
tion system. Because of the comments which have been
made publicly in the media and which have introduced
racial overtones into this whole discussion, I can only make
the assumption—and it has been put to me by a number
of sources, including the media—that Party political moti-
vation has been involved in this issue.

T am concerned to get this on the public record. I want
to make very clear that this young man will not be treated
any differently from anyone else in the centre because of

the colour of his skin, and I think that it is grossly inap-
propriate that the shadow Minister should start to talk to
the media about differential treatment for detainees in these
youth detention centres on the basis of their colour or their
race. I call on the Opposition to adopt a bipartisan approach
to the proper—

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order!

The Hon. SM. LENEHAN: —detention for these young
people. I will not be browbeaten into forcing this child into
a particular unit which is not appropriate for him and which
I believe would be detrimental to him, and I will not be
stood over by a small number of residential care workers
who have engendered fear about this young person through-
out the institution. I will not be party to the labelling of a
15-year-old who is in my care and custody.

Mr TERRY CAMERON

The Hon. B.C. EASTICK (Light): 1 direct my question
to the Premier. As the person who promised to this House
on 7 April last to look into allegations against Mr Cameron,
does he accept personal responsibility for the failures revealed
in his ministerial statement this afternoon or does he hold
public servants responsible? Further evidence that this was
a public issue is contained in a prominent report in the
Advertiser of 18 January, under the heading ‘Union offer
puts ALP secretary on the spot,” under Deborah Cornwall’s
byline. It refers to commitments by a key left union to
rejoin the ALP if Mr Cameron agreed to answer allegations
made in State Parliament that he abused his position as a
former union official. The report quoted a union official,
Mr Carslake, as saying:

Ten months have gone by and neither Mr Bannon nor Mr
Cameron has seen fit to reply despite the fact that Mr Cameron
holds one of the most powerful positions in the State Labor Party.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I did not see the article referred
1o, as I was on leave at the time.

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order!

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: I am not aware of any approach
from Mr Carslake or anyone else asking what had happened;
so, if 10 months had gone by and Mr Carslake was so
concerned about it, he should have approached my office
and asked what was going on. True, I said in my ministerial
statement, when I responded on 7 April, that I would look
at that issue. I did not promise a report back to the House:
if T had done so and the time had gone by, I think it would
be quite fair to level strictures at me. I said T would look
at 1t.

The Hon. J.L. Cashmore interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order!

The Heon. J.C. BANNON: Yes, I was careful not to say
that, because I did not know whether there was any basis
in the matter. In my ministerial statement [ said, ‘As no
further report was made to me from the Minister, a reason-
able assumption was drawn that there was no need for
further follow-up.” As it turned out, however, there should
have been follow-up.

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order! The Premier will resume his seat
for a moment. It is reasonable for the Chair to surmise
from the number of questions on this subject that the House
has an interest in hearing replies on this matter. I therefore
ask the House to come to order and extend courtesy to the
Premier while he is making his reply. The honourable Pre-
mier.
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The Hon. J.C. BANNON: To the extent that the follow-
up procedures in my office did not provide an updated
report, I have to take some responsibility. Let me again
quote from my ministerial statement;

I have asked the Commissioner for Public Employment to

undertake an investigation into the procedures followed by the
Commercial Division of the department ... and the failure to
notify either the Manager of the commission or the Minister of
Consumer Affairs of the matters under investigation.
That covers all matters. I suggest that they were adequately
covered in my ministerial statement. Indeed, none of the
questions asked have raised new material: they have simply
raised opportunities to put into the Hansard record further
allegations and, if the Opposition wishes to use that tactic,
that is fine. I hope that any of these matters would be
forwarded as rapidly as possible to the Commissioner to be
added to the investigation that is taking place at this very
moment.

LAND AVAILABILITY

Ms GAYLER (Newland): Will the Minister for Environ-
ment and Planning say whether metropolitan Adelaide is
experiencing problems concerning the supply of residential
land comparable with those of other capital cities and, if
such problems are not being experienced, why not? The
Prime Minister’s summit meeting with the Premiers will be
held on 3 March to consider the issues of housing and
urban land supply. Recent media reports suggest that the
metropolitan Adelaide situation is vastly different from that
on the eastern seaboard.

The Hon. D.J. HOPGOOD: There is never room for
complacency regarding land availability, but the short answer
to the question is ‘No, we appear not to be suffering from
the same problems of land availability as have occurred in
the Eastern States.” That also seems to reflect the fact that
the downturn and problems in the building industry expe-
rienced recently in the Eastern States do not appear at this
stage to be biting too deeply in South Australia, and I hope
that that situation can continue. Perhaps I should take this
opportunity to indicate to members what is the position
concerning the supply of allotments and the performance
of the Urban Land Trust and the private building sector in
this area.

True, the supply of serviced allotments has remained
relatively tight since 1987 and I have been drawing to the
attention of developers the need to produce more allot-
ments. The stock of allotments available comprises about
2000 held by developers and another 12 000 allotments
held by private individuals. However, it is always difficult
to ascertain what percentage of such allotments is imme-
diately available for house building.

Developers produced 3 444 lots in 1987-88, but that pro-
duction increased substantially in the September and
December quarters of 1988. During the last six months of
1988, about 2 500 lots were produced and this has resulted
in production keeping up with the increased rate of use for
home building. Recently, the Government has endorsed an
increase in the land development program for Golden Grove
from 700 to 900 lots a year. We are looking for the early
release of blocks in other areas, and in some cases this has
already occurred. Indeed, at Craigmore 110 hectares was
sold in 1988 and this will eventually accommodate 1 200
blocks. An application to divide part of this land into 99
allotments has already been received.

At Seaford, 900 hectares of proposed residential land is
to be released to accommodate about 10 000 dwellings. At
Northfield, 110 hectares of land proposed for residential

use will accommodate 5 000 dwellings. Of course, there is
the continuing problem of ensuring that the instrumentali-
ties are properly geared up so that the servicing of this land
is possible. We have regular meetings with them and with
private developers to ensure that they can keep up with the
demand.

ATTORNEY-GENERAL’S DEPARTMENT

The Hon. D.C. WOTTON (Heysen): Will the Premier
say why there is to be a major restructuring at the senior
officer level in the Atiorney-General’s Department and what
will be the additional costs associated with that restructur-
ing? The Crown Solicitor, Ms Branson, 1s soon to be moved
to a new position. I understand it will be called ‘Crown
Counsel’. The current Deputy Crown Solicitor, Mr Kelly,
then will become Chief Executive Officer of the department.
The Opposition has been told that these moves have been
made necessary as a result of serious dissatisfaction relating
to poor administration of the department. This culminated
in six senior lawyers threatening to resign—a threat averted
only with the offer of significant salary increases at the
expense of blowing the department’s budget. Over the past
four years, recurrent spending—

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Heysen should
be allowed to ask his question in relative silence.

The Hom. D.C. WOTTON: Over the past four years,
recurrent spending by the department has increased by 97
per cent and the events I am now revealing to the House
will place an even greater burden on taxpayers because the
Government has failed to ensure that the department is
effectively administered. Over the past four years the
department also has grown in size by 60 positions, but even
with these extra resources the department has been unable
to handle all of its responsibilities. The Opposition also has
been made aware of continuing concerns about a massive
blow-out in the cost of implementing the justice information
system. Initially, the approved cost of the JIS system was
$14 million, but the Auditor-General has raised the possi-
bility that its final cost may exceed $50 million.

The SPEAKER: Order! I remind the journalists in the
Gallery that certain guidelines have been laid down as to
what may and may not be filmed. The honourable Premier.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I
found the honourable member’s explanation to be some-
what curious: he asked whether this move will involve extra
cost, but in his explanation he assured us that there would
be massive increases in cost, and so on. Either he is asking
a question or he is not. I do not think that he is the shadow
Attorney-General’s helper. Obviously, the information was
supplied by Mr Griffin and, therefore, I am not surprised
at some of the innuendo contained in it. The situation is a
simple one indeed. The present structure of the Attorney-
General’s Department has the Crown Solicitor acting as not
only Crown Solicitor in the sense of providing and super-
vising legal opinions on matters for the Government but
also as Chief Executive Officer of the department.

The honourable member would be fully aware of the
provisions of the new Government Management Act and
the way in which it operates in relation to CEOs and their
particular responsibilities. Of course, this has been in oper-
ation since 1985. The Crown Solicitor currently holds both
of those positions. In previous times there was some divi-
sion of administrative responsibilities in the department so
that the position of Crown Solicitor and the legal opinion
work were not mixed up, as it were, with the administrative
load.
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The current situation is that Ms Branson is both the
Crown Solicitor and the CEO of the department. The pro-
posal is that Ms Branson will remain Crown Solicitor and
not be transferred, her position renamed or anything of that
nature. That is her substantive position and that is the role
that she will carry out. However, in order to have more
time to concentrate on the ever more complex legal advice
in various areas, she will not be required to actually admin-
ister the department. A CEQO will be appointed to that
position. In fact, the present Deputy Crown Solicitor will
become the Chief Executive Officer of the department.
Effectively, no new position has been created and, therefore,
no major cost can possibly be incurred. So, the honourable
member is wrong in those assumptions.

It is believed that the new arrangements will be very
beneficial in terms of the advice on legal matters that the
Government receives and in relation to the organisation of
the Attorney-General’s Department. Such dissatisfaction as
there is may well relate to salary matters because it is quite
clear, as again the honourable member might be aware, that
the present market for lawyers is very tight indeed. People
just out of law school are commanding quite amazing salar-
ies at the moment, whereas only five years ago one was
struggling to get articles when one graduated from law school.
There has been a complete turnaround in terms of demand
for lawyers. That means that in fact—

An honourable member interjecting:

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: Well, the former teacher asks
about the outside world.

The SPEAKER: Order!

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: It means that there is very
severe competition from the private sector for legal resources
which, in some way, the Government must have some
regard to. It is a problem not only in South Australia but
Australia-wide and at Federal Government level, In fact,
we have an extremely professional, highly skilled Crown
Law Department in South Australia, and I certainly hope
that we will retain the people that we have advising us.

As to the increase in resources that has been provided
over the years, I invite the honourable member to track
back through proceedings of the Estimates Committees where
he will see at each point an explanation, which allows him
to use those crude figures, of why and how the reorganisa-
tion has taken place. Finally, a word of warning: don’t rely
on your colleague, Trevor Griffin. Check a few things out
yourself.

The SPEAKER: Order! Members in the other place should
be referred to as the ‘honourable’.

The Hon. J.C. BANNON: Sorry, the Hon. Trevor Griffin.

FLAGSTAFF ROAD

Mr TYLER (Fisher): Will the Minister of Transport
inform the House of the success of the reverse flow lane
trial that was conducted on Flagstaff Road? Will the Min-
ister inform the House whether the Government has any
plans to upgrade this important road? As members will be
aware, reversc flow lanes started operating on Flagstaff
Road on a trial basis in the last quarter of 1988. Constitu-
ents have inundated me with support for this traffic man-
agement scheme and they have asked that it be made
permanent. Also, my constituents argue that, now that this
important road has been taken from the Happy Valley
council by the Highways Department, the department should
upgrade it.

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: I thank the honourable
member for his question and compliment him on the role

that he and his colleagues who represent that part of the
South Australian electorate are playing in terms of transport
facilities for the southern region. I will give the House and
the honourable member a report on Flagstaff Road and on
the reverse flow lane trial that occurred on that road.

The supplementary development plan of metropolitan
Adelaide authorised in 1985 included Flagstaff Road as a
proposed arterial road. This section of road was subse-
quently included in the southern region transport plan for
upgrading in the first stage of that plan. Survey work has
been undertaken and planning work commenced to define
the works required.

A preliminary design for the southern section (that is,
Salvador Street to Black Road) to identify in detail the
impacts of upgrading this section has almost been com-
pleted. Two options for improvement have been identi-
fied—first, a four lane median-divided road and, secondly,
an upgraded undivided road.

The reverse flow lane trial, which the honourable member
was so instrumental in having put in place and to which he
has referred, for the section between Bonneyview Road and
South Road, has been completed. The trial used the three
existing lanes, with the centre one being used in the morning
peak period as a second downhill or northbound lane, rev-
erting to its current use as an uphill lane outside that period.
The trial has proven that the use of reverse flow lanes on
this road is successful in reducing peak period travel times.
Work is currently in hand to make this a permanent arrange-
ment by the installation of overhead lane control signals on
gantries.

I have asked the Highways Department to look at other
heavy traffic roads within the metropolitan area to identify
those on which reverse flow would be an advantage to
commuters. Negotiations to acquire land on the north-east-
ern corner of the intersection of South Road and Flagstaff
Road—that is, the Darlington intersection—have com-
menced to provide an additional lane. The Government
remains concerned and committed to improving the traffic
flow through that bottleneck at the Darlington intersection
for the people who live in the southern areas of metropol-
itan Adelaide.

DROUGHT RELIEF

Mr BLACKER (Flinders): Will the Minister of Agricul-
ture outline to the House the effect of the Government’s
reluctance to declare Eyre Peninsula a drought affected area
with respect to the tax deductibility of proceeds of stock
required to be sold because of the drought conditions? It
has been raised publicly that stock required to be sold by
persons affected by the drought are not to be considered as
tax deductible on the basis that the area is not a declared
drought area. This question was raised recently on radio
when it was inplied that, unless the area is declared a
drought area, all stock sold for humanitarian reasons and
for the protection of the land will be considered as income
and therefore will not be tax deductible.

The Hon. MLK. MAYES: It is probably up to each State
Commissioner of Taxation to make a ruling. I am happy
to take up the matter and have it clarified with regard to
the rulings being adopted in each State and by Canberra.
Certainly if there is a problem I will be more than happy
to reinforce the statements I made earlier and to pursue the
matter with both the Taxation Department and the Federal
Minister to ascertain what can be done to sort out the
situation.

Financial assistance is available under the terms of the
agreement that exists between the Commonwealth and the
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States, but they would be better helped under the arrange-
ments for rural assistance because of the flexibility. If the
people of Eyre Peninsula are being confronted with this
problem, [ will take up the matter urgently. 1 thank the
member for Flinders for raising it today. I will pursue it
immediately to see what can be done with respect to the
taxation issue, and how it is being interpreted locally,
nationally and in the other States.

GLENELG SANDBAR

Mr ROBERTSON (Bright): Will the Minister of Marine
advise whether the Department of Marine and Harbors is
responsible for the removal of the sandbar at Glenelg?
Recent publicity, generated by the member for Morphett
and a small number of boatowners, called on the Govern-
ment to remove the sandbar. However, it has been put to
me that the sandbar is the responsibility of the Glenelg
council. It has also been put to me by former members of
the Glenelg residents group, formerly known as ‘I Rate’,
that the publicity stunt carried out by the member for
Morphett was originally dreamed up by members of I Rate
in 1979 and carried out by its members in the summer of
1978-79—10 years ago.

The Hon. R.J. GREGORY: I thank the member for Bright
for his question. The sandbar is not something new. In all
probability Captain Hindmarsh ran into it in 1836. The
member for Hanson in 1972 persuaded his secretary to don
a very brief bathing suit and appear with him on the sandbar
while he consulted constituents. [ admired the honourable
member’s choice of secretary at that time. I am sure that
she could type. However, the sandbar has been there for a
long time.

Members interjecting:

The Hon. R.J. GREGORY: Do members want me to
start again? Glenelg corporation sought from the Depart-
ment of Marine and Harbors (then known as the Harbors
Board) control of the lock, the weir, the boat harbor and
the charge for moorings in the Patawalonga itself. Glenelg
corporation was to meet the cost of operation and mainte-
nance without further cost to the Government. In 1958 the
South Australian Harbors Board resolved to divest itself of
the Patawalonga Creek and foreshore, at the mouth of the
creek, as defined in the Government Gazette of 24 Septem-
ber 1938 at pages 707 and 708. On 12 November 1959 the
Governor signed the withdrawal.

To all intents and purposes the Patawalonga boat haven
and boat ramp is operated by a private corporation. It is
not operated by the Department of Marine and Harbors.
As such the organisation that is providing the facility is
responsible for removing any sandbar or obstruction. The
department is unable to request the removal of the sandbar
as it is not within a natural harbor or a ‘harbor’ as defined
by the Act. However, we can erect warning devices to
indicate the depth at the sandbar. It is a problem only when
the sea is running in at low tide. The department is consid-
ering what can be done to remove the sandbar.

Members interjecting:

The SPEAKER: Order! ‘

The Hon. R.J. GREGORY: It will advise me shortly on
methods that the Glenelg corporation could undertake to
remove the sandbar if it so wishes. It is not the responsi-
bility of the Department of Marine and Harbors, because
it is not operating the facility; it is a private facility. So,
that private organisation ought to remove the sandbar if it
is creating a problem for its customers.

STAMP DUTIES ACT AMENDMENT BILL

The Hon. T.H. HEMMINGS (Minister of Housing and
Construction) obtained leave and introduced a Bill for an
Act to amend the Stamp Duties Act 1923. Read a first time.

The Hon. T.H. HEMMINGS: I move:

That this Bill be now read a second time.

I seek leave to have the second reading explanation inserted
in Hansard without my reading it.

Leave granted.

Explanation of Bill

The Government has concerns regarding two situations
in which tenants of the South Australian Housing Trust
wishing to purchase either full or part equity of the home
they are residing in and as a consequence take advantage
of the concessions that apply to all first home buyers, are
in fact discriminated against under the current terms of
section 71c of the Stamp Duties Act 1923.

The first situation occurs within the Rental Purchase
Scheme. This scheme forms part of the South Australian
Government’s Home Ownership Made Easier Program. The
scheme is jointly administered by the South Australian
Housing Trust and the State Bank and is designed to assist
low income earners to purchase a home. It is a low deposit
program (minimum $500) that enables the most marginal
low income earners to enter home ownership.

Under the Rental Purchase Scheme, the Housing Trust
purchases an approved property on behalf of the purchaser.
The purchaser then enters into an Agreement for Sale and
Purchase with the Housing Trust. The title of the property
remains in the name of the Housing Trust until the pur-
chaser makes the final payment. This reduces costs in times
of default and avoids lengthy processes in foreclosing a
mortgage.

The Housing Trust has the first option to buy at current
market value should the purchaser wish to sell the property
at any time. In cases where the Housing Trust does not
wish to exercise its options, purchasers may sell the property
on the open market.

When property is sold on the open market a double
transfer of title occurs, from the Housing Trust to the
original purchaser and then to the new purchaser. Under
this arrangement, the original purchaser is required to pay
the costs associated with the preparation, execution, stamp-
ing and registration of the initial memorandum of transfer.

Section 71c¢ of the Stamp Duties Act deals with conces-
sional rates of duty in respect of the purchase of a first
home. This section provides for the concessional duty appli-
cant to occupy the dwelling house, the subject of the trans-
fer, as their principal place of residence within 12 months
of the date of conveyance. Hence, this section currently
precludes those Housing Trust rental purchase clients, sell-
ing their properties on the open market, from receiving any
concession on stamp duty pavments, even though the prop-
erty in question may have been their principal place of
residence for a considerable period of time. These clients
are also ineligible for any concession in the future, as they
can no longer be classified as first home buyers.

An amendment to section 71c of the Stamp Duties Act
is required to ensure that first home buyers purchasing and
selling homes on the open market, under the Rental Pur-
chase Scheme, are eligible for stamp duty concession. Such
an amendment would be effective from the first day of
February 1988, in order to rectify the status of applications
rejected since this time.
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The second situation occurs within the HOME Trust
Shared Ownership Scheme which was established in August
1986. The scheme assists trust tenants to purchase part and
eventually all of their trust home in affordable stages. Under
this scheme tenants may purchase an initial 25 per cent
share of their home at the current house value. Subsequent
tenant purchases must be a further minimum 10 per cent
of current house value.

Purchasing tenants are able to sell a part or full share in
the house at any time. First option to repurchase is currently
held by the trust on properties which, due to their design
or location, would be difficult to replace. As section 71c of
the Stamp Duties Act allows only one exemption for first
home buyers up to $50 000, tenants participating in HOME
Trust Shared Ownership are eligible for concessions on
stamp duty on only the first purchased share as are other
first home buyers.

As most purchases under HOME Trust Shared Ownership
are less than $50 000, tenants purchasing subsequent shares
are disadvantaged by comparison with normal first home
buyers purchasing full titles. Tenants participating in this
scheme will receive less benefit from stamp duty exemptions
than higher income purchasers in the open market. This
clearly is not the intention of the Act. Change to the Stamp
Duties Act to allow HOME Trust Shared Ownership pur-
chases the same overall benefits as full purchases would
add to the scheme’s attractiveness and marketability.

Clause 1 is formal.

Clause 2 provides that the measure will be taken to have
come into operation on 1 February 1988.

Clause 3 sets out various amendments to section 71c of
the principal Act. The first amendment will allow applicants
to be in occupation of the dwelling house at the date of the
conveyance, instead of the present requirement that they
must intend to move into the house. The existing provision
has caused difficulties when Housing Trust tenants are sell-
ing their interest in the house and moving out. The amend-
ment is of general application as the same problem arises
whenever a tenant purchases the house that he or she has
been occupying. The second amendment ensures that an
interest under an agreement with the Housing Trust relating
to the purchase of the particular dwelling house is not
considered to be a relevant interest under subsection (1) (b).
The third amendment will allow the concession to apply to
a series of conveyances under the one agreement for the
purchase of a Housing Trust home.

Clause 4 provides that the amendments effected by the
measure apply to conveyances lodged with the Commis-
sioner of Stamps on or after 1 February 1988.

Mr BECKER secured the adjournment of the debate.

SUPERANNUATION ACT AMENDMENT BILL

The Hon. F.T. BLEVINS (Minister Assisting the Treas-
urer) obtained leave and introduced a Bill for an Act to
amend the Superannuation Act 1988. Read a first time.

The Hon. F.T. BLEVINS: I move:

That this Bill be now read a second time.

1 seek leave to have the second reading explanation inserted
in Hansard without my reading it.

Leave granted.

Explanation of Bill

The purpose of this Bill is to make a series of technical
amendments to the Superannuation Act 1988. The Super-

annuation Act continues the South Australian Superannua-
tion Fund established for the purpose of providing
superannuation benefits to employees of the Government
and a large number of the public authorities.

Since the Superannuation Act 1988 came into operation
on 1 July 1988, several minor problems have become appar-
ent. The amendments contained in the Bill will ensure the
smooth operation of the superannuation schemes. Some
clarification is also introduced into certain provisions of
the Act.

As well as the amendments dealing with calculations and
providing clarification under the Act, there are several oth-
ers that deal with technical problems associated with more
general issues.

It has been recognised that the provisions of the Act do
not adequately cater for a situation where an employee
under the Government Management and Employment Act
resigns to take up employment with, say, the Country Fire
Service Board. An amendment is to be made which will
enable the contributor to the scheme to remain a member
where there is a break in Government service of not more
than one month. This will allow a sensible continuation of
the employee’s membership.

Similarly, the Act does not adequately cater for school
teachers who are on a contract for a whole school year and
have their contract expire in December. Often these teachers
are re-employed on another contract for the school year
starting in the following February. An amendment is to be
made that will prevent these school teachers being forced
to leave the superannuation scheme just because the school
year finishes. The intention of the Act is that if you apply
to become a member of the scheme and your only employer
remains the Government, you shall remain a contributor to
the scheme.

An amendment is to be made to section 45 of the Act to
enable persons in receipt of an invalidity or retrenchment
pension to earn a limited amount of income from outside
the Government. The total amount of pension plus other
income earned from remunerative activities will be restricted
to the amount of salary applicable to the pensioner’s posi-
tion before ceasing duty. This was the situation under the
repealed Superannuation Act and the Government believes
that a similar provision should apply under the new Act.
The amendment will encourage rehabilitation and re-estab-
lishment.

The provision under section 46 dealing with the payment
of benefits to a lawful and putative spouse is to be amended
to make it clear that the Superannuation Board cannot be
required to make payment to a spouse where the board has
already made payments to another spouse on the basis that
that person was the only surviving spouse of the deceased
contributor. The provisions will ensure that the board is
not liable for two sets of spouse benefits in respect of one
contributor.

The Bill introduces a provision to the Act which provides
for the appropriation from revenue of the money required
to meet the employer costs of the benefits provided under
the scheme set up by the Act. The repealed Act had a similar
provision to ensure the automatic supply of moneys required
to meet the promised benefits under the Act.

Clauses 1 and 2 are formal.

Clause 3 amends section 4 of the principal Act. Paragraph
(a) amends the definition of ‘notional salary’ 1o cater for
contributors who are employed part-time or on a casual
basis. The amendment made by paragraph (b) will allow for
exceptions to be made by regulation to the exclusion of
accommodation expenses, etc., from the definition of ‘sal-
ary’. Paragraph (¢) amends paragraph (e) of the definition
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of ‘salary’. This amendment will allow a contributor who
has received higher duties allowance for more than 12 months
to have benefits calculated on salary including the higher
benefits even though the higher benefits had not been
included in salary for the purposes of calculating contribu-
tions. This will maintain the position that existed under the
repealed Act. Paragraph (d) inserts two new subsections into
section 4. Subsection (5) sets out a formula for calculating
the amount that would be credited to a contributor’s account
if the contributor had contributed at the standard rate.
Without this formula interest accruing on notional contri-
butions over a period of, say, 30 years would have to be
calculated. This task, if not impossible, would be far too
difficult and time consuming. Subsection (6) ensures that a
person who changes jobs from one employer to another in
the public sector does not lose his status as a contributor
to the fund. It also caters for teachers on contract from year
to year. These contracts expire with the school year in
December and the contract for the next year does not
commence until the commencement of the new school year.

Clause 4 is consequential on the amendment made by
clause 12.

Clause 5 tightens section 23 (7). The intention is that
before contributions cease a contributor must have accrued
contribution points equal to the number of months between
entering the scheme and his age of retirement. He must also
have at least 360 points. The change affects contributors
who joined before the age of 30.

Clause 6 will prevent disability pension and recreation
leave or long service leave being paid simultaneously.

Clause 7 adds brackets to the formula in section 34 (2) (¢).

Clause 8 makes it clear that a temporary disability pen-
sion cannot be paid to a contributor after reaching the age
of retirement.

Clause 9 provides for the rate of indexation in section 39
of the principal Act.

Clause 10 will allow a pensioner to earn other income to
a level that together with the pension does not exceed his
salary before cessation of employment.

Clause 11 clarifies section 46 of the principal Act.

Clause 12 amends section 48 of the principal Act which
provides for refunds to a contributor or his estate in certain
circumstances. New subsection (1) applies where the original
subsection applied but provides also for the case of a con-
tributor who resigned and preserved his entitlement to a
pension but dies before the age of retirement leaving no
spouse or dependent children. New subsection (3) ensures
that where a contributor has contributed at a rate exceeding
the standard contribution rate the excess will not be charged
with any pension or lump sum previously paid to or on
account of the contributor pursuant to subsection (2).

Clause 13 provides for appropriation.

Clause 14 amends clause 6 of schedule 1 to the principal
Act.

Clause 15 amends clause 9 of schedule 1.

Clause 16 replaces clause 10 of schedule 1. The new clause
provides for the continuation of pensions that commenced
under pre-1974 legislation.

The Hon. J.L. CASHMORE secured the adjournment of
the debate.

BUSINESS FRANCHISE (PETROLEUM PRODUCTS)
ACT AMENDMENT BILL

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from 23 August. Page 446.)

The Hon. J.L. CASHMORE (Coles): After consultation
with the industry, the Opposition gives its support to this
measure. However, either in his reply to the second reading
debate or in Committee we ask that the Premier or, as it
appears, the Minister representing the Premier, to indicate
the Government’s intentions in relation to the future of this
Business Franchise (Petroleum Products) Act. In his second
reading explanation the Premier referred to the Govern-
ment’s consideration of the repeal of the Act. The industry
and the Opposition are looking to the Premier to put some
timeframe on when this may occur. It is also seeking an
assurance that the $100 licence fee proposed in this Bill will
be reduced to $50 when the Act is repealed and the admin-
istration costs associated with it consequently are no longer
incurred.

There is one other matter that the Opposition wants to
raise in considering the doubling of the fee. As the cost is
passed on this fee will become another component of motor-
ing costs in South Australia. A detailed analysis shows that
the current State Government charges cost the owner of a
four cylinder car $344.35 a vyear, or $6.62 a week, which is
a pretty big whack out of an ordinary household budget.
This sum of $6.62 a week compares with $3.76 a week in
1982. The rise, which amounts to a 76 per cent increase, is
well ahead of the CPI increase over the same period, which
is 54 per cent. The components of these costs are third
party insurance, which, notwithstanding the undertaking to
reduce the fees, currently costs an annual $207 for a four-
cylinder car; petrol tax of $70.35 for an average distance
travelled in a year; registration, amounting to $49; a driver’s
licence, costing $15; and stamp duty of $3. That is a fairly
big whack out of the ordinary wage earner’s pay packet to
the Government simply for owning, operating and driving
a car over a 12 month period.

The Government’s attitude to motoring costs is markedly
different from that which applies in Victoria. There, the
cost of a driver’s licence is $9.50 a year, and motor car
registration fees will be abolished from 1 July next year.
The annual cost of running a four-cylinder vehicle will
therefore be at least $55 less in Victoria than it is in South
Australia from the middle of next year. While the Govern-
ment will claim that per capita taxation in South Australia
is less than in Victoria, the gap has narrowed in recent
years, and rises associated with imposts on motorists have
been one reason for this. When a Government puts up a
fee by 100 per cent, one has to look at that 100 per cent
increase in the context of other increases, and the fact is
that the State Government takes a very hefty percentage of
the cost of running a vehicle for the ordinary family every
year. This is one small and comparatively simple compo-
nent; it will be passed on. Every little bit adds a little more
to the straws that are starting to break the backs of South
Australians when it comes to State taxation and charges. It
is with concern that these remarks are made. The Opposi-
tion, nevertheless, supports the Bill. We repeat our questions
about the repeal of the Act and the undertaking given by
the Government to reduce the fee when the Act is repealed.

The Hon. R.J. GREGORY (Minister of Labour): I thank
the Opposition for its support. I am very pleased that I am
not playing in a football team with members of the Oppo-
sition, as I think they would kick the ball in the opposite
direction. The continuation of the board and the licence fee
is the result of my predecessor wanting to abolish the board.
The industry did not want that to happen, and my prede-
cessor indicated that it should be operated without any cost
to the Government. The industry agreed to the current fee.
I will give no undertaking on anything we are going to do
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in respect of this matter. It is something that is desired by
the industry. The Government is facilitating that desire,
and it will operate with no cost to the Government.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee.

Clause 1 passed.

Clause 2—‘Commencement.’

The Hon. R.J. GREGORY: I move:

Page 1, line 15—Leave out ‘1988 and insert ‘1989°.

Amendment carried.

The Hon. J.L. CASHMORE: I refer the Minister to the
Premier’s statement in the second reading explanation:

‘As the main purpose of the Act has now been completed, and
in line with the Government’s policy on deregulation, the oper-
ation of the Act was reviewed with a view to repealing the
legislation.’

Acknowledging the support for the Act to be retained, the
industry is looking for an indication from the Government
as to when its repeal is envisaged.

The Hon. R.J. GREGORY: The Minister who has respon-
sibility for the Act 1s not envisaging it at the moment.

The Hon. J.L. CASHMORE: Well, it is one thing for
the Premier to indicate in the second reading explanation
that repeal is envisaged but the Minister representing the
Premier has now simply made the bald statement that that
is not envisaged at the moment. That is really not good
enough. It will not satisfy the industry. There must have
been a reason for the Premier’s indicating in the second
reading explanation that repeal is envisaged. When that kind
of plan is adopted and announced by a Government—and
there was an announcement—there must be a timeframe
involved. I ask the Minister to give somewhat more of an
assurance than ‘not at the moment’. That could mean not
this year, not next year, but perhaps in 1993 or 1994. What
does the Government have in mind? If the Minister does
not know, can he find out from the Premier and assure the
House that the advice will be given in another place when
the Bill is debated there?

The Hon. R.J. GREGORY: I have already answered the
question.

Clause as amended passed.

Clause 3 and title passed.

Bill read a third time and passed.

MOTOR VEHICLES ACT AMENDMENT BILL
(No. 2)

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from 30 November. Page 1774.)

Mr INGERSON (Bragg): On behalf of the Opposition I
wish to make a few comments on this Bill. In principle, in
most areas we agree with the changes being put forward by
the Government, but we have some concerns in relation to
the three month period of residency which would grant
permanent status for licence holders coming from interstate.
We would like the Minister to answer those concerns for
us. If the reply is satisfactory, we will not propose amend-
ments in another place.

] understand that these recommendations were made after
consideration by ATAC. They are national considerations
and will bring this legislation into line in a national sense.
We would support that move very strongly, because there
is no doubt that if we can get some consistency in all our
legislation the community and our Australian Common-
wealth will be much better off.

The first question relates to the time period. Obviously,
the three month period has been plucked out of the air, and

it is also obvious that it has been agreed to nationally. From
our point of view, it is a fairly short period of time. Many
people move into and out of this State, not only, as the
relevant new section notes, defence personnel (who have
been exempted) but also many business people who could
be here for anything up to six months at a time but would
be continually moving to and fro.

It seems to me that this three month period will create
problems for a wide range of business executives as they
move around. In his second reading explanation the Min-
ister referred to legal difficulties with the status of perma-
nent residency. In his reply I would like him to explain to
the Parliament what these legal difficulties are, how they
came about and why that change is required. We see a
difficulty regarding enforcement, and we would like to know
how this move to three months is to be enforced. When
people remain in this State for a fourth month, how will
they know that there is a requirement that they change their
licence to a South Australian driver’s licence? I suppose the
overall question in this whole exercise is: why, within Aus-
tralia, do we need this change at all? If someone who has
a valid licence moves from one State to another, provided
that it is within a prescribed period, that person can use
that licence. This really questions the whole exercise.

We recognise that the Victorian licence has a five year
limit, and other States apply varying limits, so why should
we be concerned about a residential status of three months?
It seems to me that that is the crux of this issue. I could
understand the imposition of a time limit if residential
status was required but why do we need it in any case?
Victorian, New South Wales and Queensland licences are
all valid, provided people comply with the conditions that
apply in the particular States. As we all know, it is one
Commonwealth and not a series of seven States, but this
measure seems to be perpetuating separatism; we are vir-
tually guaranteeing separatism by enforcing this sort of
system.

The transferability of existing rights runs hand in hand
with that comment. Victoria applies a five year licence term.
Under this measure, if my Victorian licence has run for
only one year and if I then transfer to South Australia, in
three months I must obtain a South Australian licence.
What will happen in terms of transferability of the money
I have paid? Will it be transferred, will it be picked up by
this State and paid to me, or will the Victorian Government
pay the costs? That is an issue.

Of course, going the other way it will also be an issue.
What happens if 1 go to another State? Do the same rules
apply? It is not mentioned in the Bill. I assume that there
will be no testing procedures under this requirement to
change the licence within three months, even though the
rules are significantly different.

It seems to me that in this exercise a fairly massive
computer linkage will be required to sort out the whole
process, and I suppose that at the end of that is the question
of cost. What is the purpose of all this? If a licence runs
out, it is very simple, but transferability in mid-term seems
1o be a lot of bureaucratic gobbledegook and I wonder what
the Government is attempting to achieve. As I noted earlier,
we support the exemption of defence personnel but, as T
also said, there is a difficulty in that many executives and
staff members who are transferred from one State to another
will encounter these problems as well.

The second area of the Bill relates to the learner’s permit.
We support the Bill in this regard. A person who gains a
learner’s permit in another State and comes here with his
or her parents, whether on holidays or on a permanent
basis, ought to be able to drive. We recognise that that is
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not provided in the existing Act, and we support this change.
We understand that people from interstate must drive under
the rules that apply in South Australia.

The third section of the Bill deals with a person having
one licence which is issued in one State but which can be
used all around Australia. That person may not hold another
licence in his or her name in any other State. | suppose that
that brings up the same question: why is it necessary? What
is the problem with a person having a licence in two States?

I know that there are many anecdotes about people, espe-
cially in the heavy road transport industry, holding four or
five licences, and most of us would know why they hold
that number. But what is wrong with that? Why should not
an individual have the right to choose to hold a driving
licence in more than one State? We are talking about the
Commonwealtlh of Australia and this concept of taking
away the right of the individual to hold more than one
driving licence is interesting.

Let us not kid ourselves: if I wanted to get another driving
licence, I would be a fool to take it out under my own name
and address. In fact, that is the present situation. What sort
of computer linkage and what sort of identification will
enable the Minister to identify cases of more than one
licence being held by the same person in varying States?
Although the principle of limiting the driver to one licence
and saying to that individual, ‘You cannot get a licence in
another State’, is valid, this legislation does not in any way
say that a person cannot have a dual or triple personality
and thus hold two or three driving licences under various
names. That occurs now.

How will the Minister suddenly be able to identify, under
this legislation, the person holding three licences in various
States under three names and addresses? Unless the Min-
ister can do that, the whole purpose of this exercise is a
waste of time. Can the Minister show members that it is
not a waste of time? I will appreciate hearing him do so.
This all comes about because of problems that have been
experienced in the heavy road transport industry and, if
other areas are causing problems, the Minister should iden-
tify them, if not in his second reading reply then in Com-
mittee.

That brings up the whole demerit points system. One of
the problems of a driver losing his or her driving licence,
especially as it relates to the road transport industry, con-
cerns the fact that our demerit points system recognises
some of the minor penalties that are incurred by drivers
over a long period. I am sure that the Minister is aware, as
I am aware, because I have often been challenged by the
industry on this matter, of the need to consider a graduated
scale of demerit points. Indeed, this may be a reason why
we are moving towards the provision that would restrict a
driver to holding a driving licence in only one State. The
need to police this matter is the key and, if the Minister
will show members how this can be policed, support will
be gained for this move.

My last question to the Minister relates to the schedule
to the Bill and some of the changes being made in that
schedule. In this regard, I refer especially to section 102 (2)
on page 5 and to section 124 (5) on page 6 of the Bill. It
may be that these changes are merely changes of verbiage,
such as those that have been made previously, as I do not
see why the wording of these provisions should be changed.
Indeed, I understand that these changes are merely admin-
istrative in nature, but I would appreciate the Minister’s
advising Opposition members whether that is so.

Mr S.G. EVANS (Davenport): I am not enthusiastic about
certain parts of the Bill and the member for Bragg has

raised some points on which 1 lack enthusiasm. I refer
especially to persons, not being service personnel, who are
employed for a limited number of years in a State where a
driving licence is issued for five years (in Queensland I
understand that the duration of a licence may be 15 years).
We say to those people, ‘Because you hold a driving licence
in another State and have been transferred to this State,
you must pay for another licence.’

As far as I can see, neither the Bill nor the Minister’s
second reading explanation refers to a refund of the unex-
pired part of the current licence. If the licence holder is a
business executive, this may not mean much because the
company will pay for the new licence, but the case of a
veterinary science student who cannot pursue the necessary
studies in this State is different. Such a person must now
pay the tertiary fee because the Federal Government has
applied it and he must transfer to Perth, Melbourne or
some other place outside South Australia to complete the
necessary course. That person might hold a current driver’s
licence, costing $70 for five years, in this State. Not being
rich, the student cannot afford to come home to mum and
dad at the end of each term and must become a permanent
resident of another State. Indeed, in accordance with the
electoral laws, the student must change his or her place of
address on the electoral roll.

So, the wise Ministers at the conference have said, ‘Let
us all get together and achieve uniformity in this area.” They
did not worry about the individuals. Indeed, between dis-
cussions they probably went out for a nice lunch and it
would not matter if that lunch cost as much as a five-year
licence cost the individual in South Australia. Where is the
justice in that?

What is the purpose of the licence? It identifies an indi-
vidual who has passed the necessary test in a State or
Territory of Australia or any other country in order to be
qualified to drive a motor vehicle of a certain class accord-
ing to the conditions of the licence. It is issued for the sake
of insurance in the case of an accident or to identify the
person who may break traffic laws wherever that person
may be driving at the time.

To my knowledge, all Australian States and Territories
have accepted the licence issued by another State or Terri-
tory. There is no argument about that, so the driving licence
is good enough for that purpose. I do not care what some
other State has done or what the Ministers sitting around a
table have done in their wisdom. I do not take this decision
of theirs because it is an unjust decision. The thing that
entered the Ministers’ minds was money, not road safety,
identification of the individual, or the recording of the issue
of the licence on a computer system.

If the Minister tells members that a refund will be payable
to the holder of a current driving licence who takes out a
driving licence in another State, I ask why we were not told
that in his second reading explanation. One of the most
important things to the individual in the community is that
that should be so. When we hear that another State has
made the change and will not allow two driving licences to
be held by the one person, we do not have to follow that
State.

I would hope that we would be wise enough to say that
anyone holding a current driving licence that has not been
endorsed as invalid could use that licence anywhere in
Australia until it expired. Then, the driver would have to
take out another licence in the State or Territory to which
he or she had been transferred. Surely, that is a fair enough
system. I can go tomorrow and get an international licence
issued on my licence and drive anywhere in the world, just
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as I believe anyone coming to Australia can obtain a similar
licence for 12 months.

The Hon. G.F. Keneally interjecting:

Mr S.G. EVANS: The Minister says it is three months.
1 do not believe that is the case. I know of some Dutch
people in Australia at the moment, and that is not their
belief.

The Hon. G.F. Keneally: They probably have a Dutch
licence.

Mr S.G. EVANS: I am saying that people can come to
Australia with an international licence and drive around
for, I believe, up to three years. We do not say to them,
“You are in Australia and should get an appropriate licence
if you stop in South Australia.” What happens if they have
a permit to work here for two years and they have an
international licence? Would we not recognise that? Would
they have to get a South Australian licence?

The Hon. G.F. Keneally: If they are domiciled here for
two years, they should contribute.

Mr S.G. EVANS: The Minister has confirmed that the
purpose of the licence is to raise funds. I do not mind that,
as long we tell these people that the purpose of the driving
licence in these circumstances is to raise funds. Another
area that concerns me was raised by the member for Bragg,
that is, where people take out more than one licence, par-
ticularly in the heavy haulage industry when they are fearful
that they will lose their licence in a State for breaking the
law in respect of which demerit points apply. Unfortunately,
in Australia we have allowed people with huge financial
interests to take control of the road transport industry and
they are exploiting people who are nothing more than slaves
to such companies. They are merely working agents for
those who finance their rigs and power units.

Such operators do not own the pantec or containers: big
companies own them and they set the time schedules and
weights. Some of the problem involves unions, although
not to a great extent, in terms of loading, with workers
saying that they will stop for lunch even though they may
be within 10 minutes of final loading or stopping for the
evening break, and this throws out the schedule. However,
in the main it seems to be the companies which I believe
are pirates in the way they operate in exploiting people who
buy a rig and who think that they will make a living in
heavy haulage.

They break the law to try to conform to the rules set by
the principal contractors in terms of weights and time sched-
ules. I do not know the answer to the problem, but we
should recognise that in many cases people attempting to
be owner operators break the law as badly as they do in
order to survive. I hope that one day Australia recognises
the driving licence as a right to drive and that we issue it
to people for life. Therefore, if people driving wear out
roads, we should apply the tax to the motor cars through
fuel or tyres and put the funds raised back into the roads
and not into Treasury coffers.

The licence to drive is nothing more than a recognition
of the skills and ability of people to drive. Therefore, it
should be issued for life. Certainly, it would save many
people’s employment, it would save cost to the taxpayer
and it would make the situation much easier for everyone.
Only people who lost their licence would need to go back
for driving tests. My concern about the Bill 1s that 1t does
not consider individuals at all.

The Ministers and their advisers obviously sat around a
table and said, ‘We want uniformity. We think this is the
simplest way to do it. Let us get on and do it.” They have
not thought of the person who got a licence a month before
the transfer occurred with over four years to go. From my

reading of the Bill, there is no suggestion of a refund, the
person’s money is down the drain. Is that a responsible
approach? Is that just that someone can enter into a contract
for five years and cancel part of it, and the purchaser, who
in no way broke the contract, cannot obtain a refund? If I
did that in business the Consumer Affairs Commission,
with the Minister’s backing, would be attacking me imme-
diately. It now appears as if the Government might be able
to do that without having to worry about it.

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY (Minister of Transport): I
thank members who have contributed to this debate for
their support of the Bill. I note that they will be asking
questions in Committee to clarify some of the matters raised
in the second reading debate. I draw a distinction between
what I interpret to be a responsible contribution to the
debate by the shadow spokesperson, the member for Bragg,
and the quite emotional contribution by the member for
Davenport. Just before 1 respond to the queries raised by
the member for Bragg I will comment briefly on the style
of the member for Davenport.

Most members of Parliament who have seen this legis-
lation would wait until the Committee stage and ask the
Minister whether or not people relinquishing their licence
would be refunded, and how they would be refunded. Then,
if the Minister’s response was not as the member would
have wished, he can take the matter further. The member
for Davenport has assumed a set of circumstances which is
completely wrong. He has built a whole speech on that and
made some outrageous and emotional statements, including
quite incorrect statements, and he has tried to assume a
cloak of responsibility.

Let me tell the member for Davenport and the House
what will be the process. Any person who is to be domiciled
in South Australia or any other State for more than three
months will be required to take a licence in the State in
which they are domiciled. They will go to the Registrar’s
office and hand in their licence. The Registrar will return
the licence to the issuing State. The Registrar in the new
State will forward the appropriate unused funds to the
individual and there will not be any loss of funds.

The member for Davenport said that the Minister
acknowledged that this is a money making concern. I point
out to him that, if a driver moves from New South Wales
(where licence fees are considerably higher than here) to
South Australia after seven months of a four or five year
term, the driver will make a profit on it because our licence
fees are lower. It is not a money making concern, as the
member for Davenport suggests. True, people using the
roads in South Australia who are living here should pay the
taxes and charges that apply in South Australia. The Min-
isters, when we discussed this matter, did not sit around a
cup of tea in a rather frivolous manner, as the member for
Davenport suggests. Australian Transport Advisory Council
(ATAC) meetings are professional meetings. They are not
just a group of Ministers wanting to have a good time.

Matters on the agenda are considered at length, having
come from senior officers of the various Government
departments involved. Before being put on the agenda those
matters have to be accepted as being worthy to be on it.
The agenda items are dealt with, in my experience, in a
most efficient and professional manner. So, it is not Min-
isters trying to have a bit of a shot at individual Australians.

The honourable member has been in this place a long
time and it is significant that he has never been to a min-
isterial conference. My expectation is that he never will,
and it is because he is probably miffed by that that he
suggests to members of this place and to people elsewhere
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that Ministers conferences are nothing more than playing
games.

An honourable member interjecting:

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: The reasons he has never
been to a Ministers conference are many and varied, and 1
will not go into them. I do not give great credence to the
contribution he made.

However, the member for Bragg raised a number of issues
to which I will respond. It is true that ATAC, which is the
meeting of the Ministers of all the States and Territories in
the Commonwealth, has agreed that there should be a
requirement that after being domiciled for three months in
a State or Territory one should be required to take a driver’s
licence of that State or Territory, unless one is a member
or a dependant of a member of the Armed Forces because,
as everyone knows, these people are moved from State to
State almost overnight and have absolutely no control over
their movements. If a business person is domiciled in Mel-
bourne and, having to work for three months in this State,
is moving between Victoria and South Australia it is, of
course, quite clear that that person is permanently domiciled
in Victoria and temporarily domiciled in this State. In that
case there will not be the requirement.

Commonsense is always to be applied in dealing with
these issues. Anyone transferred by an employer from Vic-
toria to South Australia and to be domiciled here for more
than three months should obtain a South Australian licence.
The member for Bragg asked why the period of three months
applies. That period has applied in Victoria since, I think,
November 1987 and has worked effectively there. It is the
period determined by the authorities—the policing author-
ities as well as the transport authorities—as being appro-
priate to enable people to determine how long they would
be domiciled within the State and to take the necessary
action to have their licence transferred. It was not a figure
plucked out of the air, as was suggested; it is a functional
length of time that enables people to act responsibly and to
effect the transfer of their licence.

I was asked about the legal difficulties in defining ‘dom-
icile’, and we may be able to follow that up further during
the Committee stage. There is no current requirement for
three months and while there has not been this requirement
we have not needed to police it. Until legislation is in place,
‘domicile’ will always be a matter of argument. As the
honourable member knows, the Parliament legislates and
the courts interpret. The courts will understand the will and
intent of the Parliament and interpret the legislation and if
there are difficulties in policing this particular provision
which we are presently not aware of but which may turn
up as a result of decisions of the courts, Parliament will be
required to make the necessary amendments.

The member for Bragg wanted to know why it is necessary
for each jurisdiction to have its own driver’s licence and
why we cannot have an Australia-wide licence. I acknowl-
edge the honourable member’s commitment to a centralist
system and his questions about the Federal system. I remind
him that we live in a Federal system; each State has its own
statutory powers and responsibilities and the Federal Gov-
ernment does not have the power to implement an Aus-
tralia-wide driver’s licence.

My Ingerson interjecting:

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: The honourable member
says that that is not what he said, and I accept that. How-
ever, I understand what the honourable member is driving
at and I have some sympathy for that. Before we reach a
situation where the various jurisdictions acknowledge driv-
ers licences to be fully operational Australia-wide we must

have complete uniformity in relation to their conditions,
costs, penalties, and so on.

This is the first step towards uniformity, and I think it
is one that all members should support because I believe
that motorists in general want a uniform set of rules apply-
ing on roads throughout Australia. ATAC is moving towards
that, and this provision is a step in that direction. The
honourable member asked whether there would be a
requirement for holders of drivers licences to undergo a
new test when transferring to a South Australian licence,
and the answer to that question is ‘No’. These people will
have their licences honoured in South Australia the moment
they apply and relinquish their existing licence.

The honourable member pointed to some difficulties, the
first involving a person having a licence in one State and
then requesting and receiving a licence in another State.
The easiest and most convenient method would be for such
a person to show his or her existing dniver’s licence and ask
for it to be transferred.

As to why people should want licences in more than one
State, maybe such people are licence collectors and like to
have a number of them on their wall! It is true that some
dangers are involved even if no drivers take advantage of
the multiplicity of drivers licences available in Australia.
There is a danger that a person wanting to come to South
Australia and to change identity for one reason or another
might apply for a driver’s licence, and we try to make that
as difficult as possible, because one has to prove identity
before getting a licence. On the other hand, a person may
want more than one licence in order to even out the demerit
points around Australia. A person with only one licence
who finishes up with 15 demerit points will lose it, but
someone with six drivers’ licences has the potential to lose
more than 15 demerit points and still hold a licence. That
person could lose 10 in South Australia, nine in Western
Australia and some in Victoria—it all depends which driv-
er’s licence is produced at the time. We have to overcome
that if, in fact, it happens but, even if it does not happen,
we should not allow that possibility. That is a very serious
road safety matter. People who drive in breach of the law

.should expect to pay the penalty.

1 agree with the member for Bragg, and I think the
member for Davenport also said this, that there should be
one rule across the board for everyone. If the member for
Davenport did not say that he should have because that
would have been the best part of his speech. There ought
to be consistency in the law for everyone. There should not
be a different set of rules for driving trucks as opposed to
driving cars, in relation to road safety. The member for
Bragg mentioned that there should be a sliding scale of
penalties, particularly in relation to speed. ATAC is consid-
ering that matter, and the Ministers will be required to
debate that at its next meeting on 10 March. It is very likely
at this stage that the Minister of Marine (a member of
ATAC) will have to represent me at that August meeting.

Mr Ingerson: Are you retinng?

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: No, [ am certainly a long
way from retiring but, as the honourable member knows,
decisions of that nature rest with people more powerful
than me. In the meantime, be assured that I will continue
to administer the portfolios under my responsibility with a
great deal of energy and commitment. We will be looking
at that very pertinent question as it needs to be addressed.
We need to have uniformity, as far as we are able to achieve
it, in the demerit systems throughout Australia. In achieving
any uniformity I am not prepared to reduce the effectiveness
of the demerit system in South Australia, but [ am prepared
to accept that there is a question as to whether one should
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lose the same number of demerit points for being 10 kilo-
metres over the speed limit as for being 80 kilometres over
the speed limit. One argument is that there should be a
sliding scale to take account of the seventy of the offence.
We will certainly look at that point.

The member for Bragg also asked about amendments
contained in the schedule, particularly the quite extensive
amendment to section 102. I am advised by people of much
greater competence in writing legislation than I have or ever
will have that we have not changed the law at all. It has
been written in a form that takes account of current lan-
guage. So, they are the same provisions, but written in more
appropriate language. I give an assurance that we are not
trying to make changes without drawing them to the atten-
tion of the House in the second reading explanation. If I
have not covered some of the questions asked by members
in their contributions, I will be happy to do so in Commit-
tee. This is an important and desirablec measure which
brings consistency and uniformity to the area of licensing
provisions around Australia. [ look forward to this House
supporting the legislation so that it can be dealt with expe-
ditiously in the other place.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee.

Clause 1—°Short title.’

Mr INGERSON: During the second reading debate the
major thrust of Opposition contributions dealt with ques-
tions not completely explained in the Bill. Will the Minister
guarantee that the sort of conditions that he said will apply
will in fact apply given that they are not contained in the
Bill? I refer, for example, to the transferability of the balance
of a licence. The Minister has given the Committee a guar-
antee (which I accept), but we are talking about the law
outside this Committee. How will it be done? Will it be by
regulation? For example, a person moving to this State from
Victoria may have four years left on his licence. If he
presents it within three months, he qualifies for transfera-
bility and can obtain a refund. That provision is not con-
tained in the Bill, so how will it happen?

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: It is not in the Bill because
it is in the Act. In South Australia we refund the unused
portion of a driver’s licence. That is contained in the Act
currently. However, South Australia cannot enact a provi-
sion that ties other States. My advice is that other States
have the same provision within their Acts. If they have not,
they will be required to do so. We cannot legislate for
Victoria or Queensland; we can legislate only for our own
State. If one hands in a driver’s licence in South Australia,
one qualifies for a refund on the unused portion.

Mr INGERSON: I understand that, but what happens if
a State does not agree, as sometimes happens? Is the Min-
ister saying that as a State we will pick it up? Is the Minister
telling the Committee that we will pick it up and that there
will be no disadvantage?

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: No, I am not telling the
Committee that we would pick it up automatically at all. I
am saying that there is agreement between all State and
Federal Ministers that that will be the system. It has been
my experience that Ministers honour those commitments.
Incoming Governments normally honour commitments
made by the previous Government. There has been no
change of Government since these agreements were made,
although I am not sure about New South Wales. I would
expect that the honourable member’s colleagues in other
States would act in an honourable way. I can assure the
honourable member that my colleagues interstate would do
so on coming to Government. I have no reason to believe
that the agreement would be broken, so as far as is reason-

able I can give the honourable member the assurance he is
looking for.

Mr S.G. EVANS: I wish that the Minister had said that
in the second reading explanation, because anyone reading
it could rightly believe that from 30 November no compen-
sation will apply.

The Hon. G.F. Keneally: Read the Act.

Mr S.G. EVANS: That may be so, and I will check it
later to ensure that it covers full reimbursement.

The Hon. G.F. Keneally: It is in the regulations.

Mr S.G. EVANS: Thank you. Is it full reimbursement
for the period lost or is there a penalty? In other words, if
three years 11 months remain, does one receive the exact
amount or is it discounted in any way?

The Hon. G.F. KENEAILLY: In South Australia it is the
full amount for each three-month period, so it is not worked
out to the day.

Mr BLACKER: ] seek information on how the amend-
ment would affect persons on an extended caravan tour
around Australia over, say, two years where they may be
in one State for more than three months. Will they be caught
up in this? Some senior citizens in my area are keen bowlers
who spend our winter in Queensland and return for our
summer—spending six months in each State. Will they be
caught up in this amendment?

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: That is a very good ques-
tion. I hope to be one of those people, so I am very anxious
to ensure that every circumstance is accommodated before
I leave. It will be widely known throughout Australia because
every State will introduce similar legislation—and some
have already done so, including Victoria, New South Wales
and Queensland. So if someone stays in, say, Queensland
for three months, they will be required by the Queensland
Government to acquire a Queensland driver’s licence. The
easy way, if on holiday in Queensland, would be to take a
trip down through New South Wales and then go back up
into Queensland, after which the three months start again.

Mr INGERSON: The Minister cannot really be serious
when he says that. The situation that the members for
Flinders and Davenport arc concerned about does exist,
namely the matter of casual tripping. This is why I brought
up initially the matter of the three month period. A period
of six months would be much more realistic. It would
involve far less people who are moving around. The shorter
period would present a difficult problem, particularly with
retirees and as there become more and more of them—
those that play bowls, and all that sort of thing. I hope that
when I retire I can play plenty of golf interstate. But it is a
real problem. The Minister suggested—and I hope that he
was only being flippant about it—that one could cross a
State border and come back again within a day, and thus
avoid the problem. This would create a problem. I have
said all I want to say on that matter, and members of the
Opposition will consider where we stand on the matter
before the legislation goes to the other place.

Another issue involves the legal issue which the Minister
specifically mentioned in his second reading explanation
but which, again, is not covered by any particular clause.
The Minister specifically mentioned the difficulty in estab-
lishing a permanency of residence and the legality of that.
The question really, of course, is why it was needed before,
and if there was difficulty with it previously I can see
Governments having tremendous difficulty with this three
month provision in the future. I just do not believe that
people in this country will know that every time they shift
interstate and stay there for three months they will have to
change their licence. I do not believe that that will be the
case.
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There are many examples of rules and regulations which
are commonplace that people do not take any notice of,
and yet here is one which will be very significant. It seems
to me that this whole legality thing will be a major problem
for the Government. Will the Government pick up people
every time right on that three month limit? To do that the
Government would have to have more police on the road,
although we know that the Government does not have the
resources for that—or that is what it keeps telling us. The
Government will have tremendous difficulties with this
whole area. The first part of this question concerns the
legality of this and why we need it and, further, how will it
be policed?

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: In response to the first part
of the honourable member’s query, I point out that I have
stayed in caravan parks in Queensland and I know, as
everyone knows, that there are people permanently domi-
ciled in caravan parks in Queensland who come from Vic-
toria, New South Wales, and South Australia and who spend
more than three or six months there, or whatever. The same
problem would occur if the stipulation were three months,
six months, or whatever the period. The registrars in each
State will have the power to exempt from the legislation
certain people or people driving certain classes of vehicle,
and so on. That is provided for in the legislation and, of
course, that will enable registrars to take account of legiti-
mate queries about whether or not individuals can be
exempted from this provision. However, the provision will
apply unless there is reason to grant an exemption.

As to the matter of policing these provisions, it is pretty
difficult to police them now. One does not expect that the
police will be rushing around stopping every driver to see
whether or not they have a Victorian, New South Wales or
Queensland driver’s licence. It is possible that the police
might stop someone seen driving around with New South
Wales, Queensland or Victorian registration who has come
to the attention of the police on a number of occasions over
a period of time. However, in relation to normal policing
practice, if the police come across people who have been
domiciled in South Australia for longer than three months
they will be required to explain why they have not changed
their licence. As everyone knows, there are times when the
police, for very good reasons, do licence checks. Of course,
we have our RBTs, and on a number of other occasions
the police have legitimate reasons for asking for a person’s
driver’s licence.

I do not anticipate that the situation will be any easier,
but it certainly will not be any more difficult. Why were
we having problems before? It was because the Act provided
that a person who came to South Australia needed to change
their licence as soon as practicable. It is necessary to define
‘as soon as practicable’, and to define the domicile of a
person. We have not had a base line against which to judge
the actions of these people. We have that now, and I expect
it will be easier to define ‘domicile’ than it was previously.
I am not suggesting that it is going to be easy. I believe that
it will evolve as a result of actions taken against individuals
that will be tested in the courts over a period as to the best
way to manage this.

1 point out to the Committee that my experience over a
great many years—which I am sure is reflected in the expe-
rience of other members—is that many of these measures
brought in by Parhament, by the Government, need to be
tested as to the most appropriate way to effect what Parlia-
ment intends, and I expect that that will be the case here.
We have to start somewhere, and I think this is the most
appropriate starting place. I urge members to support what
the Government is trying to achieve. If there are bugs in

this measure, they will arise and we will eradicate them by
legislative or regulatory measures. However, we need to
introduce this system so that we can start effecting the
ATAC decision, one which we believe involves a sensible
provision for motorists and all road users in Australia.

Mr BLACKER: Assuming that this legislation passes the
Parliament and becomes law, does ATAC intend to use this
as a stepping stone to implement a similar law to apply to
registration of vehicles of people domiciled in another State?

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: We are trying to achieve
uniformity in registration and in the methods of registra-
tion, classes of registration, etc. Here again, a common set
of rules would apply across Australia to motorists and peo-
ple in the heavy transport industry, etc. I can tell the hon-
ourable member that uniformity, desirable as it is, is not
always easily achievable. We do have a committee that is
looking at our part of this at the moment. Reports that
come back to me, as they will to Ministers in other States,
will be discussed at a meeting of ATAC. I assure the Com-
mittee that ATAC will not try to do things that are in any
way detrimental to either the industry or the motoring
public. We are trying to achieve uniformity, which should
be of benefit to the industry and to the motoring public.
The answer to the honourable member’s question is that
this is not necessarily a first step in achieving uniformity
in registration. Uniformity in registration is desirable, and
we will be looking for that. Both registration and licensing,
as always, are dealt with separately. However, the underly-
ing desire is for consistency.

Clause passed.

Clause 2 passed.

Clause 3—‘Only one licence to be held at any time.”

Mr INGERSON: Our principal concern is not, in itself]
in the area of one licence but in relation to how this will
actually be policed. I gave an example earlier, and I know
the Minister also gave an example, relating to the fact that
there does not seem to be any way that a person cannot
take out a licence in another State using another name and
address and identification, if a person wants to do that. It
seems to me that that is the major issue. How will the
Minister cut out that practice? Whilst it is anecdotal, we all
accept that there is some evidence that people obtain lic-
ences under many different names.

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: The honourable member is
correct—it is not easy, particularly with respect to people
who apply for licences under different names. Even if one
were able to establish a computing system (at great expense,
I might say) into which one could feed all the information
and have total linkages around the country, the only way
one could control it would be by requiring the taking of
fingerprints. I do not think that anyone would want to go
that far. So it will be difficult to deter those people who
wish to evade the new provision that one shall have only
one licence anywhere in Australia. However, we will make
it a great deal harder for people to obtain more than one
licence.

I agree that it would be desirable to have an interstate
linkage of computing facilities into which one could feed
the information, as we will be doing with the Vehicle Inspec-
tion Number system. However, until we have such a system,
which would require a lot of work and expense, we will
have some difficulty and we do not deny that. However, it
will be much more difficult for people to obtain more than
one licence- under the proposed system than it is under the
existing system. Until a computing system is available
throughout Australia we will have some difficulty.

I should point out that, even with a computing system,
short of circulating fingerprints around the nation we will
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not easily stop those people who are prepared, for whatever
reason, to go to great risk trying to obtain more than one
driver’s licence. However, there will be penalties for doing
that, and when these people come to the attention of the
law, as the majority invariably will, action will be taken.

Clause passed.

Clause 4—*Visiting motorists.’

Mr INGERSON: Section 97a (3) requires interstate
motorists to carry their licences with them at all times. I
assume that this clause will apply only to visiting motorists
and that it is not intended that South Australian motorists
will be required to carry their licences with them at all
times.

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: That is correct. This pro-
vision applies only to visiting motorists. Later this session
another measure will be introduced which will require hold-
ers of L and P plates to carry their permits. This provision
does not make it mandatory for South Australian motorists.
At the moment, if required to do so, they must produce
their licence at a police station within 48 hours—that pro-
vision will continue to apply. Visiting motorists will be
required to carry their licence with them.

Mr S.G. EVANS: I wish to clarify the position with
respect to a person who neglects to obtain a South Austra-
lian licence even though he or she had been permanently
resident here for six months. Is that person deemed to be
driving without a licence?

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: If this Bill becomes law,
anyone domiciled in South Australia permanently for six
months who does not take the trouble to transfer his licence
from his previous State will be deemed to be driving without
a licence.

Mr S.G. EVANS: That concerns me a little because I do
not know how we can ensure that people know that that
will be the case. There could be a problem with third party
insurance if a person deemed to be driving without a licence
had an accident. I believe that third party insurance still
applies, but there may be a risk if the driver has absolutely
nothing in the world. Turning to another point, as I read
the Bill a person with a foreign licence or a member of the
armed forces does not need to conform with this three
month provision if he is living in this State indefinitely.

I refer to a person with a foreign licence—and in some
countries they are issued for life. Clause 4 provides:

Foreign licence means a licence issued under the law of another
country that corresponds to a driver’s licence issued under this
Act.

Does the word ‘corresponds’ refer to the standard required
to obtain a licence or the duration of a licence? In other
words, a foreign country might issue a 10 year licence
whereas this State issues a five year licence. Does the licence
of a person from that foreign country expire after five years
or after 10 years, or does the three month period still apply?

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: In response to the honour-
able member’s first question as to whether or not a person
whose licence is deemed to have lapsed because he has not
transferred it to South Australia is still covered by insur-
ance, the answer is ‘yes’. The insurance cover will not have
lapsed because the person will have paid for that in the
other State.

The second question related to members of the armed
forces and people from another country. I point out that
we are only talking about the Australian armed forces and
no other. People who come from other countries and are
domiciled in Australia for longer than three months will
need to obtain a South Australian licence and will need to
write to the country whence they came to make whatever
arrangements are appropriate within that country regarding
their existing licence.

We will do it within Australia, but we really cannot be
expected to take up the question of a licence with the
country of origin of these people. If they come here for
work, an extended stay or as migrants, they will be required
to conform with the licensing procedures in force in this
State and, after three months, will be required to obtain a
licence. In fact, they will need to have some sort of licence.
I do not know whether it would be necessarily a defence if
they left South Australia after two months and three weeks
and went to stay in Victoria for two months and three
weeks. They will have been in Australia for an extended
period and should obtain a licence. My advice is that, if
they are moving around Australia in that way, they will not
be required to obtain a licence as long as they do not stay
in one State for more than three months. If that is acceptable
to all the authorities, it is acceptable to South Australia.

Mr S.G. EVANS: I am concerned about the overseas
holder of an international driving licence who stays with
relatives or friends in South Australia for six months or 12
months. If such a person must take out a South Australian
licence three months after arrival, the Commonwealth
authorities must be asked to ensure that all immigrants and
tourists are made aware of that provision, otherwise we
could get a bad name overseas if the holder of an interna-
tional driving licence came to this State believing that he
or she would be covered by that licence for the whole of
the 12-month stay. It would be a blot on tourism if we did
not ensure that such people were told that they must take
out a South Australian licence for five years with the oppor-
tunity to apply for a refund on leaving Australia to return
home. Will the Minister ensure that this request is complied
with?

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: The honourable member
has raised an important matter. Certainly, neither I nor my
colleague would want to give this nation a bad name because
of our driving licence requirements. I will take up this
matter with my colleague and with the Federal Government
to see whether a regulation can be drafted to allow the
holder of an international driving licence and a visitor’s
visa to drive for a limited period without complying with
the requirements of this legislation.

I am presently advised that all the States have agreed on
criteria that does not allow for such a practice. However,
the honourable member having raised this important mat-
ter, I will take it up with the relevant authorities so that, if
possible, it can be referred to the ATAC conference to be
held on 10 March. Such a provision could be enacted by
regulation. I thank the honourable member for his sugges-
tion, which I believe would have merit if it were consistent
with the provision in other States.

Clause passed.

Schedule and title passed.

Bill read a third time and passed.

ADJOURNMENT

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY (Minister of Transport): 1
move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr HAMILTON (Albert Park): In the few minutes at
my disposal I wish to refer to my recent walk from Adelaide
to Port Pirie for the purpose of raising money for the
treatment of heart disease and breast cancer. About $7 500
has been collected so far and, without wishing to refer to
my efforts, 1 shall put on public record the contribution
made by so many other people to this worthy cause.



15 February 1989

HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY

1939

First, I express my gratitude to Dr David Coombe of the
Queen Elizabeth Hospital and to Mary Beasley, Chairperson
of the QEH Board. I should be remiss if I did not mention
the Westfield Shopping Centre at Kilkenny, especially the
assistance given by Mr Nick DeBrun (Manager-in-charge)
and Mrs Melisa Prinz, who was particularly helpful with
her valuable ideas and suggestions. Over $2 047 was raised
in the week during which information was handed out
regarding the importance of heart disease and breast cancer
screening programs.

I also appreciated the support given by Mr Don Ferguson
(not the member for Henley Beach, but a resident of Amanda
Avenue, Findon). Don has been a friend of mine for a long
time and his support and help in collecting materials, mak-
ing telephone calls and generally organising matters that
needed to be finalised, especially while I was in another
State, were extremely valuable. I thank him and I believe
that all South Australians should recognise his efforts.

Similarly, at the other end of the walk, another long-time
friend of mine (Des Condor), who is involved in Heartbeat
at Port Pinie, rendered most invaluable assistance in Port
Pirie by organising that end of the walk. In Adelaide, I had
the support of many organisations, including the Lions
Clubs at Virginia and Crystal Brook. The Two Wells Rotary
Club was most supportive in raising money. Along the way
we received tremendous help from many hoteliers and I
thank them very much for their assistance. At Lower Light,
Mr Petros and his wife Mary assisted and at Lochiel Wendy
and her husband Boof, as he is affectionately known, gave
more help. At Red Hill, Barry and Leonie Wakefield con-
tributed towards the cause.

At the Westfield Shopping Centre, in Adelaide, I was ably
assisted by people from Heartbeat not only from the central
organisation but also from the Woodville branch, and I
sincerely thank those people for their assistance. These results
would not have been possible without strong support from
the media, especially the television stations and specifically
Channel 7. The South Australian radio stations and the
metropolitan and country newspapers also gave strong sup-
port.

It is worth while placing some of the sponsorship efforts
on public record in this place. I received contributions of
over $100 from Westpac Banking Corporation, Ivon Limb
and Jim Kennedy, a close friend who works with me in the
western suburbs. I acknowledge the Woodville Hotel for its
strong support, Mr M.L. Menadue, Architectural Products
of Royal Park, Dr John Watson, the Waterside Workers
Federation and many other unions for their strong support.
I also acknowledge Dr Horowitz from the cardiology unit
of the Queen Elizabeth Hospital, Seven Nightly News, the
Lions Club of Two Wells, Gioi Grocery, ETU at Port Pirie,
the Eureka Hotel social club, the Redhill Development Board
and the people of Redhill, who certainly put their money
where their mouth is in providing donations for this worth-
while cause.

In a matter of three hours at the Redhill hotel on a very
hot Friday night local people raised more than $250 and
the Queen Elizabeth Hospital and the people of South Aus-
tralia should congratulate those people for their contribution
and assistance. Also, I acknowledge that the Seaton Park
RSL was another group which came to the aid of this
worthwhile cause. Many of my colleagues certainly assisted
me and I would like to place on record the assistance by
Rod Sawford, Rosemary Crowley, Senator Graham McGuire,
Anne Levy, Mick Young (a long-time friend), Carolyn Pic-
kles, Susan Lenehan, Senator Dominic Foreman and, of
course, my colleague, Murray DeLaine. Their contributions
added to what I consider is a worthwhile cause.

126

I must mention Coca Cola and its organisation, Diverse
Products, which also assisted me. I refer also to the Port
Pirie and District Greyhound Club for its assistance on the
Monday and the Port Pirie sub-branch of the Electrical
Trades Union, as they contributed to this walkathon. There
were many people, including those at Crystal Brook and
Port Pirie and others along the way who gave unstintingly
in terms of the money which combined to comprise the
amount mentioned.

It was a most enjoyable time for me. I got much out of
it in terms of friendships and contacts made. I found out
how country people feel and saw the way that they reacted
to the information distributed to them as a consequence of
this trip. One view that had been expressed by country
people for many years—and I have lived in the country for
a long time—was that city people forget about people living
in the country. Country people were thankful for the infor-
mation supplied to them about services available not only
at the Queen Elizabeth Hospital but in Adelaide hospitals
generally. All in all, T hope that I have not missed anyone.
If T have, I apologise. There is always a danger that that
will happen. Also, I wish to thank Angels Shoe Stores, Mobil
Oil and Train Tour Promotions, and I understand that the
Mayor of Woodville will contribute.

Last but not least I want to thank on the record two
people for their support: my past secretary, Mrs Pauline
Tropeano, and my daughter, Dianne, who drove the backup
vehicle. Without their support, especially during stinking
hot weather, I know I would not have survived. With their
support and the support of the Queen Elizabeth Hospital,
Westfield Kilkenny and many other sponsors I hope that I
will be able to do this again next year. I believe that if the
cause is right and if it is brought to the attention of South
Australians people will support it. Certainly, 35 per cent of
women and 36 per cent of men die from heart disease and
breast cancer screening sees one in 16 women die from this
disease.

Members interjecting:

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Robertson): Order! The
member for Victoria.

Mr D.S. BAKER (Victeria): I would like to say a few
words about the Woods and Forests Department and state-
ments put out by the Hon. John Klunder, who recently
seems to have become an economic expert on how the
department should be run.

The Hon. G.F. KENEALLY: Mr Acting Speaker, I rise
on a point of order. The Minister of Mines and Energy is
the Minister of Mines and Energy, not John Klunder.

The ACTING SPEAKER: The appropnate title should
be used by the member for Victoria.

Mr D.S. BAKER: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. The
Minister of Forests claimed on radio earlier this week that
there was a terrible to-do because the department was started
by the then Premier (Mr Playford). He said that, because
there were milling operations in the department, they were
a good thing. The Minister went on in this House the other
day to quote at length statements by the Hon. Ted Chapman
as the then Minister.

Mr TYLER: On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker.
For the second time in his speech the honourable member
has named a member in this place by name and not by
district.

The ACTING SPEAKER: I suspect the error was inad-
vertent, but I again draw the attention of the member of
Victoria to Standing Orders.

Mr D.S. BAKER: Obviously, members do not want to
hear how badly the department has been run under this
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Administration. They do not want to hear that. It is very
interesting that the glowing reports— :

Mrs APPLEBY: I rise on a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker. I object to the honourable member’s last remark.
Standing Orders apply in this Chamber and one of them
specifically relates to members being called by their district
and not by their name, and I object to the honourable
member’s last comment.

The ACTING SPEAKER: I did not hear anything that T
regarded as flouting my last ruling. I ask the member for
Victoria 1o continue,

Mr D.S. BAKER: Thank you very much indeed, Mr
Acting Speaker. I can see that this is really a sore point with
members opposite, so I will get down to the nitty-gritty of
it all. When the Hon. Ted Chapman, the member for Alex-
andra, was Minister of Forests and was running the depart-
ment, it made a profit of $9 million. Obviously, the former
Minister was being congratulated on that effort. The situa-
tion under the present Minister is that, although the depart-
ment has assets of $600 million, of taxpayers’ money, it
made a loss in commercial operations of $1 million, despite
an increased turnover of $12 million.

Surely the Minister does not expect the member for Alex-
andra to take that without comment, and he will comment
on that matter when he gets a chance. Under this incom-
petent Administration we have seen the profit in 1981
diminish from $9 million in 1980-81 dollars to a loss on
commercial operations of $1 million today. Of course, they
doctored the balance sheet by having an asset revaluation
and by revaluation of the forests by another $30.2 million.
The next excuse for inefficiency in the department is the
Ash Wednesday fire, but that is now old and hackneyed,
because members who understand what happened on Ash
Wednesday know that many hectares of forest were burnt.

An interest-free grant was allocated by the Federal Gov-
ernment—more than this Government will do for the peo-
ple on the West Coast—to harvest that timber. After Ash
Wednesday the commercial sawmilling operations of the
Woods and Forests Department in South Australia had the
best timber available to its sawmills that it has ever had in
the history of its operations. Having that available, it man-
aged to then make a commercial loss.

On many occasions the Minister and the Premier have
blamed Ash Wednesday for the problems. The Premier and
the former Minister have blamed Ash Wednesday for get-
ting into the New Zealand timber venture, which proved to
be such a disaster. It appears to me that this Government
has had a most unusual relationship with New Zealanders.
First, it was ‘conned’—and there is no other word for it—
in New Zealand by a company which took it to the cleaners,
and now we have the “people’s bank’ being conned for up
to $100 million by another New Zealander in Equiticorp.
It is about time that the Government started to look at
these operations and be more careful about its risk man-
agement.

As the Premier said today, things were pretty tight when
he was just out of university. He could not get into the
Attorney-General’s Department so he had to get into poli-
tics, and now he is the Treasurer of the State. We can see
the problems we have with his being the Treasurer of this
State. He has to be more careful about risk management of
taxpayers’ dollars in this State. That is very hard to do, I
admit, with the material he has behind him. The only
member—the Minister of Transport—who has some exper-
tise has been dying to retire for the past six months, but
the Premier will not let him off the hook.

An honourable member: The statesman.

Mr D.S. BAKER: The statesman. This Ash Wednesday
nonsense—that there was no timber available—is, to coin
a phrase, just pulling a smokescreen over the eyes of the
people of South Australia, because it is absolutely not valid.
The other information that the Minister keeps coming up
with is how viable the three timber mills of the South-East
are. The member for Mount Gambier and I would be very
pleased if they were viable because we care for our electo-
rates and the people who work the mills. One can see by
the increased margin, especially in the Mount Gambier
electorate, how well that electorate is cared for.

A couple of years ago, with private enterprise, the people
who ran the Mount Burr mill went to West Germany to
look at the latest technology in sawmilling equipment, They
were told that, to handle the log size growing in the Mount
Burr district and going through the mill, they needed a
Linck V40 sawmill machine; that that was the only way to
go because that machine would handle the large diameter
logs that were grown in that area, which is a very good area
for growing pine trees—and the Woods and Forests Depart-
ment do it very well, I might add.

However, when they returned there was some sort of
financial constriction—$200 000 was the figure they were
short on—and they were told that they could not have the
Linck V40. So, they installed a V25 in the mill. What
happens now is that when sawlog is milled it is graded; the
larger diameter logs are carted to another mill which can
handle them and the smaller diameter logs come to Mount
Burr to be processed. With financial decisions like that it
is no wonder that the Woods and Forests Department makes
a trading loss of $1 million.

Last year we were told by the department that it was the
worst year there has been for trading in the industry. How-
ever, people in private enterprise sawmilling operations in
South Australia state categorically that last year evidenced
the best trading conditions ever known in the history of
sawmilling operations in South Australia and Victoria. In
that time the Woods and Forests Department commercial
operations in South Australia, with an asset of $600 million
commercially, lost $1 million. Under those circumstances
is it not about time that we examined the situation and
evaluated ecach commercial operation?

Mr FERGUSON (Henley Beach): During this debate I
will refer to the Liberal Party’s policy on industrial relations,
both federally and in the State. I understand that the mem-
ber for Mitcham, during the Christmas break, enthusiasti-
cally issued a press release endorsing the policy but, at that
time, he was shadow Minister of Industrial Relations and
now he has been dropped from the inner sanctum. So, I
am not quite sure where the Liberal Party in this State
stands so far as its industrial policy is concerned, but I
assume that he issued the press release in good faith and
that its industrial policy is the same as the Federal policy.

Under the new policy the guarantees provided by the
award structure will disappear. Instead, each employer will
set conditions of employment. The Liberals propose that
employment conditions will be set by individual contracts
of employment between the employer and the employee.
Award conditions will be replaced by whatever conditions
the employer considers appropriate.

These policies are nothing more than an attempt to aban-
don trade unionism in Australia. The two main reasons
why a person joins a union are for collective protection and
collective bargaining. The policies proposed by the Liberal
Party, both federally and as far as I can see in this State,
would destroy the current protections and bargaining that
are available to union members either through the awards
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which are registered in the Arbitration Commission or in
the Industrial Commission or the agreements which are
registered in both these jurisdictions.

As the law stands today, each employer is bound to pay
the minimum rates of the particular award under which the
person concerned is working. Under the Liberal’s policy the
minimum requirements of the awards would go to the wall
and the minimum requirements would rely on whatever is
the result of the individual contracts between employer and
employee.

When one considers how these individual contracts would
be arrived at one can see how unfair this situation would
be. Negotiations would not take place on a level playing
field because all the advantages would be with the employer.
Under the new set of rules the employer would have the
right to hire and fire without giving appropriate notice, as
well as the right of establishing what the wage rates might
be and the rights of promotion and demotion, and he has
every advantage in the bargaining situation so far as it is
conceived. I know that members opposite would love to
see this situation, which would put the employer in an
absolutely commanding position.

If we are unlucky enough to see a Liberal regime in
Australia and the industrial conditions are changed to the
extent that the Liberal Party would like to see, one can
imagine a 16-year-old applying for his or her first job. The
person would enter the employer’s office and would be told
that they are the second last of 10 applicants being inter-
viewed for the position and that the other applicants have
agreed to be employed on conditions less than those in the
award, and the new employee would be asked whether he
or she would be prepared to work for the same low award
conditions. What would be the answer? The person con-
cerned would be forced to accept inferior wages and con-
ditions as this would be their first job and they have no
experience with negotiating.

On the other hand, what about a person who is aged, say,
50 years and had been made redundant after 12 years service
and was desperately seeking work? Each advertisement
attracts many applicants with similar qualifications. Finally,
after managing to obtain an interview and being offered a
job that pays less than the award, what would be the answer
of that person to the employers? Of course, he or she would
have to accept wage rates lower than the award conditions.

It has been asserted by the Liberal Party that direct nego-
tiations between the employer and the employee will improve
productivity. How this is to be achieved, however, nobody
has ever been able to explain. The impression created is
that the new system will allow valued and productive
employees to be paid more. This, of course, is nothing new.
Under the award system which operates today, employers
have the right to pay employees more than the award rate
if they are considered particularly valuable.

In a similar vein, some promote the policies on the basis
that it will automatically guarantee that workers receive
higher incomes if productivity improves. This impression
is quite false. Nothing in the policy requires the employer
to share with workers any productivity improvements. The
claim that the employer/employee relationship will improve
under the system has to be tested against other evidence.
Surveys undertaken on employee satisfaction rate show a
range of variables that affect that relationship. These include
matters such as job security, promotional prospects, work
organisation, superannuation, the work environment and
more. Certainly nothing suggests that the guarantees pro-

vided by the award structure mitigate against the successful
employee/employer relationship.

It may be true that some employees believe they are worth
more than the award provides and hence are attracted to
the idea of individual contracts. However, such employees
are permitted under existing award arrangements to try to
negotiate higher wage rates with their employer and, if they
are able to achieve this at present, there is no guarantee it
will be achieved when the award structures are removed.

It is not particularly well understood that awards provide
a safety net for most of the work force. Employees are
guaranteed by the law the award provisions. It is illegal for
employees to pay less than the award. This does not mean
that over-award payments cannot be made and, indeed, in
some industries this is quite common. The debate over the
industrial relations system is not one which relates to whether
there should be individual employment contracts. The fact
is that each person employed has an individual contract
with their employer. The debate is over whether awards
should underpin that employment contract by providing a
safety net below which working conditions cannot fall. The
Liberals want to remove the safety net. Most workers want
to keep it. Removing minimum conditions of employment
contained in awards holds significant implications for
employees and employers.

Employers in highly competitive businesses may find
themselves being undercut by others prepared to employ
people on much less than the award provides. An employer
in this position will be faced with the choice of having to
go out of business or taking the razor to conditions of
employment enjoyed by employees in his business. Workers
caught in this position will have virtually no bargaining
power.

Although those already employed will be required to rene-
gotiate their contracts from time to time, greater competi-
tion for jobs and the capacity of the employer to set below-
award conditions will mean loss of security of employment
for many workers. Many workers will also lose regular
national wage rises granted at present. Put bluntly, it will
be everyone for themselves. It is claimed that unreasonable
employment conditions will not be able to be introduced
as individual contracts require negotiation between the
employer and the employee. What is not explained is that
the negotiations may consist of the employer simply stipu-
lating the conditions and advising the worker that these are
the conditions—take it or leave it.

Legislation to be introduced by the Liberals does not
require the employer to negotiate with employees or pro-
spective employees. Those who support the policy change
say that it will not lead to a wholesale cut in employment
conditions, but this is not realistic. About $20 million per
annum is stolen from workers in underpayment of wages.
If the award minimums disappear, this theft would no
longer be illegal.

Employer groups such as the Business Council of Aus-
tralia and the Confederation of Australian Industry have
called for the removal of employment conditions, such as
a reduction of annual leave and cuts in junior pay rates.
To suggest that these powerful groups would not implement
these changes is unrealistic.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Robertson): Order! The
honourable member’s time has expired.
Motion carried.

At 5.5 p.m. the House adjourned until Thursday 16 Feb-
ruary at 11 a.m.



