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Tuesday 24 March 1992

The PRESIDENT (Hen. G.L. Bruce) took the Chair at
2.15 p.m. and read prayers.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

The PRESIDENT: I direct that the written answers to
the following questions, as detailed in the schedule I now
table, be distributed and printed in Hansard: Nos 21, 42,
46, 48, 93, 95, 101, 102, 104 and 105.

DEPARTMENTAL REDEPLOYMENT LISTS

21. The Hon. L.H: DAVIS asked the Attorney-General, rep-
resenting the Premier: What are the numbers of persons on the
redeployment list of each of the Minister’s departments and Gov-
ernment agencies and how many of these persons have been on
the redeployment list for:

(1) longer than 12 months and (2) longer than six months?

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: The replies are as follows:

e Department of Premier and Cabinet—There are two persons
on the redeploymént list:

1. One longer than 12 months

2. One longer than six months.

e Grand Prix Office—There are no persons on the redeploy-
ment list.

e Treasury Department—There is one person on the redeploy-
ment list and has been on the list for less than six months.

CONSULTANCIES

42. The Hon. R.I. LUCAS asked the Attorney-General: For
each of the years 1990-91 and 1991-92 (estimated):

1. What market research studies and consultancies (of any type)
were commissioned by departments and bodies which report to
the Minister of Emergency Services? ‘

2. For each consultancy:

(a) Who undertook the consultancy;

(b) Was the consultancy commissioned after an open tender
and, if not, why not?

(c) What was the cost?

(d) What were the terms of reference?

(e) Has a report been prepared and, if yes, is a copy of that
report publicly available?

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: The responses provided by the agen-
cies under my control are too lengthy to have printed in Hansard
and I will therefore arrange for a copy of the responses to be
forwarded to the honourable member under separate cover.

MINISTERIAL STAFF

46. The Heon. R.I. LUCAS asked the Attorney-General:

1. What were the names of all officers working in the offices
of the Attorney-General, Minister of Crime Prevention and Min-
is;gli qof Corporate Affairs as of 1 August 1991 and 1 February
1

2. Which officers were ‘ministerial’ assistants and which offi-
cers had tenure and were appointed under the GME Act?

3. What salary and other remuneration was payable for each
officer? (February 12)

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: The replies are as follows:

Ministerial/GME as at 1 August 1991

Ministerial/GME Name Sals'f‘ry
Ministerial ............. M. Duigan 62 500
Ministerial ............. J. Bottrall 47079
GME .................. — 4] 454
GME.................. — 26 519
GME .................. — 31249
GME .................. — 23 375
GME.................. — 21211
GME* ................. — 10 120
GME* ................. — 15180

224

Ministerial/GME as at 1 February 1992

Ministerial GME Name Sa‘?’Y
Ministerial ............. J. Bottrall 51404
GME .. ... .. — 43 460
GME ... ... — 28 682
GME .. ...l — 33313
GME ... ...l — 24908
GME ...l — 22305
GME* .. _ 11583

* Denotes part-time employment.

The current Labor Government and the previous Liberal Gov-
ernment adopted the practice of employing a number of personal
staff to the Minister on a contract basis. Given the nature of that
public employment it is considered appropriate to disclose the
name of the person involved and details as to remuneration.

In addition to contract staff, ministerial offices are also serviced
by officers employed under the Government Manageement and
Employment Act. These officers are often seconded from depart-
ments under the Minister’s control and are periodically rotated
or otherwise moved into and from positions within the main-
stream of Public Service. It is therefore not considered appropriate
to identify officers who happen to be located in a ministerial
office at a particular point in time.

48. The Hon. R.I. LUCAS asked the Attorney-General:

1. What were the names of all officers working in the offices

of the Minister of Labour, Occupational Health and Safety and
Minister of Marine as of 1 August 1991 and 1 February 19927

2. Which officers were ‘ministerial’ assistants and which offi-
cers had tenure and were appointed under the G.MLE. Act?

3. What salary and other remuneration was payable for each
officer?

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: The replies are as follows:

Ministerial/ GME Salary
as at 1.8.91 Name $

Ministerial ............. S. Halliday 46 080
Ministerial ............. G. Williamson 43078
Ministerial*. . ......... .. L. Wright 61 906
GME.................. — 27 008
GME.................. — 26 519
GME .. ... ........... — 22 311
GME.................. — 18 481
GME .................. — 40 565

* Plus sessional fees for committee work where applicable.

Ministerial/GME Salary
as at 1.2.92 Name $

Ministerial ............. S. Halliday 51 404
Ministerial ............. G. Williamson 44 155
GME.................. — 27 683
GME.................. —_ 27182
GME .. ................ —_ 18943
GME ............... ... — 41 579

The current Labor Government and the previous Liberal Gov-
ernment adopted the practice of employing a number of personal
staff to the Minister on a contract basis. Given the nature of that
public employment it is considered appropriate to disclose the
name of the person involved and details as to remuneration.

In addition to contract staff, ministerial offices are also serviced
by officers employed under the Government Management and
Employment Act. These officers are often seconded from depart-
ments under the Minister's control and are periodically rotated
or otherwise moved into and from positions within the main-
stream of Public Service. It is therefore not considered appropriate
to identify officers who happened to be located in a ministerial
office at a particular point in time.

GOVERNMENT MOTOR VEHICLES

93. The Hon. R.I. LUCAS asked the Attorney-General:

1. What is the total number of vehicles with private plates
attached to the Minister of Finance and Correctional Service’s
Department as of 1 March 19927

2. What was the corresponding number of vehicles with private
plates as at 1 March 1991?
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3. What is the classification of each officer with access to a
car with a private place and what is the reason for the provision?

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: The replies are as follows:

1. The Department of Correctional Services currently has two
employees who have exclusive use of a private plated vehicle.
Both of these vehicles are leased from the State Fleet.

2. Two.

3. The officers are classified at EO-5 and EL-3. Chief Executive
Officers and Executive Officers, Level 3 are allocated a privately
registered and number plated vehicle for business and private use
as directed by the Department of Labour guidelines.

95. The Hon, R.I. LUCAS asked the Attorney-General:

1. What is the total number of vehicles with private plates
atiached to the Minister of Labour, Occupational Health and
Safety and Marine’s Departments as of 1 March 19927

2. What was the corresponding number of vehicles with private
places as at | March 19917

3. What is the classification of each officer with access to a
car with a private plate and what is the reason for the provision?

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: The replies are as follows:
Department of Marine and Harbors

1. Seven.

2. Seven.

3. One—Chief Executive Officer, Two—EL-3, Four—EL-2

Vehicles are allocated as a ‘Condition of Employment’ in
accordance with Government Policy.

Department of Labour

1. Seven.

An additional three vehicles with private plates are allocated
to Executives in unattached positions.

2. The Department of Personnel and Industrial Relations was
abolished and staff amalgamated with the Department of Labour
on 22 July 1991. As of 1 March 1991 the Department of Personnel
and Industrial Relations had four private plated vehicles and the
Department of Labour had five vehicles with private plates.
Therefore in terms of comparison with 1 March 1992, there were
nine vehicles in 1991 compared to seven vehicles with private
plates in 1992, There were four vehicles with private plates allo-
cated to executives in unattached positions.

3. Department Vehicles

One—Chief Executive Officer, One—Judiciary, Four—Execu-
tives Classified at Level 2 or 3, One—Emergency Call Out Vehi-
cle—on ‘Roster” Basis—Occupational Health Division

Unattached Executive

One—Statutory Office Holder Equivalent, Two—Executives
Classified at Level 2 or 3.

Vehicles are allocated to Executives in accordance with Gov-
ernment Policy. One vehicle is allocated to a member of the
Judiciary (CEO level) by determination of the Remuneration
Tribunal, and one other is allocated to an emergency ‘call out’
vehicle for chemical spills and has Cabinet approval to carry
private plates.

South Australian Occupational Health and Safety Commission

The South Australian Occupational Health and Safety Com-
mission has no private plated vehicles in its possession as at 1
March 1991 and 1992.

101. The Homn. R.I. LUCAS asked the Minister for the Arts
and Cultural Heritage: .

1. What is the total number of vehicles with private plates
attached to the Minister of Environment and Planning, Water
Resources and Lands departments as of 1 March 19927

2. What was the corresponding number of vehicles with private
plates as at 1 March 1991?

3. What is the classification of each officer, with access to a
car with a private plate and what is the reason for the provision?

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: The replies are as follows:
Department of Environment and Planning

1. Six.

2. Seven.

3. 1 Acting Director-General

Four EL-2
One Acting EL-2.

Private plated vehicles are provided to the above officers as it
is part of their condition of engagement.
Engineering and Water Supply Department

1. Ten.

2. Nine.

3. One Chief Executive

One EL-3+
Four EL-3
Four EL-2.

In accordance with the guidelines for provision of a motor
vehicle to executive officers, level 2 and level 3 officers are
entitled to be allocated a privately registered vehicle.
Department of Lands

1. Six.

2. Six.

3. 1 X Chief Executive

Five EL-2.

Vehicles are provided under salary package in accordance with
Government approved policy.

102. The Hen. R.I. LUCAS asked the Minister for the Arts
and Cultural Heritage:

1. What is the total number of vehicles with private plates
attached to the Minister of Employment, Further Education, Youth
Affairs and Aboriginal Affairs departments as of 1 March 19927

2. What was the corresponding number of vehicles with private
plates as at 1 March 1991?

3. What is the classification of each officer with access to a
car with a private plate and what 1s the reason for the provision?

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: The replies are as follows:
Department of Employment and TAFE

1. Nine.

2. Nine.

3. 1 March 1991—Privately Plated Government Vehicles
Position Classification
Chief Executive Officer
Deputy Chief Executive Officer EL-3
Director (Administration and Finance) EL-2
Director (Employment and Training

Division) EL-2
Director (Planning and Systems) EL-2
Director (Curriculum Services) EL-2

SAtech officers* (3)
I March 1992—Privately Plated Government Vehicles

Position Classification
Chief Executive Officer
Acting Deputy Chief Executive Officer EL-3
Director (Employment and Training

Division) EL-2
Director (Planning and Systems) EL-2
Director (Curriculum Services) EL-2

SAtech officers* (4)

The Commissioner for Public Employment has determined that
all Government employees in positions approved as level 2 (EL-
2) or level 3 (EL-3) have the right to a privately registered and
number plated vehicle as part of their employment conditions.
Cabinet has set charges for the provision of these private plated
vehicles which are met by the employee.

*SAtech is the commercial arm of the Department of Employ-
ment and TAFE which promotes curriculum design, training
programs, educational media and consulting on a fee for service
basis. The four private plated vehicles are provided to these
SAtech officers as part of their employment contract when
appointed by the Minister of Employment and Further Education.
This number will be reduced to three at the end of March 1992.

*All costs associated with SAtech vehicles are covered from
business enterprise funds.

Office of Tertiary Education

1. One.

2. One.

3. Chief Executive Officer. The reason for the provision is a
contract of employment.

State Aboriginal Affairs

1. One.

2. One.

3. EL-3. The vehicle is incorporated into the officer’s salary
package under terms and conditions determined by the Commis-
sioner for Public Employment.

104. The Hon. R.E, LUCAS asked the Minister for the Arts
and Cultural Heritage, Local Government Relations and State
Services:

1. What is the total number of vehicles with private plates
attached to the Minister’s departments as of 1 March 1992?

2. What was the corresponding number of vehicles with private
plates as at 1 March 1991?

3. What is the classification of each officer with access to a
car with a private plate and what is the reason for the provision?

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: The replics arc as follows:

1. and 2. Allocation of Private Plated Vehicles

Department As at 1 As at |
March 1992  March 1991
Arts and Cultural Heritage 5 6
State Services 4 4
Total 9 10

The number of private plated vehicles allocated to the Depart-
ment for the Arts and Cultural Heritage was reduced by one
vehicle in the 12 months ended 1 March 1992 following the
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resignation of the Director, Local Government Services Bureau
to whom a private plated vehicle was provided as part of an EL-
2 salary package. State Fleet, a business unit of State Services,
has private plated vehicles for lease to other agencies as part of
their operations, however these vehicles are not included in the
figures under State Services as they will be accounted for by the
responses of the respective agencies.
3. Officers with Access to a Private Plated Vehicle

Department Classification Number of Reason for
Officers Provision
Arts and Cultural EO-5 1 Salary package
Heritage EL-2 2 Salary package
EL-1 (plus
allowance) 1 Salary package
— 1 Chair, Libraries
Board and Chair,
Local Govern-
ment
Services Bureau
Management
Committee
State Services EO-5 1 Salary package
EL-2 3 Salary package
Total (as at 1 March 1992) 9

105. The Hon. R.I. LUCAS asked the Minister of Tourism:

l. What is the total number of vehicles with private plates
attached to the Minister of Industry, Trade and Technology,
Agriculture, Fisheries and Ethnic Affairs departments as of 1
March 1992?

2. What was the corresponding number of vehicles with private
plates as at 1 March 1991?

3. What is the classification of each officer with access to a
car with a private plate and what is the reason for the provision?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: The replies are as follows:
Department of Industry, Trade and Technology

1. Four.

2. Five.

3. The motor vehicles are allocated to the Director, one EL-3,
two EL-2.

Technology Development Corporation

1. One.

2. One.

3. The motor vehicle is allocated to the Chief Executive Officer
as an element of his employment contract.

Department of Agriculture

1. Seventeen.

2. Ten.

3. Five of the motor vehicles are allocated to officers at exec-
utive level of classification as per Cabinet approval. The details
are as follows:

Chief Executive Officer: The Department of Agriculture has
one permanent long-term hire vehicle with private plates allocated
to the Chief Executive Officer.

Senior Officers: The Department of Agriculture has four offi-
cers at EL-2/EL-3 level using personally allocated long-term hire
vehicles with private plates.

Ten are for rural counsellors which have obtained Cabinet
approval for the hiring of private plated vehicles. The Rural
Counselling Program was established by the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment in 1986 to provide financial counselling to farmers and
their families in financial difficulties.

Fifty per cent of each service’s funding is provided by way of
a grant from the Commonwealth Government while the South
Australian Rural Counselling Trust Fund attempts to provide
approximately a quarter of the funds with the services raising the
remainder (in cash and in kind) from their local communities.

There are 10 rural counselling services operating in South Aus-
tralia—three on Eyre Peninsula and one each in the Riverland,
Murray-Mallee, Lower North, Mid and Upper North, Kangaroo
Island, South-East and Yorke Peninsula. The South-East Rural
Counselling Service Inc. employs two part-time rural counsellors
while the Eastern Eyre Rural Counselling Service Inc. and the
Riverland Rural Counselling Service Inc. both have two full-time
counsellors.

The primary role of the rural counsellors employed by the rural
counselling services is to counsel rural families experiencing finan-
cial difficulties, social and family problems and to examine options
for financial management, including adjustment out of the indus-
try and survival during periods of low or nil income.

It is considered that the use of these private plated vehicles
protects their clients from embarrassment from friends and neigh-
bours.

There is no cost to the Government as the rural counselling
services pay the rates (set on a cost recovery basis) for the long-
term hire of vehicles. It should be noted that the Rural Coun-
selling Services are autonomous bodies and are independent from
the Department of Agriculture or State Government.
Department of Fisheries

1. Six.

2. Six.

3. Chief Executive Officer——One.

Surveillance Purposes:

MAS1—One vehicle
OPS5—Two vehicles
OPS4—O0ne vehicle
OPS3—O0ne vehicle
Office of Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs

1. Two.

2. Two.

3. Chief Executive Officer, Office of Multicultural and Ethnic
Affairs; Chairman, South Australian Multicultural and Ethnic
Affairs Commission. ‘

All vehicles with private plates are on lease from State Fleet.

PAPERS TABLED

The following papers were laid on the table:

By the Attorney-General (Hon. C.J. Sumner)—
Local and District Criminal Courts Act 1926—Local
Court Rules.
By the Minister of Tourism (Hon. Barbara Wiese)—
Drugs Act 1908;
Fisheries Act 1982;
Occupational Therapists Act 1974;
Australian Health Commission Act 1976.
By the Minister for the Arts and Cultural Heritage
(Hon. Anne Levy)—
Geographical Names Board—Report, 1990-91;
Teachers Registration Board of South Australia—Report,
1990-91;
Metropolitan Taxi Cab Act 1956—Applications to Lease.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT: GAMING MACHINES

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE (Minister of Tourism): I
seek leave to make a statement on allegations of impro-
priety.

Leave granted.

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: Last Thursday I made a
statement to Parliament totally rejecting slurs cast upon my
reputation in relation to the introduction of the gaming
machines legislation. It has been suggested that sums of
money have come to me through the companies of my
partner Mr Jim Stitt and as part of his involvement with
the Hotel and Hospitality Industry Association, and that he
has influenced me in relation to the legislation.

There is no substance to these imputations but battling
them has been like boxing with shadows because the Oppo-
sition, which claims to have material to substantiate the
allegations, has refused to present it to me or to the Gov-
ernment.

What the ABC journalist and members of Parliament
have done is piece together a ragbag of unrelated documents
and information in a shabby attempt to discredit me and
my partner and thwart the gaming machines legislation.

These allegations all hinge around a company called
Nadine Pty Ltd which Mr Stitt and I originally set up to
jointly own a unit in Perth and when we bought our house
in Adelaide the company was used to purchase that prop-
erty.

I have now had the opportunity to check relevant finan-
cial records in detail, have assembled documents and made
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further inquiries. I believe the documents show that the
allegations against me are without foundation.

I wish to make the following points:

1. That in the opinion of Nadine’s accountant I have
received no personal monetary benefit from loans made
to Nadine Pty Ltd from Mr Stitt’s involvement with
the Hotel and Hospitality Industry Association.

(In any event there is nothing improper in two people
who live together permanently pooling financial
resources.)

2. Mr Stitt was not involved in the preparation of legis-
lation on gaming machines, and he was never present
at any meetings with Government Ministers or officers
who had responsibility in this area.

3. The Hotel and Hospitality Industry Association has
made it clear in public statements in recent days that
the role of their consultants, including Mr Stitt, on
gaming machines has not been to lobby the Govern-
ment but to provide advice to the association.

4. The Hotel and Hospitality Industry Association has
stated also that no consultant employed by them will
receive a success fee or bonus on the passing of the
legislation or other matters.

I have studied the records of Nadine Pty Ltd, particularly
those relating to the period from November 1990, the time
at which Mr Stitt’s consultancy with the Hotel and Hospi-
tality Industry Association was approved. They show that
since Mr Stitt began work for the Hotel and Hospitality
Industry Association there have been only two payments by
Mr Stitt’s companies to Nadine Pty Ltd: one of $250 on 15
March 1991 and the other of $1 000 on 16 August 1991, a
total of $1 250.

These payments were in the form of loans from Ausea
Network Management Pty Ltd and International Business
Development Public Relations Pty Ltd, respectively, to sup-
plement Nadine’s cash flow to meet mortgage repayments
to the Town and Country Building Society in relation to
the unit we own in Perth.

The Opposition has referred to a document suggesting
that International Casino Services would work in associa-
tion with one of Mr Stitt’s companies, International Busi-
ness Development Pty Ltd, in assisting in the preparation
of gaming machine legislation and the provision of political
advice where necessary.

1 made it clear on Thursday that this related to Victoria
and not South Australia. I now have documentation from
both International Casino Services and the Victorian Gov-
ernment confirming this.

Furthermore, the Hotel and Hospitality Industry Associ-
ation has advised in writing that it has no knowledge of the
document quoted in Parliament. I believe this material
refutes any allegations of financial impropriety. However, I
have asked the Attorney-General to review the documents
and financial records.

The Hon. K.T. Griffin: That is not independent, is it?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: Are you suggesting that
the Attorney-General is not independent? Are you suggest-
ing that the honourable Attorney-General cannot be trusted
by this Parliament?

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order! The Council will come to order.
The honourable Minister.

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I would now like to address
the issue of my participation in discussions in Cabinet on
the proposed gaming legislation. I indicated on Thursday
that I believed Mr Stitt’s involvement with the Hotel and
Hospitality Industry Association was well known among my
Cabinet colleagues. I have since learned that this was not

so in all cases and, accordingly, with the benefit of hindsight
I believe I should have formally disclosed his involvement
to Cabinet.

The Hon. L.H. Davis: You should have done that, any-
way. It is extraordinary that you did not.

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: However, [ stress that in
this instance no damage has been done.

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: Cabinet was not consid-
ering the—

The Hon. R.I. Lucas: Have you lost your way?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: There is actually a mistake
here, but I'll have to work out what it is meant to say.

The Hon. R.L Lucas: There are a few mistakes in this.

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: Well, there aren’t actually.

Members interjecting:

The Hon. R.I. Lucas: What a debacle.

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: It is not a debacle at all.
Cabinet was not considering this matter in the usual way
that one would—

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Members interjecting:

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: Well, that is not what I
intended it to say, and I am sorry, Sir, but I did not have
an opportunity to look at this statement before 1 delivered
1t.

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order! The Council will come to order.

The Hon. L.H. Davis interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: The fact is that this Bill
was not a Government Bill in the usual sense of the word.

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: This is the point that has
obviously not been transposed correctly in the word proc-
essing that has taken place. The point is that this Bill, as T
have already indicated in previous statements, was not being
considered in the usual way. It is not a Government Bill;
it is a Bill being introduced by the Minister of Finance, and
all members of Parliament have a conscience vote on the
matter.

The Hon. L.H. Davis interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable Minister.

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: In any event, the views
of individual members of Cabinet are immaterial to the
outcome of the Bill.

The Hon. R.I. Lucas interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order! Are you listening, or do you
not want to listen?

The Hon. R.I. Lucas: Is this a ministerial statement or
isn’t it?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: The ministerial statement
will be on the record: what I have said, which will be
recorded by Hansard, is the ministerial statement. In any
event, the views of individual members of Cabinet are
immaterial to the outcome of the Bill, since each member
of Parliament will vote according to their conscience and
have equal influence over the legislation. I can have no
more or less influence than any other member. Members
are free to move amendments if we do not like the Bill as
it stands. We are all free to lobby other members. In my
own case, I have no intention of lobbying others and, as I
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have previously indicated, my involvement thus far has
been peripheral.

From the outset, the Minister of Finance has had carriage
of this Bill and he has determined its content. This can be
confirmed with him but I note that when I have made these
points earlier they have not been taken up with the Minister
of Finance. However, I invite people to do so. The allega-
tions on this issue have been a beat-up of the worst kind.
Mr Stitt’s relationship with me has been a constant source
of rumour and innuendo. This is the latest of a number of
such false allegations that have been circulating in the com-
munity, stirred by people with their own vested interests.
Lamentably, last Thursday and in a public statement yes-
terday—

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order! The Council will come to order.
The honourable Minister.

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: —I understand the Hon.
Mr Elliott regurgitated yet another such story currently cir-
culating among environmental organisations, namely that
Mr Stitt is deriving income from the proposed Tandanya
development on Kangaroo Island. This is not true. Mr Stitt’s
involvement with this project ceased in January 1990, more
than 12 months before the original proponents sold the
development. It is also untrue that Mr Stitt was responsible
for introducing the current owners to the previous owners.

Destructive rumour mongering in Adelaide is becoming
an art form. Perhaps this has always been so, but what is
worse is the willingness of the Liberals and Democrats to
give credence to the most unlikely and outrageous allega-
tions by raising them in this place without attempting to
verify their accuracy. The damage of these cowardly attacks
for politically expedient purposes reaches far beyond Par-
liament. It impacts on the broader community, damages
individuals and their businesses—

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: —and devalues the par-
liamentary system. I want to stress that I resent in the
strongest possible terms this latest slur on my reputation in
the media and in both Houses of Parliament.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT: NATIONAL CRIME
AUTHORITY FINAL REPORT

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER (Attorney-General): I seek leave
to make a statement on the subject of the final report of
the National Crime Authority.

Leave granted.

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: This ministerial statement
deals with the final report of the National Crime Authority
(the NCA) and covers its operations in South Australia
pursuant to South Australian reference No. 2. I will also
report to Parliament on the investigation of corruption
allegations ventilatéd in 1988, whether those investigations
have been undertaken by the NCA or by the South Austra-
lian Police (SAPOL), and in particular the Anti-Corruption
Branch (the ACB). I will also report to the Parliament on
the comprehensive anti-corruption initiatives already under-
taken by the South Australian Government and on other
important measures to be introduced in the near future.

Final report of NCA on South Australian Operations

I seek leave to table the following documents:

Leave granted.

1. Final Report of National Crime Authority (January

1992).

2. National Crime Authority Summary of Charges and

Convictions under South Australian reference No. 2.

3. SAPOL report on activities of Anti-Corruption

Branch (13 March 1992).

4. SAPOL report on Operation Abalone.
5. Report of Committee of Review on the operation

of the South Australian Listening Devices Act 1972-1989.

Leave granted.

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: As members will observe, the
final report contains three chapters. Chapter 1 deals with
the background to the NCA’s operations in South Australia
and the establishment of the Adelaide office. Chapter 2
deals with the conduct of investigations, and provides an
overview of the conduct and results of the NCA’s investi-
gations, including the 56 names appended to the reference,
as well as a summary of major and significant investiga-
tions, and other statistical information. Chapter 3 contains
the NCA’s findings in relation to blackmail, police corrup-
tion, police involvement in illegal drug activity and the
activities of Barry Moyse, and also contains its recommen-
dations in relation to the law and administrative reform.

The final report contains two appendices: appendix A
contains the text of the public sitting of the NCA held in
Adelaide on 16 February 1989 and appendix B contains a
table of investigations conducted under South Australian
reference No. 2. Investigations under South Australian ref-
erence No. 2 were assigned the code name Operation Medusa
by the NCA. It should be noted that the NCA has advised
that in appendix B to the report all names, other than those
where individuals have been convicted of criminal offences,
have been deleted. Although the NCA has furnished to the
Government a copy of the table with names included, the
authority has formally advised in its letter of transmission
dated 16 January 1992 that ‘it is the authority’s opinion
that the table with names included should not be made
public’.

While I will deal with each part of the final report in turn
and, in particular, with the Government’s response to the
NCAs recommendations, the most critical findings of the
NCA are as follows:

Blackmail of Senior Public Officials

The final report reconfirms the NCA’s Operation Hydra
report (tabled in Parliament on 5 March 1991) which con-
cluded after comprehensive investigation that no satisfac-
tory evidence existed that senior public officials (politicians
included) are reluctant to tackle the issue of public corrup-
tion because they are being blackmailed by brothel keepers
involved in the drug trade.

Police Corruption

The final report of the NCA states (paragraph 3.6 at page
28):

During the course of its investigations into the specific matters

set out in the reference, bearing in mind that this reference was
not an investigation at large into police corruption in South
Australia, the authority has found no evidence of organised police
corruption, as opposed to isolated instances of improper behav-
iour on the part of police officers acting either individually or in
concert with other persons.
The report states that after extensive investigations no crim-
inal charges have been recommended against any of the
nominated police officers (that is, of the 29 named serving
or former police officers listed in the annexure to South
Australian reference No. 2) and that, in the vast majority
of instances, the authority has recommended that no further
investigations are warranted. Paragraph 3.8 of the final
report states:

In a number of instances, a lack of appropriate procedures or
guidelines has meant that police officers have been left open to
allegations of corruption and impropriety. Areas of concern have
included adjudications, prosecutions, exhibits, records, and the
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handling of informants. The NCA is pleased to note, however,
that these former deficiencies have now been rectified. The oper-
ation of SAPOL is discussed further in the recommendations
section of this report.

Police Involvement in Illegal Drug Activity

Paragraph 3.9 of the final report states:

A number of investigations conducted by the NCA under the
reference concerned allegations of police involvement in the cul-
tivation, supply and distribution of illegal drugs. Again bearing
in mind that this reference was not an investigation at large into
police involvement in such activity in South Australia, the NCA
has found no evidence to support criminal charges in respect of
such allegations.

Activities of Barry Moyse

Paragraph 3.10 of the final report states:

The NCA investigated a number of allegations, the gist of which
were that Barry Malcolm Moyse was acting with other police
officers in his criminal enterprise and that other named police
officers ‘took over’ his criminal enterprise after he was arrested.
The NCA found no evidence to support either of these allegations.
Turning again to the text of the final report, chapter 1 deals
with the background of the NCA’s operations in South
Australia. It is important to recall that the NCA has con-
ducted operations in South Australia since early 1987, pur-
suant to Commonwealth reference No. 7 and the parallel
South Australian reference No. 1 (issued on 30 May 1986)
and that those investigations led among other things to the
arrest, charging and conviction of Detective Chief Inspector
Barry Moyse, who was the officer-in-charge of the SAPOL
Drug Squad (paragraphs 1.4 and 1.5 of the final report).

As a result of these inquiries the NCA produced on 28
July 1988 an interim report on South Australian reference
No. 1. Chapter 12 of the report, entitled ‘Conclusions and
Recommendations’, was tabled in Parliament on 16 August
1988. This report recommended that allegations received in
the course of investigations be referred to SAPOL for inves-
tigation as part of a revised anti-corruption program
(paragraph 1.7 of the final report).

In the event, the South Australian Government approached
the NCA requesting the establishment of an office in South
Australia for the purpose of investigating the unresolved
matters reported upon by the NCA in its interim report of
July 1988 (paragraph 1.8 of the final report) and other
corruption allegations made in 1988. The basis of the South
Australian Government’s request to the NCA was founded
upon the requirement that the reference would enable the
investigation of not only outstanding matters from the
Interim Report but allegations arising from the Masters’
Page One television program of 6 October 1988, the
Wordley/Bottom allegations (Sunday Mail, 8 May 1988),
allegations in Parliament, including those by the Hon. lan
Gilfillan MLC on 5 October 1988 and at other times, and
finally the so-called ‘“Mr X’ Octapodellis tapes. The back-
ground to these matters is fully set out in my ministerial
statement to Parliament on 5 April 1990, and see also the
press release of the Deputy Premier, Dr Hopgood, dated 24
November 1988, which states, in part:

The South Australian reference approved today by the inter-
governmental committee will enable investigations of allegations
of serious criminal conduct and corruption of public officials,
including police. The reference will enable investigations of among
other things outstanding matters arising from the NCA’s interim
report dated 29 July 1988 and allegations arising from the Masters
report, the Mr ‘X’ transcripts and allegations in Parliament.
The reference was formally issued by the then Minister of
Emergency Services, Dr Hopgood, on 24 November 1988.
Chapter 1 then deals (paragraphs 1.12 to 1.14) with the
establishment of the Adelaide office of the NCA as from 1
January 1989, with Mr Mark Le Grand being appointed as
the first ‘additional member’ to head the new Adelaide
office, and it concludes with reference to the first public
sitting of the authority held in Adelaide on 16 February

1989, chaired by the then Chairman of the NCA, Mr Justice
Stewart.

Pausing at this point, I remind members of Mr Le Grand’s
observation at the first public sitting when he stated:

The authority, as I see it, has a two-fold function in respect of

the allegations which have been made in Parhiament and in the
media. The first is to clear the names and reputations of innocent
persons and, if possible, to lay the ghosts to rest once and for all.
Secondly, if sufficient admissible evidence is available, to place
persons involved in criminal conduct before the courts by the
submission of a brief or briefs of evidence to the prosecuting
authorities to be dealt with according to law.
I stress to members the importance of Mr Le Grand’s
remarks as to the function of the authority, as a matter of
public interest, in clearing the names and reputations of
innoceni persons, a function already substantially under-
taken and discharged by the NCA’s Hydra report. The report
notes that Mr Le Grand’s appointment concluded on 31
December 1989, and he was replaced by the late Mr G.
Dempsey. Mr Dempsey took sick leave because of ill-health
in late 1990, and Mr G.J.T. Cusack QC (the Sydney-based
member of the authority) undertook responsibility for the
Adelaide office and for South Australian reference No. 2.
The completion of the inquiries under the reference has
been the responsibility of Mr Cusack QC.

Chapter 2 of the final report describes the conduct and
results of the NCA investigations pursuant to South Aus-
tralian reference No. 2. Before turning to the detail of these
matters, it is important, in order to understand the frame-
work and structure of the NCA’s operation in South Aus-
tralia, to note the following statement in paragraph 2.2 of
the report:

The issue of official corruption, including corruption of or by
police officers, has been central to the investigations of the NCA
in South Australia pursuant to the reference. While other criminal
activities, illegal gambling, extortion and prostitution; the culti-
vation, manufacture, preparation or supply of drugs of addiction,
prohibited drugs or other narcotic substances, and murder and
attempted murder, were mentioned in the reference, by and large
these activities have been investigated only to the extent that they
might be incidental to an investigation of alleged corruption.
Paragraph 2.1 points out that the NCA has already reported
on three of its major investigations which have been made
public, viz. Operation Ark, Operation Hound and Operation
Hydra. The first of these reports, Operation Ark, was released
publicly by me on 25 January 1990 and the recommenda-
tions of the so-called ‘Stewart’ Ark document on 30 January
1990 (see my ministerial statement, Hansard 8 February
1990). Both the Operation Ark report and the recommen-
dations of the Stewart documents were tabled in Parliament
on 5 April 1990. I do not propose to revisit the controversy
which was unfortunately generated between then members
and former members of the NCA on this issue. Suffice to
say that the Commissioner of Police immediately intro-
duced administrative reforms to give effect to the NCA
recommendations. I remind members of the central finding
of the authority (paragraph 15 of the report) which stated:

... The authority therefore finds that there was no dishonesty
or corruption in the failure of senior officers of SAPOL to inform
the NCA or the Commissioner of the South Australian Police of
the Operation Noah allegations.

This finding was common to the two documents.

The second major NCA report which has been released
by the South Australian Government was Operation Hound:
the authority’s report into Operation Hound was tabled and
a ministerial statement given by me in Parliament on 12
February 1991. The final report (paragraph 2.23) summar-
ises the central findings of the Hound report as follows:

The NCA made the following findings in relation to those

matters which had been identified as requiring determination:
o The authority found no evidence that withdrawals occurred
on a regular basis by agreement between any persons and
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reached the view that there were deficiencies in the prose-
cution process which were exploited by isolated groups of
people, such as Baskeville and his colleagues. The evidence
before the NCA did not indicate widespread corruption.
There was no evidence that senior officers were engaging in
the improper withdrawal of TINs for themselves or others.
There was no conduct on the part of the Crown Prosecutor,
Mr Rofe QC, which impeded or was calculated to impede
the conduct of the investigation.
In the course of the operation, extensive evidence was heard
by the authority concerning deficiencies in the prosecution
process. These matters and the authority’s recommendations
in relation to them, are discussed in chapter 3 of this report.
The third major NCA report previously released by the
South Australian Government was Operation Hydra. The
NCA'’s report into Operation Hydra was tabled in Parlia-
ment on 5 March 1991: I refer members to the Premier’s
ministerial statement (Hansard, House of Assembly, 5 March
1991). The NCA’s final report (paragraphs 2.37 to 2.48)
summarises the most important findings of Operation Hydra.
Again, there were no findings of blackmail or corruption
involving public officials including politicians and police
officers, and in particular allegations made in the media
and Parliament relating to me were refuted by the NCA.
Chapter 2 of the final report also reports on three further
significant investigations—Operation Fleece, Operation
Cache and allegations concerning former Commissioner
Giles. In relation to Operation Fleece (where names are not
used because of pending court proceedings) the final report
states the operation is:

...in many ways representative of the type of investigations
conducted under the reference. It involved allegations of cannabis
cultivation and associated police corruption and, despite extensive
inquiries, including the use of electronic surveillance and the
NCA’s coercive powers, the NCA was unable to substantiate the
corruption allegations. The operation did, however, lead to the
conviction of several persons on drug related charges.

After these extensive inquiries the NCA concluded it:

...was unable to obtain any corroboration for Pluto’s allega-

tions from any other source. All possible avenues of inquiry have
now been pursued by the NCA, and Pluto has refused to cooperate
further with NCA investigators. Unless any further information
comes to hand, each and every allegation of corrupt berhaviour
remains unsubstantiated.
Chapter 2 of the final report also briefly reports on Oper-
ation Cache, which centred upon investigations into alle-
gations of corruption in relation to the operations of the
South Australian Housing Trust, particularly in relation to
Port Pirie. The NCA’s investigation revealed systems of
corruption in place within the South Australian Housing
Trust, and resulted in five persons being charged in October
1989 with fraud, larceny and false pretences offences. Three
of the persons have been convicted, two of them having
pleaded guilty.

Chapter 2 of the final report also deals with allegations
of an improper association between a certain vice operator
and the former SAPOL Deputy Commissioner (as he was
at the time) J.B. Giles. Some of the allegations were dealt
with in Operation Hydra (see chapters 2 and 4 of the Hydra
report), but the final report deals with the NCA’s investi-
gation of the allegation that the vice operator’s telephone
call to Giles in the early hours of the morning of 5 February
1982, while Vice Squad members were conducting a raid
on the brothel operated by the vice operator and the sub-
sequent return of various audio and computer tapes to him,
suggested corruption or impropriety on the part of Giles.

The final report (paragraph 2.106 at pages 23 and 24)
provides the following analysis of the facts established by
the investigation:

The vice operator provided information to SAPOL officers and
had spoken to Giles on a limited number of occasions.

During the police raid on the vice operator’s brothel, the vice
operator and the officer who led the raid both spoke with Giles

'

by telephone at his home address, however, it remains unclear
who actually telephoned Giles.

Giles private home telephone number was listed in the tele-
phone directory [white pages] at the relevant point in time.

As a result of the telephone conversation between Giles and
the officer leading the raid on the brothel, agreement between
them was reached which resulted in the seizing and sealing of the
audio tapes, computer disks and other items. Under instruction
from Giles, this property was subsequently examined by another
senior SAPOL officer.

Giles did not become personally involved in the investigation.

The returning of the seized property to the vice operator did not
result in the loss of any evidence against the vice operator in
relation to the offences with which he was charged.
The final report concludes that there is no evidence that
former Deputy Commissioner Giles acted in any way
improperly. In particular, the report states (paragraph 2.108
at page 24) that the NCA, after a comprehensive investi-
gation of the circumstances (including an examination of
the tapes which were again seized by the NCA in 1989),
found no evidence of impropriety on the part of Giles and
no evidence that his association with the vice operator was
improper. It should be noted that the implication of corrupt
or improper behaviour was made by a reporter, Jayne
Anderson, on the ABC 7.30 Report on 11 and 12 December
1989. It is pleasing to note that the NCA has found these
allegations to be completely unfounded, a result which I am
sure was anticipated by all (inside and outside SAPOL) who
know of Mr Giles’ reputation and service to the South
Australian Police Department and community.

Other investigations

The final report (paragraph 2.112 at page 24) states that
a total of 46 matters (which encompass the 56 names) were
examined under the reference, including the six matters
(Operations Ark, Hound, Hydra, Fleece, Cache and allega-
tions concerning former Commissioner Giles) which were
specifically reported on in chapter 2 of the final report and
which have been detailed above.

I inform the Parliament that the NCA has furnished three
confidential interim reports on Operation Medusa to the
South Australian Government pursuant to section 59 (2) of
the NCA Act 1984 (Commonwealth). The first report was
furnished on 24 May 1991 and dealt with 24 of the 56
persons nominated in a list attached to South Australian
Reference No. 2. The second report was furnished on 19
June 1991, and dealt with a further 16 of the nominated
persons, and the third report was furnished on 23 December
1991 dealing with the balance of the nominated persons.

The NCA final report states (paragraph 2.1) that:

... many of the allegations investigated by the NCA have been
found to be unsubstantiated. These investigations have been the
subject of confidential reports to Government pursuant to section
59 (2) of the Act. It would be unfair, indeed impermissible under
section 59 (5) of the Commonwealth Act, to disclose in this report
any matter which could prejudice the safety or reputation of
persons named in these confidential reports.

As is made clear from the passage quoted above from the
NCA'’s final report (paragraph 2.1, and see also paragraph
2.112), it is not possible to table the confidential interim
reports on Operation Medusa.

However; the NCA has provided, in Appendix B to the
final report, a table which provides a brief synopsis of the
remaining 40 matters and outcomes. As the final report
points out (paragraph 2.114 and also paragraph 2.1 and
paragraph 2.112), the majority of the allegations have been
found to be unsubstantiated. The NCA has therefore, in
Appendix B, taken steps to conceal the identity of those
who were the subject of investigation and this has neces-
sarily resulted in the provision of only relatively brief details
in the appendix.

Members will note that Appendix B to the NCA’s final
report contains summaries of the following code-named
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operations, a number of which were reported on in my
statement to Parliament on 5 Aprl 1990: I have cross-
referenced these operations to the corresponding operations
identified by letters of the alphabet in my earlier statement.
I seek leave to have that table inserted in Hansard without
my reading it. It is of a statistical nature.

Leave granted.

Attorney-
General’s
NCA Final Report Ministerial
Statement 5
April 1990
Operation
1 Meatra Operation I
Tower M
3 Colours C
4 Drover D
5 Blacksheep A
6 Thursday N
7 Mill J
8 Pines K
14 Icarus H
15 Lance —
24 Terrier L
37 Delilah O

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: I also advise members, for the
sake of completeness, that the code-named operation already
reported in detail in this report (Cache, Fleece, Hound and
Hydra) were identified in my earlier statement as follows,
and I seek leave to have that material inserted in Hansard
without my reading it. :

Leave granted.

Attorney-General’s
Ministerial

Statement S April Operation Code
1990

name
B............ Cache
E............ Fleece
F.o........... Hound
G ... Hydra

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: Members will note that in the
course of Operation Medusa the NCA disseminated mate-
rial to SAPOL in respect of a number of operations reported
upon. The disseminated material was directed by the Com-
missioner of Police to the ACB for analysis, and further
action as required. In addition, the South Australian Gov-
ernment has referred to the Commissioner of Police the
confidential interim reports provided by the NCA to the
Government and those reports have of course been made
available to the ACB for assessment and further action if
required.

Accordingly, before turning to the recommendations con-
tained in the final report of the NCA, I wish to provide
Parliament with further information as to coordinate State
investigations (that is, non-NCA investigations) undertaken
by SAPOL and, in particular, the ACB in respect of the
1988 corruption allegations, which precipitated the estab-
lishment of the NCA office in Adelaide in January 1989.

I have already tabled the ACB Report by the Commis-
sioner of Police covering the investigations undertaken by
the ACB on allegations made in 1988, and on matters
disseminated to the ACB by the NCA. The ACB Report
deals with investigations by the ACB into: the 1688 Mr X
tapes; the ‘Gilfillan’ allegations; the Masters tapes; matters
disseminated by the NCA to the ACB; and other matters.

As to the investigation of the 1988 Mr X tapes, the ACB
Report states that drug-related allegations made by Octa-
podellis to Wordley were assessed in Operation Exposé.
Many of the suspects had already been apprehended or were
currently in gaol in relation to the specific allegations made

by Wordley. Charges for drug-related matters arising-from
allegations investigated under Operation Exposé were laid
against 21 persons, and the details of offenders charged and
results are detailed in Appendix A in the report I have
tabled.

Two suspects, Green and Stamoulos, were apprehended
as a direct result of information supplied by Wordley. The
remaining offenders were not specifically identified by Word-
ley but were apprehended by police investigators pursuing
various lines of inquiry with associates of the nominated
suspects. In relation to non-drug issues some were factual
but historical and related to the late 1970s and early 1980s.
However, most were vague and too general for any specific
line of inquiry to be commenced.

As to the ‘Gilfillan’ allegations, the ACB report states that
the Hon. Mr Gilfillan MLC was given the opportunity to
provide additional information, but was unable to give to
the NCA specific evidence to assist in many cases. The ACB
report details a number of investigations undertaken by the
ACB into the allegations by the Hon. Mr Gilfillan, but in
no instance, other than in respect of Operation Abalone
which I will deal with separately, were any charges laid, and
in most cases there was no evidence to support or substan-
tiate allegations. In particular, there was no evidence to
substantiate allegations of police or public sector corruption
in the matter raised by the Hon. Mr Gilfillan, including in
Operation Abalone.

As to the ‘Masters’ tapes the ACB Report states that Mr
Chris Masters appeared before a hearing of the NCA but
‘...was unable to provide any evidence of substance for
most allegations’. The report states that most of the alle-
gations raised by Masters have been addressed by the NCA
in the Medusa and Hydra reports.

The ACB report also details the investigations and follow-
up activities and operations of the ACB as to the following
operations referred by the NCA to the ACB, which I have
cross-referenced to the operation numbers listed in Appen-
dix B to the Final Report of the NCA, which I have earlier
tabled. I seek leave to have that inserted in Hansard without
by reading it.

Leave granted.

Operation
Colours ................... (Operation 1)
Pines ..................... (Operation 8)
Blacksheep ................ (Operation 5)
Mill. ..o (Operation 7)
Tower ........ ... ........ (Operation 2)
Terrier.................... (Operation 24)

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: Finally, the ACB report deals
with investigations entitled Operation Drover (which was
disseminated from the NCA—see Operation 4 of appendix
B to the NCA Final Report) and Operation Jones.

I have also tabled a further detailed SAPOL report, enti-
tled Operation Abalone. The investigation by the ACB enti-
tled Operation Abalone arose out of allegations by Dick
Wordley in two articles (entitled “The Crooked Coast’) pub-
lished in the Advertiser on 14 and 16 April 1990, which
referred to earlier allegations of abalone poaching and asso-
ciated criminal activities, which had been earlier investi-
gated by a Special Police Investigation Team between 25
November 1988 and 19 April 1989.

The two newspaper articles included new allegations
obtained from West Coast residents, and further informa-
tion was obtained from a Ceduna resident alleging corrupt
practices by police and fisheries officers. The ACB has in
Operation Abalone reinvestigated all earlier investigations
as well as all ‘new’ allegations. Although abalone poaching
continues to represent a law enforcement problem, the most
important conclusion from the Operation Abalone report is
that the investigation did not identify any corruption by
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police or fisheries officers. While some issues raised were
true, a considerable amount of the information was based
upon hearsay, rumour and speculation and obtained—in
some cases—from discredited ‘witnesses’.
Recommendations by National Crime Authority in Final
Report

I now deal with the various recommendations made by
the NCA both in its Final Report and in earlier reports,
and I detail the Government’s response in relation to all
recommendations.

Establishment of a Police Board (Paragraphs 3.44 to 3.50
of Final Report)

The NCA recommends (paragraph 3.45) that the South
Australian Government give consideration to the establish-
ment of a Police Board whose specific functions might
include:

e Seclection of members of senior rank.

e Formulating plans for the development of comprehen-

sive, balanced and coordinated police service.

e Making recommendations to the Minister on police
matters, such as training, personnel practices, financial
management and planning and property management.

e Initiating research into new police methods and other
research related to law enforcement.

e Providing advice on matters referred by the Minister.

I inform the Council that the South Australian Govern-
ment has agreed that the proposal for a Police Board be
examined further by a ministenial commitiee, comprising
the Attorney-General, the Minister of Emergency Services
and the Minister of Labour, and research work has already
commenced to examine the benefits, or otherwise, of the
New South Wales Police Board model, as well as relevant
police organisation structures and models from other over-
seas jurisdictions. I expect that the Government will be able
to analyse and determine its views on this matter quite
quickly.

Introduction of Contract Policing (Paragraphs 3.51 to 3.55
of the Final Report)

The NCA recommends that the South Australian Gov-
ernment and the Police Commissioner give serious consid-
eration to the introduction of a system of contract policing
along the lines introduced by the Australian Federal Police
(AFP).

The AFP Amendment Act abolished tenure and replaced
it with a fixed-term appointment system for all police mem-
bers and staff members of the Australian Federal Police:
the NCA Final Report notes that the system enables police
and staff members to leave the Australian Federal Police,
and enables the Commissioner not to reappoint members
who are not performing to the required level.

I advise that the Government has agreed that the proposal
for contract policing be examined by a Heads of Agencies
Committee comprising the Commissioner of Police, the
Commissioner for Public Employment and the Chief Exec-
utive Officer of the Attorney-General’s Department, and
that that committee reports to Government by 30 June
1992.

Informers (Paragraphs 3.56 to 3.59 of the Final Report)

The NCA is of the view that it is inappropriate for senior
police officers to deal with informers and recommends that
Police General Orders be amended to prohibit officers of
or above the rank of Inspector from dealing with informers.
I advise that the Commissioner of Police accepts that the
principle of prohibiting senior officers from dealing with
informers is sound, and that he is implementing amend-
ments to the existing General Orders as recommended by
the NCA’s Final Report.

Associations with Criminals (Paragraphs 3.60 and 3.61 of
the Final Report)

The NCA’s Final Report recommends that, if police offi-
cers form an association with known criminal offenders,
they be required to inform the ACB and their superior
officer of that relationship. I inform Parliament that the
Commissioner of Police has advised that existing guidelines
to police officers regulating association with criminal
offenders should be further developed, and that he is con-
ducting a review to include further specific instructions in
Police General Orders as recommended by the NCA.
Resourcing of Anti-Corruption Branch (ACB) (Paragraphs
3.42 and 3.43 of the Final Report)

The NCA Final Report commends the ACB for its com-
mitment to the eradication of corruption, and notes that
recent investigations under the ACB’s Operation Hygiene
have demonstrated this commitment. The NCA has accord-
ingly recommended:

... that the ACB continue to be resourced to a level sufficient to
enable it to take a proactive approach to allegations of corruption.
This will enable the ACB not only to react to complaints or
allegations of corruption, but to take steps actively to target and
investigate possible areas of corruption, and to undertake corrup-
tion prevention activities.

I advise that Cabinet has agreed that the question of resources
for the ACB be referred to the 1992-93 budget process for
consideration. There is no doubt that, following the with-
drawal of the NCA (after 30 June 1991) from anti-corrup-
tion activities in South Australia, the single most critical
factor in anti-corruption measures for the future is the ACB,
which as members are aware was administratively estab-
lished under directions by the Governor to the Commis-
sioner of Police pursuant to the Police Act, in March 1989.
As stated above, the NCA has been particularly commend-
atory of the efforts of the ACB for its committed and
vigorous approach in fighting and eradicating corruption
and in pursuing allegations, as is specially demonstrated in
its efforts in Operation Hygiene.

Recommendations in earlier National Crime Authority
reports

The NCA Final Report summarises recommendations for
law and administrative reform contained in previous NCA
reports to the South Australian Government, and examines
in some detail the actions taken by the South Australian
Government to implement and give effect to those recom-
mendations. The NCA Final Report notes:

@ that the South Australian Government has imple-
mented the recommendation in the NCA July 1988
Interim Report that an ACB be established;

e the actions taken by the Commissioner of Police to
give effect to the recommendations contained in the
Operation Ark report;

e the actions taken by SAPOL to rectify deficiencies in
the police prosecution process as recommended by the
NCA Operation Hound Report;

o the establishment of an Office of Director of Public
Prosecutions by the Director of Public Prosecutions
Act 1991 as recommended by the Operation Hydra
report;

e the review of the operation of the laws of South
Australia relating to prostitution carried out by Mr
Matthew Goode as recommended by the Operation
Hydra report. The issue of prostitution reform is of
course currently before the Parliament in terms of
debate on the Prostitution Bill.

The Final Report also notes the initiatives undertaken by
the South Australian Government in relation to SAPOL,
including:

e the existence of the Police Complaints Authority;
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e the establishment of a permanent office of the NCA;

e the adoption of a code of ethics for police officers;

e the implementation of the Public Sector Fraud pro-

gram.
I inform the Parliament that the only matter outstanding
from earlier reports relates to the recommendation in the
Operation Hydra report (paragraph 6.22) that the operation
of the law relating to listening devices be reviewed.

A committee of review comprising the Crown Prosecutor,
the Assistant Commissioner (Crime) and the Commander
of the ACB has reported on the operation of the South
Australian Listening Devices Act (1972-1989), a copy of
which report I have already tabled. The committee has
concluded that it is difficult to conceive of a way in which
the prohibition might be made more effective by legislative
change. The South Australian Act already goes further than
comparative interstate legislation in that it prohibits both
the possession of declared listening devices, as well as their
use. The Listening Devices Act was substantially revamped
in 1989, and provision was made in the 1989 amendments
to provide for the safeguards of judicial warrants to author-
ise the use of listening devices. However, the committee
has identified a technical difficulty in relation to the use of
warrants granted under the Listening Devices Act:

In the Committee’s view, of greater concern are the shortcom-
ings of the warrants granted under the Listening Devices Act. At
present, warrants issued under the Act may authorise entry onto
specific premises for the purpose of maintaining, installing or
retrieving devices. In a practical sense, this causes difficulties for
law enforcement agencies in situations where they are following
a moving target, such as a drug dealer who is moving from motel
to motel. With each move, a new warrant must be sought with
the intended delay that that entails. The Commonwealth Customs
Act 1901, as amended, provides in section 219 (5) (d) (i) for
warrants enabling entry onto any premises in which the target ‘is,
or is likely to be’. This is obviously 2 much more flexible form
of warrant.

I advise that Cabinet has agreed that a Bill be drafted to
amend the Listening Devices Act as recommended by the
committee of review,

Other Anti-Corruption Initiatives by State Government

I advise that Cabinet has recently approved the prepara-
tion by Parliamentary Counsel of a whistleblowers protec-
tion Bill which will be publicly released as an exposure draft
so as to focus public debate on the issue. The matter of
whistleblower protection is receiving considerable attention
in Australia at the present time, particularly following the
Queensland Electoral and Administrative Review Commis-
sion Report in 1991, and the Government believes it is
timely to gauge the views of the community on the topic.
The Government anticipates introducing the legislation in
the budget session.

Cabinet has also approved that there be developed a code
of conduct for public sector employees, and work is advanced
on the preparation of a code which will serve as a consol-
idated practical manual alerting public sector employees to
their ethical and legal responsibilities in areas such as con-
flicts of interests, public comment and disclosure of infor-
mation, privacy and confidentiality, the acceptance of gifts,
etc.

Members will also be aware that the Government last
year introduced the Statutes Amendment and Repeal (Pub-
lic Offences) Bill 1991 which has completely revised and
modernised the law relating to offences dealing with the
duties of public officers, particularly with respect to offences
of public corruption, including bribery, intimidation, extor-
tion and abuse of public office. When this landmark legis-
lation is enacted, South Australia will have the most
streamlined ‘public officials’ offences legislation in Aus-
tralia.

I also inform the Parliament that the South Australian
Government expects soon to be giving consideration to a
draft model witness protection Bill, which would have Aus-
tralia-wide ramifications and which if implemented would
involve complementary Commonwealth, State and Terri-
tory legislation. The Public Sector Fraud Policy was launched
by me in September 1991. The major focus of this policy,
which is an important and integral part of the Government’s
crime prevention strategy, is to cnsure as far as possible,
that major fraud in the public sector is avoided in South
Australia. This policy is unique in that it takes a co-ordi-
nated approach to fraud prevention and aims to give man-
agers assessment and prevention skills linked to existing
management practices. There are a set of procedures by
which managers can identify areas where there is a risk of
fraud and ensure there are controls put in place so that
fraud cannot and does not occur.

To provide an overall role in the implementation of the
public sector fraud policy, the State Government has estab-
lished the Public Sector Fraud Co-ordinating Commititee
comprising representatives of the Auditor-General’s Depart-
ment, Treasury Department, Attorney-General’s Depart-
ment and the Commissioner of Police, who chairs the
Commiittee. The role of the committee is to:

e conduct education and information sessions across the

public sector;

@ assist in the development of fraud control plans by

individual agencies and review and monitor final plans;

e provide advice to me as Attorney-General on fraud

matters. ,
Statistical Information and Costs

The cost to the taxpayer of NCA involvement in South
Australia has been substantial: the total operating cost of
the Adelaide office, excluding the salaries of SAPOL officers
on secondment to 30 June 1991 (from 1 January 1989) was
$8 million, with the total cost, including SAPOL salaries
for the same period being $9.7 million. The operating costs
for the ACB since its establishment in March 1989 have
been over $1 million; in 1989-90 the costs were $452 014
and the costs in 1990-91 were $637 760. The NCA’s inquir-
ies in South Australia were extensive. Chapter 2 of the final
report provides a statistical summary on all operations con-
ducted under the reference, with details as follows:

In the course of investigations conducted pursuant to the ref-
erence, over 4 000 files, containing approximately 150 000 pages,
were created. NCA investigators interviewed 965 persons. A total
of 16 Warrants were obtained pursuant to the Listensing Devices
Act 1972 (SA) and four Warrants were obtained pursuant to the
Telecommunications (Interception) Act 1979 (Commonwealth).

Persons summonsed to give evidence at section 17 hearings
convened by the Authority pursuant to the Reference totalled
199, resulting in the creation of 8 490 pages of transcript. As a
perusal of the NCA’s Annual Reports for 1988-89, 1989-90, and
1990-91 will show, hearings conducted pursuant to the Reference
constituted a significant proportion of the NCA’s national total.
The total number of exhibits tendered during the hearing program
was 705. Section 18 notices to produce documents were served
on 66 persons or organisations, resulting in 622 documents being
tendered.

Paragraph 2.119 summarises the charges for offences laid
which are more fully detailed in the Survey of Charges
made under South Australia Reference No. 2 which I have
already tabled.

As a footnote and by way of illustration of the extent of
the NCA investigations I remind members that in the course
of Operation Hydra all persons interviewed and those sum-
monsed to attend hearings in the course of Operation Hydra
investigations were asked whether they had any direct or
indirect knowledge of corruption within SAPOL—see par-
agraph 16 page 150 of Operation Hydra.

Conclusion
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The allegations of police and public sector corruption in
South Australia which have now been reported on were
raised in 1988. Some were clearly politically motivated by
the Olsen Liberal Opposition attempting to tar the South
Australian Government with the corruption brush which
had been so successful in New South Wales and by the
Australian Democrats (Hon. Ian Gifillan) who used the
allegations to pursue his own objective of an Independent
Commission Against Corruption. Others emanated from the
media and so-called investigative journalists. There was an
unhealthy atmosphere of political and media hysteria built
up over these issues in 1988. Media outlets developed a
pack mentality to chase every story. There was very little
critical analysis of the issues.

The reports I have tabled today make it clear that there
has been an overreaction in this State to ill-founded rumours
and often stale and ancient baseless information concerning
public officials, members of Parliament and police officers,
with time and again extensive inquiries revealing little sub-
stantive evidence or basis to the allegations.

That is not to say that there has not been some isolated
corrupt or improper activity by individuals. It is also true
to say that there must remain some doubts about the activ-
ities of some individual police officers in relation to some
of the allegations, although in most cases these are of an
historical nature. By way of example, in one case the author-
ity believes that there is little doubt that a former police
officer was involved to some extent with drug related crim-
inal activity in the early 1980s. However, the authority has
concluded that since 1985 there is no evidence to suggest
that he has continued in these alleged criminal activities or
remained an associate of criminals.

As a consequence, the authority has recommended that
no further investigations into the former officer’s activities
be undertaken in relation to this matter. Again, in relation
to a current serving officer, the authority concluded that,
whilst there were allegations suggesting that the officer may
have been involved in the past in criminal activity, the
evidence was insufficient to prosecute him for any offence.
In addition, there is no information to suggest that he is
currently involved in any such activity. In relation to another
current serving officer, the authority concluded that the age
of the matter and the circumstances surrounding it meant
that the prospect of a successful criminal prosecution is, at
best, remote and, accordingly, that the material as it stands
would not support a criminal prosecution.

However, the reports do establish that the vast majority
of allegations which fuelled the extravagant speculation of
the media, the Liberal Opposition and the Hon. Mr Gilfillan
in 1988 are without foundation. The Government’s position
on this matter has been consistent throughout. Had the
evidence available to us indicated that a royal Commission
was necessary, we would have had one. However, our con-
sistent advice from the NCA has been that we do not have
a Queensland situation in South Australia, and at the time
of delivery of the 1988 interim report Justice Stewart advised
that in his view a royal commission was not necessary. This
advice is effectively confirmed by the report tabled today.

It is interesting to note that the ABC’s 7.30 Report on 11
December 1989 (reporter Jayne Anderson) contained an
allegation of an ‘absolute parallel, step for step, measure for
measure, person for person, face for face’ with Queensland.
Nothing of the kind has been found. Many of the allegations
have emanated from criminal elements; many were recycled
and handed on from the period of the Giles/Hunt inquiry
established by the Tonkin Liberal Government in 1981.
Some were old, one even going back to 1976. Many were
made about completely innocent people. It is a regrettable

fact that many innocent people (including police officers)
were caught up in the corruption hysteria of 1988. Policing
is a difficult enough task as it is without the pressure of
unsubstantiated allegations. Allegations should be made only
if there is some reasonable basis for them. Much was flimsy,
unreliable, uncorroborated, and from questionable sources.
Some informants had a vested interest in making allegations
against police because they were subject to police investi-
gation or prosecution. Much of this was picked up by the
media and politicians and given a status and credibility it
did not deserve.

It is important to realise that the police get intelligence
from large numbers of sources. Some of it is rumour and
hearsay and cannot be reliably acted on. It is important for
police to have this information but it is another thing for
it to be transformed into the status of credible allegations
by the media or members of Parliament. Not only does this
not assist police investigations but also it may damage the
reputation of innocent individuals. It may mean that police
resources are used chasing matters of no substance.

I would like to thank the NCA for its work in South
Australia. The well publicised disputes about the direction
of the authority and the personality conflicts which occurred
during one period in the South Australian office were
regrettable and detracted from its effective operation. How-
ever, investigators and staff continued to work despite these
difficulties and deserve our thanks. In the final analysis,
comprehensive inquiries were carried out into serious alle-
gations, and the authority has now successfully completed
the reference given to it in November 1988. By letter to me
dated 20 February 1992, the then Acting Chairman of the
NCA, Mr J.P. Leckie, advised as follows:

With the furnishing of its final report on South Australian
reference No. 2, the authority is of the view that all the matters
that required investigation under the reference have been com-
pleted. As presently advised, the authority does not intend to
conduct any further investigations pursuant to the reference.

I advise Parliament that Cabinet has considered the matter,
and has approved that pursuant to section 5 (5) of the NCA
(State Provisions) Act 1984 1 withdraw the State reference
by notice in writing to the Authority.

Finally, it is worth reflecting on certain wise words of Mr
Tony Fitzgerald, QC (as he then was) in the 1989 Fitzgerald
royal commission report. At page 8 of the report, the Royal
Commissioner stated:

The main objects of this report and its recommendations is to
bring about improved structures and systems. The past misdeeds
of individuals are of less concern, except as a basis for learning
for the future.

In South Australia, little evidence of misdeeds by public
officials has been uncovered, and for that we should be
grateful. Nevertheless, the Government has taken the oppor-
tunity to learn for the future to bring about improved
structures and systems, which have been outlined in this
statement. Because of the frailty of human nature it may
not be possible completely to eradicate isolated instances of
public sector and police corruption. However, we must
ensure that legislation and administrative practice is such
as to minimise the possibility of it occurring and, in partic-
ular, to ensure that organised institutionalised corruption
does not take hold in South Australia. The Government
believes that the initiatives outlined in this statement will
achieve that objective.
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QUESTIONS
GAMING MACHINES

The Hon. R.I. LUCAS: I seek leave to make an expla-
nation before asking the Minister of Tourism a question
about poker machines.

Leave granted.

The Hon. R.I. LUCAS: The Minister of Tourism
acknowledged last week that the company International
Casino Services Pty Ltd had been advising the hotel and
hospitality industry on gaming matters. However, she
asserted that the involvement of Mr Jim Stitt had been
quyite separate and distinct from that of International Casino
Services, despite the production of a document last week
promoting a direct association beiween Mr Stitt and Inter-
national Casino Services to provide political assistance and
advice on legislation. I have now obtained a further docu-
ment which confirms the very close association between
International Casino Services and one of Mr Stitt’s com-
panies, International Business Development Pty Ltd.

Last week, the Minister claimed that International Busi-
ness Development Pty Ltd ‘has had no involvement or
interest in the matter’ of lobbying members of Parliament
on the question of gaming machines. However, this new
document names Mr Brian McMahon as a consultant for
IBD. He is the same Mr McMahon who is a principal of
International Casino Services. There is a clear association
between International Business Development Pty Litd and
International Casino Services Pty Ltd. In fact, those two
companies have the same telephone number and address
(437 St Kilda Road, Melbourne). A call to this Melbourne
telephone number this morning produced the recorded mes-
sage response ‘Brian McMahon’s office’.

Financial records I have seen show that money has been
transferred from International Business Development Pty
Ltd to Nadine Pty Ltd while Mr Stitt has been involved in
advising on gaming matters in South Australia. They also
show that there have been financial transactions between
another of Mr Stitt’s companies (IBD Public Relations) and
International Casino Services. Further, while the Minister
said in her statement last week that the prime business of
International Business Development Pty Ltd ‘is matters
relating to foreign investment’ the documents I have seen
make no reference to foreign investment but promote Mr
Stitt as a director with ‘an extensive list of State and national
Government contacts’ whose background ‘provides clients
of IBD Pty Ltd with negotiating strengths “in-house”.’

It has been put to me that statements the Minister has
made on this issue have attempted to downplay Mr Stitt’s
full role in proposing and advocating the establishment of
an Independent Gaming Corporation—a legislative model
that the Minister had supported in this Parliament and
publicly.

In the light of this new information, does the Minister
now acknowledge that her statements in the Council last
week that IBD Pty Ltd has had no involvement or interest
in the matter, and that its prime business was ‘matters
relating to foreign investment’ were wrong and, if she does
not, will she now attempt to explain the conflict?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: Absolutely nothing what-
soever is new in the information that the honourable mem-
ber has provided to the Parliament, except that he has
drawn in yet another Australian businessman to be deni-
grated and have his business affairs paraded before the
South Australian Parliament. The only new information we
have received today is that the Hon. Mr Lucas has men-
tioned a man named Mr Brian McMahon,

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: Mr McMahon is a man
whom I know. Mr Brian McMahon is a solicitor in Victoria
and, as I understand it, was approached by International
Casino Services some time last year when it made a sub-
mission to the Victorian Government registering an interest
with that Government when it heard that that Government
was considering the introduction of casinos and poker
machines. I have already referred to this matter in previous
statements, and I referred to it quite clearly again in today’s
statement. The document to which the honourable member
referred is the one to which I have referred in my statement
today. I made quite clear that International Casino Services
had produced a document which it forwarded to the Vic-
torian Government. [ have verified this matter, and it is
correct. It does have a reference to Mr Brian McMahon as
the Victorian contact for International Casino Services, and
I am sure that anybody who understands anything about
business-—although I don’t expect the Hon. Mr Lucas knows
much about it—

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: —would not find that at
all unusual. The honourable member claims that last week
I indicated that International Business Development Public
Relations Pty Ltd was primarily engaged in foreign invest-
ment. That is not my recollection of what I said. As I recall,
1 said that International Business Development Pty Lid was
primarily involved with foreign investment issues.

The Hon. R.1. Lucas: That’s what I said.

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: That is not what you said,
because I wrote down what you said here.

The Hon. R.I. Lucas interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: My understanding is that
International Business Development Pty Ltd, a company
based in Western Australia, has been primarily involved
with foreign investment.

The Hon. R.I. Lucas interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable member can
elaborate in another question later.

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: Whether it is or is not
has absolutely nothing to do with any of the matters that
the honourable member has raised here or has raised over
the past few days.

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: The real point—

The Hon. R.1. Lucas interjecting:

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I would like to address
that point, because Mr Stitt is a public relations consultant.
He provides advice to companies and individuals on a wide
range of matters. One would expect that he had a wide
range of contacts within Governments around Australia
and, indeed, he does. Why should he make a secret of it?
It is a plus for the business that he conducts. It is also true
10 say that he also has a very extensive range of contacts
amongst members of the Opposition in various Parliaments
of Australia, and that must also be a selling point for
someone who is a public relations consultant. What is so
sinister—

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: —about this allegation
that is being made, and what does it have to do with the
point at hand? It has nothing to do with the point at hand
at all. The matter of the financial transactions between two
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of Mr Stitt’s companies and a company of which I am a
director are matters to which I referred in my statement. I
refer the honourable member to that statement if he wants
to check exactly what I have said about that matter. As I
indicated earlier, the entire issue will be referred to the
Attorney-General for his consideration, and I am quite sure
that he will discover these matters and will report on them.

The Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN: I seek leave to make an expla-
nation prior to directing a question to the Minister of
Tourism on the subject of conflict of interest.

Leave granted.

The Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN: Last week, the Minister said
that the company, Nadine Pty Ltd, 50 per cent of which is
owned by her and 50 per cent by Mr Stitt, was formed to
hold property. She identified a unit in Perth and the home
in Adelaide which is occupied by her and Mr Stitt. Also
last week, the Hon. Mr Gilfillan referred to a document
which indicated that Nadine Pty Ltd invoiced International
Business Development Pty Ltd for $5 000 worth of profes-
sional or other services. Also, the Minister indicated last
week, without specifically referring to that invoice, that the
money involved loans to meet shortfalls between rental
income and the expenses of owning two properties, in par-
ticular, mortgage payments and repairs and maintenance
costs.

In the light of those matters to which the Minister referred
last week and the statement which she has made today, can
the Minister indicate whether Nadine Pty Ltd did, in fact,
hold only property or whether, in one way or another, it
performed services for any other company-—~whether Inter-
national Business Development Pty Ltd or any other com-
pany—in the provision of professional or other services
and, if it did not, is the Minister able to explain the reason
why there may be an invoice which purports to indicate
that some professional or other services were performed by
Nadine Pty Ltd to the value of some $5 000 over a period
of some three months?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: The invoice to which the
Hon. Mr Gilfillan referred last week was a document that
was shown to me by an Adelaide journalist last week, and
I have reason to believe that that document may not be
genuine. As I have indicated, in relation to the matter of
the affairs of Nadine Pty Ltd, my financial documents are
being handed to the Attorney-General, and I am sure that
he will be able to check on the available information that
we have. I hope that member will also supply information
which they may have and which may assist in a review of
the financial documents that I will provide to him.

The Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN: As a supplementary question,
is the Minister then saying, first, that no services were
performed by Nadine Pty Ltd for International Business
Development Pty Ltd or other company? Secondly, is the
Minister also saying that there are no invoices purporting
to be for professional services rendered by Nadine Pty Ltd,
whether to International Business Development Pty Ltd or
some other company?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I would not like to pro-
vide inaccurate information to the Council. I cannot recall
whether or not the issues that the honourable member is
raising are accurate. Therefore, I will have to go back over
those records. In any case, the Attorney-General’s review of
those statements will discover these matters.

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order! I suggest that the members
who have asked questions should listen to the answers. If
they are not prepared to listen to the answers, I suggest they
do not ask the questions.

The Hon. DIANA LAIDLAW: My question to the Min-
ister of Tourism relates to disclosure of interest. Given that
the Minister, in a statement in this place earlier today,
acknowledged that with the benefit of hindsight ‘I believe I
should have formally disclosed to Cabinet Mr Stitt’s
involvement with the Hotel and Hospitality Industry Asso-
clation,” will the Minister now also acknowledge that she
should have formally disclosed to the Premier and/or Cab-
inet colleagues that she was the co-director and equal share-
holder with Mr Stitt in Nadine Pty Ltd and that there were
financial transactions linking Nadine Pty Ltd and Mr Stitt’s
other companies that were employed by the HHIA?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I have already dealt with
these matters in numerous statements. My involvement
with Nadine Pty Ltd is on the public record; it is in my
pecuniary interest statement, and all members have access
to that information.

As regards the second part of the question, I have dealt
with those matters in the statement that I made today.

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: They are dealt with in the
statement that I made today. If members recall my state-
ment—and the paragraph that the honourable member
should be taking account of is on page 1-—I indicated that
in the opinion of Nadine’s accountants I have received no
personal monetary benefit from loans made to Nadine Pty
Ltd from Mr Stitt’s involvement with the Hotel and Hos-
pitality Industry Association. That answers the question. I
ask members to read the statement carefully.

CREDIT PAYMENTS

The Hon. I. GELFILLAN: I seek leave to make an expla-
nation before asking the Minister of Small Business a ques-
tion about credit payments.

Leave granted.

The Hon. I. GILFILLAN: I have been approached by
Mrs Dorothy Male, who runs a wholesale fabric and craft
supply company, K&D Investments. According to Mrs Male,
an increasing number of South Australian small businesses
are being ripped off by people buying goods from whole-
salers on 30-day credit and subsequently refusing to pay
accounts. This is leaving many suppliers with a growing
number of unpaid accounts, forcing the supplier to carry
the financial burden, while a long and often unproductive
chase takes place to recover the debt.

K&D Investments supplies goods to approximately 600
other businesses in South Australia and follows the practice
of providing clients with a 30-day credit repayment time to
allow for the sale of goods. According to Mrs Male, an
increasing number of what she calls ‘fly-by-nighters’ are
buying goods and using the money from the sale of those
goods to pay secured loans in relation to their business but
not paying their wholesale credit accounts. When Mrs Male
attempts to recover the debt, businesses are declaring them-
selves bankrupt, leaving the wholesale company with no
claim on assets or goods, as the credit accounts are not
secured.

Mrs Male quotes one recent case where a couple who
owned and operated a fabric shop had a clearance sale and
declared themselves bankrupt. A few days later they opened
another fabric shop close to the one they had previously
operated and, using the pick of the stock left over from
their clearance sale, began operating in the name of their
daughter. They had blatantly managed to thumb their nose
at some of their creditors, including Mrs Male.
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Mrs Male said she finds people are getting cunning—
buying goods, selling them quickly and using the money to
pay secured loan instalments but having no money to pay
for the goods taken on credit. Suppliers are unable, by law,
to enter clients’ premises and repossess goods which have
been taken but not paid for. The only recourse is through
the courts, which is lengthy and expensive and, if successful,
the costs recovered rarely cover the cost of litigation. In
addition, many clients operate via post office box numbers
and often abscond with the takings from sales, making the
tracking of -the person’s whereabouts almost impossible,
given that Australia Post is under no obligation to reveal
personal details of post office box holders.

This problem, according to Mrs Male, is on the increase
in South Australia, which is experiencing a record number
of small business bankruptcies and, according to Mrs Male,
there is a growing number of empty handed creditors who,
being frustrated by the legal process and the lack of other
avenues of action, are now considering taking the law into
their own hands and resorting to violence to retrieve goods
and money owed. I therefore ask the Minister:

1. Does she acknowledge and accept that there is a major
problem in wholesale debt recovery and is she aware of the
extent and effect of it on small business?

2. What action is the Minister taking to deal with this
situation? ‘

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: The issue that the hon-
ourable member has raised has not been raised with me by
small business organisations or operators, so [ am not fully
aware of the extent of the problem that he has outlined. If
he would like to provide further information on the matter,
I will undertake some inquiries and ascertain whether the
State Government can do anything to assist with the prob-
lem that he has outlined.

GAMING MACHINES

The Hon. L.H. DAVIS: My question is to the Minister
of Tourism. Is the Minister aware that one member of the
Lotteries Commission, a senior public servant, the Deputy
Under Treasurer, Mr John Hill, has expressed serious con-
cerns about the role that the Minister took in discussions
on poker machine legislation, and did she at any stage speak
to Mr Stitt about Mr Hill’s concerns?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: This matter was raised by
somebody or other in Parliament last week. 1 have no
evidence that Mr Hill has expressed any concerns about the
minimal role that I have played during the course of the
preparation of the Gaming Machines Bill. This is just another
of the unsubstantiated allegations that Liberal Party mem-
bers have been producing day after day about this issue. I
have spent the past few days going through my financial
records to try to prove my innocence in a situation where
nobody has vet produced any evidence of my guilt. The
information that I have gleaned through my own inquiries
will be reviewed by someone other than myself in order
that I am able to clear my name against these appalling
allegations.

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order! The Council will come to order.

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: These people have not
been prepared to provide any evidence of the baseless alle-
gations that they have made in this place, and I tell them
to put up or shut up.

The Hon. R.I. LUCAS: When the Minister has calmed
down we will put up, as we have done for the past few

days. I seek leave to make a brief explanation before asking
the Minister of Tourism a question about poker machines
and conflicts of interest.

Leave granted.

The Hon. R.I. LUCAS: Following the statement by the
Minister of Tourism last Thursday that Mr Jim Stitt ‘has
no financial interest in the company known as International
Casino Services’, can the Minister explain the two payments
totalling $5 000 made to International Casino Services in
June and September of last year by one of Mr Stitt’s com-
panies, International Business Development Public Rela-
tions Pty Ltd?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I would not have thought
that a payment from one company to another, if the com-
pany being referred to was the one doing the paying, indi-
cates a financial interest in the receiving company at all.
Unless the honourable member has something a bit better
to offer than that in demonstrating that there is a financial
interest in International Casino Services on the part of one
of Mr Stitt’s companies then 1 do not think that it is a
matter that we need to deal with here today at all.

MUANU FEEDLOT

The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: I seek leave to make a brief
explanation before asking the Minister representing the
Minister for Environment and Planning a question about
the Muanu feedlot at Clare.

Leave granted.

The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: Two years ago, the issue of
the Muanu feedlot in Clare was raised by local residents,
who were concerned that the total of approximately 5 000
head of cattle was too great for the size of the feedlot. This
meant that a large amount of effluent was entering local
creeks and waterways. Concern was also raised about the
closest residence to the feedlot being a mere 600 metres. In
New South Wales guidelines for feedlots restrict the nearest
residence to 5 km. Currently there are many residential
homes less than that distance away. These residents have
complained continuously to the Clare council that the smell
from the feedlot is unbearable. The Clare council considered
the complaints for at least 14 months before residents were
told that the matter had been passed on to the Department
of Environment and Planning,

A question was asked in this Council by the Hon. Ron
Roberts on the matter on 28 August 1991. The Hon. Anne
Levy replied that the local council was the planning author-
ity and that any complaints should be directed to it. This
directly conflicts with the council’s response that it was a
matter for the Department of Environment and Planning.
Despite the concerns of the residents being raised in Parlia-
ment, no action was taken either by the council or the
department.

The feedlot has never received council approval even
though it has now been operating for over two years. The
owner has applied for planning approval, and the Clare
council is currently considering that application. Although
local residents have the right to see the application and
submit comments on it, as yet they have not had the
opportunity to do so. In September 1991, letters were sent
to all Clare councillors about the concerns. No answers were
received. They were informed that no comments were
allowed by the council while applications were being con-
sidered.

In October 1991, a senior officer of the Department of
Environment and Planning told Mr Bernard Ruthenbeck
that the situation would be remedied in 14 days. Nothing
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was done. A court order application was initiated by the
Department of Environment and Planning to restrict the
operation to 3 000 head of cattle. The court granted this
and the deadline for compliance was set at 1 March 1992.
The owner appealed and the deadline has been extended to
May. The residents are not asking that the feedlot be closed
altogether, but moved to a more appropriate site. They say
that there are at least four alternative sites. My questions
to the Minister are:

1. What actions, if any, have been taken to rectify the
situation in Clare since the question was asked in Parlia-
ment last year?

2. Is the department or is the district council responsible
for allaying the concerns of local residents or will the buck
continue to be passed?

3. Have alternative sites for the feedlot been investigated?

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: Most of those questions relate
to the Minister for Environment and Planning’s portfolio
and [ will certainly relay them to her and bring back a reply
as soon as possible. I can indicate to the honourable member
that certainly the planning application was made by the
feedlot proprietor to the District Council of Clare, which
indicated that it would go through the procedures required
in terms of public notification, submissions and so on. So,
there is no doubt that the District Council of Clare was
initially the planning authority to whom the application
should have been made before the feedlot was established.

GAMING MACHINES

The Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN: [ direct my question to the
Minister of Consumer Affairs. In view of the nature of the
vigorous debate within the Labor Party over whether the
independent gaming corporation or the Lotteries Commis-
sion should control poker machines and gaming machines
in South Australia, will the Minister indicate when she first
made up her own mind that the independent gaming cor-
poration model was the model for regulation that she would
support?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I am not able to put a
date on that, but it was some time during 1991 that I
determined in my mind, in general terms, that the proposal
for an independent gaming corporation was the most desir-
able model. I came to that conclusion after I had read and
absorbed the proposals that had been circulated to various
members of Parliament and to the Government generally
by the Lotteries Commission of South Australia and also
the hotels and clubs, after reading other correspondence
that came my way from various sources where people were
expressing a point of view about these things, and also after
the respective organisations had had an opportunity to make
presentations to the Parliamentary Labor Party Caucus.
Once I had received that information and had listened with
interest to the submissions—both verbal and written—that
had been made by various organisations, and after I had
had an opportunity to think about it, I concluded that the
model being put forward by the industry was likely to be
the one that would work, as long as considerable effort was
put into ensuring adequate safety and security controls.

The Hon. DIANA LAIDLAW: I seek leave to make a
brief explanation before asking the Minister of Tourism a
guestion about the Gaming Machines Bill.

Leave granted.

The Hon. DIANA LAIDLAW: Last week in the Legis-
lative Council the Minister said:

My input [with respect to this Bill] has been limited, except on
the few occasions the Finance Minister has sought my advice . ..
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I have confined myself to a peripheral and secondary role in
Cabinet discussions on the Bill.

That statement was a disappointment to me because, like
many people in the tourism industry, I have been hoping
that the Minister was fighting very hard to—

The Hon. Anne Levy interjecting:

The Hon. DIANA LAIDLAW: Well, I will reflect then
the views of the tourism industry in saying that it had
hoped that the Minister would be fighting very hard to
ensure that a proportion of the revenue from these gaming
machines would be included in the Bill. It was a matter I
raised with the Minister last week. However, notwithstand-
ing my opinion and that of the tourism industry, it is a fact
that a report in the Advertiser dated 25 October 1991 stated:

The Executive Director of the Licensed Clubs Association, Mr
Greg Cole, said yesterday that he had had talks with Mr Blevins
and Tourism Minister Ms Wiese last week and was told they
wanted the legislation brought on as quickly as possible.
Therefore, my questions to the Minister are: what was the
nature of these discussions with the LCA on 25 October
1991; why was she planning to have the legislation brought
on as quickly as possible; and will she clarify the discrep-
ancies between the impressions that Mr Cole gained from
that meeting and her statement in this place last week?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I do not see that there is
any conflict between the statement I made in this place last
week and the reality of the situation. I did not say I had
no discussions on that matter; I have acknowledged quite
freely and openly that there have been occasions when I
have engaged in discussions on this matter, and they have
been at the request of the Minister who has been responsible
for the Bill. I do not recall the particular meeting to which
the honourable member refers, so I am not able to recount
to her at this time the exact content of the meeting—

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE:—but I recall at least one
meeting where industry representatives were present and it
was an occasion, as with other meetings to which I have
referred, when the Minister of Finance—the Minister
responsible for the Bill—had asked me to be present, because
1 am the Minister in Government who has probably more
contact with members of the industry than any other. As
the honourable member is aware, wherever possible in the
past I have tried to ensure that the views of the tourism
and hospitality industry have been put forward and properly
considered by the Government.

I think that the Minister of Finance has been keen to
know from me my opinions on some of the issues that may
affect the tourism and hospitality industry, and in the ear-
liest stages I was quite happy to provide information to the
effect that it was my understanding that people within the
industry felt that the introduction of poker machines in
South Australia would provide a considerable boost to their
businesses, particularly during difficult economic times, that
it would provide diversity to their businesses and that it
could have an impact on tourism.

So, I have been quite happy to put that point of view
whenever that was possible and there has been a small
number of occasions, when the question of taxation issues
was being discussed, when the Minister of Finance has given
me the opportunity to put a view on that matter. At the
end of the day, the Minister has weighed up the consider-
ations that have been expressed by numerous people, and
the content of the Bill which 1s currently before the House
of Assembly reflects his views of the balance that should
be struck.
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The Hon. DIANA LAIDLAW: Supplementary to that, to
the Minister’s knowledge was Mr Stitt also employed by the
Licensed Clubs Association to lobby in respect of this Bill?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I am not aware of any
employment that Mr Stitt has with the Licensed Clubs
Association and 1 also refer to the statement that [ made
earlier today in which I drew reference to a statement which
has been made in recent days by the Hotel and Hospitality
Industry Association to the effect that none of the consult-
ants whom they have employed have been employed to
lobby on their behalf for this legislation. The association
has indicated that it has undertaken its own lobbying
throughout this process and I am sure the Hon. Ms Laidlaw
would have received numerous contacts herself from rep-
resentatives of the industry on this matter.

The Hon. L.H. DAVIS: My question is directed to the
Minister of Tourism. When did the Minister first become
aware that Mr Jim Stitt was acting as a political lobbyist
for interests wanting to see poker machines introduced into
South Australia?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I have just addressed the
question of lobbying, and I refer the honourable member
to my previous reply. I do not remember exactly when I
learned of Mr Stitt’s appointment as a consultant to the
Hotel and Hospitality Industry Association, but I imagine
it was around the time that that appointment was made.

The Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN: My questions are to the Min-
ister of Consumer Affairs in relation to the Attorney-Gen-
eral’s review, as follows:

1. What are the terms of reference of the review by the
Attorney-General of the papers relating to the Minister’s
interest in gaming machine legislation and what is to be the
consequence of such a review?

2. Does the Minister seriously believe that a referral of
the documents, whatever they may be, by the Minister to
the Attorney-General for review can reassure the public of
South Australia that it is a preferable course to an arm’s-
length, independent inquiry by a person experienced in
commercial matters, particularly in view of the fact that the
Attorney-General is a ministerial colleague with no com-
mercial or accounting experience?

3. Does the Minister seriously believe that such a review
will put the issue of conflict to rest?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I have been placed in the
most invidious position by members of the Liberal Party.
These people opposite—

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: These people have made
a whole range of quite outrageous claims about my conduct
and various claims about financial arrangements, and they
have not produced any specific information about these
matters. They have simply, by innuendo in this place, raised
matters which have been designed to slur my character and
to call my reputation into disrepute. That is something that
I resent—

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE:—enormously, and I have
done as much as I am able to do, in the absence of specific
allegations and in the absence of information that would
support the claims that are being made by members of the
Liberal Party. The questions go on, so it seems to me that
the most appropriate course of action is for me to provide
the information—

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE:—that I have at my dis-
posal to the Attorney-General. I am not planning to make
recommendations to the Attorney-General as to the way he
might conduct a review of the material that I will provide
to him; I believe that that is a matter that he must consider
in the fullness of time but, in response—

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE:—to the honourable mem-
ber’s question about the public attitude to this matter, [
would say that the Attorney-General, both as a man and in
his position, 1s a highly regarded person within our com-
munity, and any review that he institutes will be taken
extremely seriously. If the honourable member is suggesting
otherwise, I am extraordinarily surprised.

The Hon. L.H. DAVIS: My question is directed to the
Minister of Tourism. Did the Minister ever have a discus-
sion with the Lotteries Commission or any members of the
Lotteries Commission about their proposal to supervise
poker machines? If so, to whom did she speak and when?
What views did she form from any discussion that she had
relating to their proposal to supervise poker machines? If
she did not speak to the Lotteries Commission or any
members of the commission about their proposal to super-
vise poker machines, why not?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I have made it very clear
on numerous occasions that I am not the Minister respon-
sible for this Bill. The Minister of Finance is responsible
for drawing up this Bill.

The Hon. L.H. Davis interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I made it quite clear
earlier that I formed my opinion on the most appropriate
form for the Gaming Machines Bill, including monitoring,
regulation, functions and other things, after I had received
written submissions from the Lotteries Commission, the
industry associations and other people who have a view on
the matter and after I had heard the submissions that were
made to the Parliamentary Labor Party at properly consti-
tuted Caucas meetings. That was the basis on which I
formed a view on this matter. Whether I had discussions
with the Lotteries Commission is not relevant. I had the
same opportunity as other members of Caucus to hear the
case of the Lottertes Commission and the industry associ-
ations and, like other members, I have formed my view
according to my conscience.

The Hon. L.H. DAVIS: I ask a supplementary question.
Given the Minister’s particular ability and interest in form-
ing a view on the hotel and hospitality proposal to manage
poker machines, is she now admitting to the Council that
she did not bother to discuss the Lotteries Commission’s
proposal with members of the Lotteries Commission?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I ask the honourable
member whether he has discussed the matter with the Lot-
teries Commission, or will he be coming into this place next
week, having formed his opinions, in much the same way
as I have had the opportunity to form my opinions. It is a
stupid question.

The Hon. R.I. LUCAS: I seek leave to make an expla-
nation before asking the Minister of Tourism a question
about poker machines and conflict of interest.

Leave granted.

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!
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The Hon. R.I. LUCAS: In her extraordinary ministerial
statement today, the Minister indicated that Mr Stitt was
not involved in the preparation of legislation on gaming
machines and that he was never present at any meetings
with Government Ministers or officers who had responsi-
bility in this area. Does the Minister claim that Mr Stitt at
no stage discussed the issue of the form of the poker machine
legislation with her or with any other Government Minister
or adviser, in particular, an adviser such as Mr Nick Alex-
andrides from the Premier’s office?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: Not that I am aware of.

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. K. T. GRIFFIN: Will the Minister of Consumer
Affairs indicate whether or not the decision to refer the
papers of the Minister to the Attorney-General for review
was a Government decision or a decision of the Minister?
If it was a Government decision, will she indicate what the
terms of reference for the review will be and whether or
not it is proposed that a report on the Attorney-General’s
review will be provided to the Parliament and made public?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: The decision to refer my
papers and other information to the Attorney-General was
mine. I will discuss with the Attorney what form the review
might take, but essentially I want this review to be a proper
one and I do not wish to lead the Attorney-General—not
that I think he could be led. I want to discuss this matter
with him. I am sure that he will form his own views, based
on what has occurred over the past few days, about what
form that review should take and what the outcome will
be. Whether it will be a report or a statement to the Parlia-
ment—

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: —or whatever that might
be is a matter that I believe we must now discuss.

The Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN: A supplementary question: will
the Minister indicate when that decision was taken?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: As of yesterday I had put
together most of the documents and other information which
I deemed appropriate in this matter and which addressed
the general accusations, allegations and other matters that
have come forward so far. As I said earlier, I have spent
considerable time over the past few days putting together
those documents and that information. By yesterday, I felt
that all the relevant information had been assembled. I then
thought about what the next step should be so that this
matter could be dealt with and finished. At that time, it
seemed to me that the appropriate course of action would
be to refer this information to the Attorney-General.

The Hon. L.H. Davis: In other words, it was your idea?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I said that earlier: it was
my idea. It is not a Government decision.

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I discussed the matter
with some of my colleagues and took advice—

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: —and it was my view
that this was an appropriate course of action and I hope
that that decision will prove to be correct.

Members interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order! The Council will come to order.

The Hon. R.I. LUCAS: What did the Premier think of
this particular idea—brainwave—of the Minister of Tour-

ism that her ministerial colleague and friend, the Attorney-
General, ought to conduct a supposedly independent review
into the allegations surrounding her?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: Since the Hon. Mr Lucas
does not seem to believe a word I say anyway, I do not
think it matters very much what I say that the Premier
might have thought. I suggest that he ask the Premier.

The Hen. L.H. DAVIS: Does the Minister intend to stand
down while this inquiry is being held and, if not, why not?

The Hon. BARBARA WIESE: I have no intention of
standing down during the review of the documents that I
have put together. There is absolutely no reason for me to
stand down because not one of you people have presented
any information whatsoever that substantiates the appalling
stories that you have put together.

NATIONAL RAIL CORPORATION

The Hon. DIANA LAIDLAW: Has the Minister for the
Arts and Cultural Heritage a reply to a question I asked on
13 February about the National Rail Corporation?

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: I seek leave to have this reply
inserted in Hansard without my reading it.

Leave granted.

The Minister of Transport has provided the following response:

1. The Premier is not stalling on signing the National Rail
Corporation agreement. South Australia’s position is somewhat
different from the other States in that it does not need to dispose
of a loss-making interstate rail system to the NRC. We are con-
tinuing to negotiate with the Commonwealth Government on
several outstanding bilateral issues. These include the nature and
level of residual services in South Australia, the return of land
no longer needed for railway purposes, and a fair deal for former
South Australian Railways staff who may be made redundant
because of the NRC. Once these and other issues have been
resolved the NRC agreement will be signed.

2. Depending on the Commonwealth Government’s intentions
regarding Australian National, it may not be necessary to modify
the 1975 Railway Transfer Agreement. If the Commonwealth
Government decides to abolish AN this would have to be done
by legislation. Although such an act would be in breach of the
Transfer Agreement, the Commonwealth Parliament’s legislative
powers are not fettered by prior agreements. If the Common-
wealth does not intend to abolish AN, but merely let NRC lease
or otherwise acquire its assets and functions this may also be a
breach of the Transfer Agreement. The Transfer Agreement requires
AN to continue to operate the non-metropolitan railways in South
Australia. In addition, AN cannot transfer title to South Austra-
lian Railways land to NRC without breaching the Transfer Agree-
ment.

3. These questions need to be directed to the Federal Govern-
ment.

4. These questions need to be directed to the Federal Govern-
ment.

5. These questions need to be directed to the Federal Govern-
ment.

6. Standardisation of the Adelaide to Melbourne railway will
require the Commonwealth Government to make a decision on
the future of the remaining broad gauge branch lines in the
Murray-Mallee area and the South-East.

Because the branch lines are not part of the interstate rail
system, they do not form part of the NRC network. The State
Government does not have either the legislative responsibility or
the financial resources to contemplate standardisation of the branch
lines or dual gauging of the main line.

BUSES AND RAILCARS

The Hon. DIANA LAIDLAW: Has the Minister for the
Arts and Cultural Heritage a reply to a question that I asked
on 19 February about buses and railcars?

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: I seek leave to have the reply
inserted in Hansard without my reading it.
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Leave granted.

My colleague the Minister of Transport has advised that cur-
renily no decision has been made in respect of any financing
arrangement for the 307 new buses and 50 new 3000 class railcars.
Sale and leaseback arrangements are being considered as a pos-
sible method of financing the new buses and railcars. The South
Australian Government Financing Authority will shortly be invit-
ing potential financiers to submit their proposals. Funding has
been provided for in the State’s capital budget.

MULTITRIP TICKETS

The Hon. DIANA LAIDLAW: Has the Minister for the
Arts and Cultural Heritage a reply to a question that I asked
on 19 February about multitrip tickets?

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: I seek leave to have the reply
inserted in Hansard without my reading it.

Leave granted.

My colleague the Minister of Transport has provided the fol-
lowing responses:
1. The State Transport Authority will appoint any school that
applies to be a licensed ticket vendor.
2, The STA does not discriminate between State schools and
independent schools. Applications are processed in order of
receipt.
3. Schools receive a sales commission of 2 per cent.
As at 20 February 1992, 10 schools had been installed as ticket
vendors.
State Schools
Adelaide High School
Blackwood High School
Marden Senior School
Urrbrae Agricultural High School
Blackwood Primary School
Independent Schools
Woodlands Church of England Girls Grammar School
Scotch College
Walford Anglican School for Girls
Annestey College
Thomas More College
Several other applications have been received and are currently
being processed.

COMPRESSED NATURAL GAS

The Hon. DIANA LAIDLAW: Does the Minister for the
Arts and Cultural Heritage have a reply to a question that
I asked on 20 February about compressed natural gas?

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: I seek leave to have the reply
inserted in Hansard without my reading it.

Leave granted.

My colleague the Minister of Transport has provided the fol-
lowing responses:

1. The order of 307 new MAN buses comprises 100 CNG
fuelled buses, 25 diesel buses and four low floor diesel buses. The
remaining 178 buses will be specified in mid-1993 following
evaluation of both the low floor buses and the CNG buses.

2. The STA does not plan to convert its existing bus fleet to
CNG.

3. The types of engine in the existing 2000 and 3000 Class
railcars have not been developed to run on CNG by the manu-
facturers. Nevertheless, development in this area is being moni-
tored by the STA.

The number of new diesel/electric railcars on order is 50.

REPLIES TO QUESTIONS

The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: I understand that the Minister
for the Arts and Cultural Heritage has replies to questions
I asked on 12 February about the Patawalonga water quality,
on 21 February regarding the northern Adelaide coastline,
and on 11 February regarding the closure of Education
Resource Centres.

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: I seek leave to have the replies
inserted in Hansard without my reading them.
Leave granted.

PATAWALONGA WATER QUALITY

In reply to Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT (12 February).

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: My colleague the Minister of Water
Resources has provided the following responses:

1. The Government has not withdrawn any funding for clean-
up work relating to water quality in the Patawalonga.

The Glenelg Foreshore and Environs project has been put
forward in response to a prospectus containing 21 objectives.

Some of the more relevant objectives are:

e ensure that the proposal does not contribute to beach
erosion or pollution;

e improve the water quality in the Patawalonga to permit
primary contact for recreational and leisure activities;

e 1mprove the amenity of the Patawalonga, particularly bank
erosion, siftation, and aesthetic attractiveness.

Glenelg Ferry Terminal Pty Ltd, now known as Glenelg Fore-
shore Developments, were offered a six month period of exclu-
sivity to prove up their proposals. This period extends through
to April 1992.

Part of these proposals involves works necessary to clean up
the Patawalonga in accordance with the requirements of the pro-
spectus. Specifically this will include trash racks and a gross
pollutant trap as well as other works.

The Government understands that a substantial public contri-
bution for stormwater management will be necessary to enable
all the aims of the prospectus to be met. The Government is
currently endeavouring to do two things in this area. Firstly, we
are investigating ways of funding installation of a trash rack and
a gross pollutant trap in advance of the project. We also anticipate
entering constructively into negotiations with the developer and
the Glenelg council to ensure that all public benefits set out as
part of the package of proposals are realised.

2. The industrial site in question was licensed to hold 40 000
litres of copper chrome arsenate in a single bunded tank.

The pollution incident occurred because of an error in the
procedural process associated with the operation of this tank, not
from any defects in Government safety regulations or their pol-
icing. The bunding in place will contain any direct leakage from
this tank.

The incident occurred when an employee forgot to turn off the
water taps which were filling the chemical tank. This unchecked
flow into the tank was not noticed until after it had flooded over,
filled the bunded area around the tank (which can contain 120
per cent of the volume of the tank), and spilled out into the
street.

Legislation already exists with respect to environmental protec-
tion and consideration is being given to recovering the costs of
the clean-up and prosecution of the company in relation to this
incident.

3. The Patawalonga Basin Task Group was formed in July
1989 to address the issues of developing options to improve the
water quality of the basin. This group comprises members from
the Department of Environment and Planning, Department of
Road Transport, Health Commission and Glenelg council with
the Chairman, Executive Officer and one member from the E&WS
Department.

The group presented its first report to the Minister of Water
Resources in December 1989, and this report was then released
to the public in February 1990.

The report used water quality sampling resuits from three major
studies to assist in its deliberations. viz.:

— Gulf St Vincent studies, 1972-80

— Sturt River studies, 1971-88

— Patawalonga Basin bacteriological surveys, 1986—present
(monthly sampling for Glenelg council).

In addition, specific water quality samples were analysed during
the flushing trial (26 October 1989 to 27 November 1989) and
regular monthly samples from the Sturt Creck (from June 1991)
are being analysed to build the data-base for water quality in this
stream.

Some other specific sampling programs related to the Patawa-
longa exercise have also been completed, viz.:

(1) For the Department of Premier and Cabinet; a silt sample
analysis (April 1990).
(ii) for E&WS Department; a silt analysis (February 1992).

In preparation of the draft EIS for the Glenelg Foreshore devel-
opment proposals (four in number), the consultants drew on all
the above data that was available at that time. The period in
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question was from July-August 1990 through to November-
December 1990 when the draft EIS was on public display.

The task group consider that adequate water quality data has
been and is available to enable the development of options to
improve water quality and to make recommendations to the
steering committee on development proposals.

NORTHERN ADELAIDE COASTLINE

In reply to Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT (20 February).

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: My colleague the Minister for Envi-
ronment and Planning has advised that she is aware of the current
environmental problems associated with the northern Adelaide
coastline. The Department of Environment and Planning has
received similar complaints to that of the honourable member’s
constituent and these have been investigated.

The material referred to is ulva, a green algae that often occurs
in these areas and is driven ashore by wind and tide where it
decomposes. While not a health problems, it is unpleasant and
undesirable.

It 1s caused by a number of factors including stormwater and
agricultural run-off, with effluent from the Bolivar Sewage Treat-
ment Works having an effect on its growth in the area from St
Kilda to Port Gawler.

In order to stop this occurring, and comply with the Marine
Environment Protection Act, the Engineering and Water Supply
Department is developing a reclaimed water management plan.

Options under investigation include upgrading of the treatment
processes and land based discharge of effluent. These works will
be funded from the department’s environmental enhancement
levy.

CLOSURE OF EDUCATION RESOURCE CENTRES

In reply to Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT (11 February):

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: My colleague, the Minister of Edu-
cation has advised that the rationalisation of resource services in
the Education Department’s Eastern Area, coupled with the use
of new communications technology, has brought about increased,
not decreased access to resources for schools in the Clare district.

The resources which were previously held in the Clare resource
centre were distributed to schools where they are now in constant
use. Schools can borrow these resources from each other as needed
s0 no students are disadvantaged by the changes which occurred
more than two years ago.

A computer terminal was installed in the Clare District Edu-
cation Office in April 1991 to provide schools free dial up access
to the resource centres in Murray Bridge, The Orphanage, etc.
Any resources requested from Murray Bridge, which are not on
loan, are supplied within one week of the request.

The Education Department has supplied modems to small
schools in the Clare district. This allows these schools to dial up
to all Education Department resource centres, providing them
access to a much greater array of resources. They can now look
at the resources of places like the Languages and Multicultural
Resource Centre to support their LOTE program, etc. Prior to
the rationalisation this sort of access would not have been pos-
sible.

The Education Department is committed to providing appro-
priate library resource support to students and teachers, using
new technologies to provide this service in the most effective
manner possible.

The Minister is confident that the current changes taking place
in the Education Department are in the best interests of the
students in our schools.

The Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN: I understand that the Attorney-
General has a reply to four questions which I have asked
on various dates.

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: I seek leave to have the replies
inserted in Hansard without my reading them.

Leave granted.

CHILDREN’S COURT

In reply to Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN (23 October and 21 November).
The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: Section 47 applications for juveniles
10 be tried in adult courts involve the most serious group 1 and

2 offences. Applications cannot be made until the matter reaches
the Children’s Court. The time between apprehension and first
appearance can take a number of weeks; it is less if the juvenile
is arrested. The procedures between the committing of the offence
and the first appearance in the Children’s Court are outside the
control of the Attorney-General’s Department (although I would
refer the honourable member to my ministerial statement of 17
March 1992 and my answer to his question of 13 February 1992.

In respect of the question asked on 23 October 1991 and the
matter it was assumed the honourable member was referring to,
there were a number of features which led to what is undoubtedly
an unacceptable delay. This included a number of witnesses turn-
ing hostile.

In respect of the question asked on 21 November 1991 a revised
procedure has been agreed between the Crown Prosecutor’s Office
and the Police Prosecution Section to ensure that section 47
applications are processed as quickly as possible. An examination
by the Crown Prosecutor of other section 47 applications has
revealed that there are no inordinate delays.

However, delays will be occasioned by circumstances outside
the control of the Crown Prosecutor’s Office including, for exam-
ple:

e crowded trial lists;

e unavailability of judges;

o matters held in abeyance waiting for co-accuseds to be com-

mitted for trial;

e accuseds absconding.

The Crown Prosecutor regards a time turn around of 4-6 weeks
from receipt of a Police Department request for a section 47
application until the final disposition of the application to be a
bare minimum.

In reply to Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN (13 February).

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: The Children’s Court Advisory
Committee and the Chief Justice wrote to me in relation to the
judicial resources of the Children’s Court following a matter in
the Court of Criminal Appeal during which submissions were
made in relation to the availability of Judges for some group I
and group 2 offences.

Their submissions were considered by me and by government
and I advised them that it was not my intention to intervene in
the administration of the Children’s Court.

The Children’s Court Advisory Committee report on delays in
the juvenile justice system was requested by me in May 1990. It
was submitted in August 1991 and endorsed by the Ministerial
Group on Crime Prevention in October. The Working Party
recommended in the report continues to examine ways in which
the elapsed time between different stages in the juvenile justice
process can be shorted.

I refer the honourable Member to my Ministerial Statement
and to the report of the Children’s Court Advisory Committee
which I tabled.

A fast-tracking of repeat offenders was undertaken in the central
city area between February and July 1991. An evaluation has
been undertaken and is currently being finalised. Preliminary
results suggest that the pilot program did not deliver its original
aims (of preventing re-offending and ensuring a swift rejoinder
on the part of the justice system to the youths original criminal
act) principally because the number of cases selected for fast-
tracking were too few to be of any conseqeunce. A revised set of
procedural guidelines are being drawn up with the intention of
conducting a follow up program. The evaluation report will be
submitted to the Select Committee cn juvenile justice.

DEREGULATION

In reply to Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN (12 November).

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: The honourable Minister of Finance
has provided information regarding the review of Statutory lic-
ences.

1. As reported in the Minister's news release the review of
licences and permits is scheduled for completion by May 1992.

2. The review of statutory licences is an important component
in the overall work of the Government Agencies Review Group.
The examination of licences and permits will dovetail well with
other programs under way to ensure a clearer and more efficient
public service. The reviews will also focus on those licences which
restrict competitiveness or impose unnecessary costs on business
in South Australia.

The Government has accorded high priority to the review which
is being conducted with each agency by the Government Adviser
on Deregulation.
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3. A comprehensive schedule of all existing licences and per-
mits will be prepared during the course of the review and can be
made available at that time. However, I am informed that many
reviews are now well advanced, in particular in the larger agencies
of Fisheries, Labour, Marine and Harbours, and Road Transport.
Simultaneous reviews have also commenced in the SA Health
Commission, Department of Agriculture, E&WS, Department of
Woods and Forests and in the Department for Environment and
Planning.

The other agencies affected by the Review include the Office
of Transport Policy and Planning, Children’s Services Office,
Public and Consumer Affairs, Mines and Energy, SA Police, Court
Services, Small Lotteries Commission, State Taxation Office, Office
of Tertiary Education, Family and Community Services, Corpo-
rate Affairs Office, Recreation and Sport, SA Metropolitan Fire
Service, Industrial and Commercial Training Commission and
Lands.

The Hon. R.I. LUCAS: I understand that the Minister
for the Arts and Cultural Heritage has replies to questions
that I asked on 11 February about computer systems and
on 26 February regarding freedom of information.

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: I seek leave to have the replies
inserted in Hansard without my reading them.

Leave granted.

COMPUTER SYSTEMS

In reply to Hon. R.I. LUCAS (11 February).

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: My colleague the Minister of Edu-
cation has advised that the Dynix library management system
was selected by the Education Department as a suitable system
for South Australian school libraries from a tender called in 1986.
The Department bought a software licence covering all its schools
for $500 000 and recharged part of this cost to schools. The Dynix
company established its Australasian office in Adelaide and now
locally employs 65 people. The schools version of Dynix is an
Australian product.

The book mark system was developed after the tender was
conducted. It was written to fill a market niche for schools of
less than 200 students, for which Dynix was seen as t00 expensive
and too complex. It was subsequently bought by larger schools
because of its attractive pricing and simplicity. Schools have
always recognised Dynix as the more sophisticated package and
the one suitable for large schools, high schools and shared systems
over more than one campus. The department supports and rec-
ommends both packages.

For both systems the costs of hardware vary from school to
school, depending on the size of the data base and the number
of work stations required. It is not possible to provide total costs
for each system without surveying all the relevant schools. The
time and expense of doing this cannot be justified. Indicative
current costs have been given for each system.

e Dynix has been installed in 97 Departmental locations, which
represent 120 schools and nine out of school resource centres
(that is, a number of installations involve more than one
school). The current cost of a Dynix four user system is
approximately $13 700 for hardware, training, services and
supplies, plus $1 500 to $9 000 for software, depending on
size and type of school and whether disadvantaged.

o There are 182 Departmental schools which have purchased
Book Mark. A single user system currently costs approxi-
mately $3 500 in total, while a three-user system would cost
approximately $7 800 in total (including $240 for software).

e Book Mark has been sold to 52 schools interstate, providing
revenue estimated at between $12 000 and $15 000 (the price,
currently at $300, has varied over the years and disaggregated
totals are not kept). The system has also been sold to a
further 52 libraries in South Australia (47 non-Government
schools and five other).-

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION

In reply to Hon. R.I. LUCAS (26 February).

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: The Chief Executive Officer of an
agency is the Freedom of Information officer if that role has not
been delegated to a specific officer. A number of smaller agencies

have not appointed FOI officers, preferring to wait until the
volume of requests and related workload can be assessed. Inter-
state experience suggests that at least half of the State’s 400
agencies will not recetve an FOI request this year. An FOI officer
has been appointed at the South Australian Timber Corporation.
Over 400 officers from State and local government have received
FOI training to date.

The Freedom of Information Act sets out procedures to be
followed in dealing with requests for information:

e the agency has a responsibility to liaise with applicants should

requests be incomplete or incorrectly framed

e the agency has 45 days to deal with a request for access or

amendment

e the agency must consult with third parties should requests

for documents be received that concern their affairs, such as
personal or business matters

e the agency must decide the form of access, such as photocopy,

transcript, personal inspection

e the agency must provide the applicant with a notice of deter-

mination advising:

e the decision on the application

e the date of determination

e costs to the applicant

e review or appeal rights and any other relevant details.

The notice of determination must state the name and desig-
nation of the officer making the decision. In the majority of
agencies the CEO will not be the decision-maker, and designated
FOI officers will deal with requests. This leaves dissatisfied appli-
cants the right to request an internal review of the initial decision,
which only the CEO can deal with, which would not be possible
if the CEO were to deal with the request in the first instance.
Interstate experience suggests that about 80 per cent of all requests
will be granted, with the remainder being exempted under pro-
visions of the Act relating to personal or commercial privacy or
other specified exemptions.

Ministers have no involvement in the processing of requests
for information. That responsibility rests entirely with the agency
at which the information is held. Some agencies may however
choose to advise their Ministers of requests received, however
this is not a requirement of the Act and is for information only.
Ministers’ responsibilities are limited to issuing ministerial cer-
tificates stating that specified documents are restricted documents
under the Act, such as Cabinet and Executive Council documents.

Four hundred FOI manuals were published in the first instance.
A new updated version was released on 26 February and is being
distributed to meet all outstanding requests.

The Hon. PETER DUNN: I understand that the Minister
for the Arts and Cultural Heritage has replies to questions
I asked on 11 February regarding TAFE funding and on 13
February about pastoral areas.

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: I seek leave to have both replies
inserted in Hansard without my reading them.

Leave granted.

TAFE FUNDING

In reply to Hon. PETER DUNN (11 February).

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: The Minister of Employment and
Further Education has provided the following responses:

1. The sale of old Colleges will not be used for recurrent costs.
Currently, proceeds from the sale of surplus TAFE College prop-
erty is, by agreement with Treasury, used for the activities asso-
ciated with capital asset management of the Department of
Employment and TAFE. It i1s envisaged that this practice will
continue and will be a key means by which DETAFE can improve
the quality of its accommodation, which will reflect in the more
efficient delivery of education training programs.

2. The issue of general fee increases is complex, with the final
determination made by the Minister and Cabinet. The question
infers that an additional service charge will be specially applies
to the Salisbury and Port Adelaide college redevelopment projects.
This will not be the case. It is intended that all TAFE Colleges
will offer educational training programs to industry and employer
services at a fee to assist in activities such as on the job training.
It is also anticipated that Salisbury and Port Adelaide, because
of their location in major regional centres, are well placed to
undertake significant fee for service activities in this area.

3. TAFE Colleges which have their programs relocated to Sal-
isbury and Port Adelaide as indicated in the report have a number
of options. The relocation of courses will give new opportunities
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to other TAFE Colleges to expand or consolidate existing courses
or introduce new courses.

The Port Adelaide College will offer in the first instance:
Marine/Maritime and Technical Studies
Business/Commercial Studies
Preparatory Courses
Aboriginal Studies
Clothing and Textiles
A variety of new introductory level courses.

The Salisbury Campus of Elizabeth TAFE will become the
centre for the training focus on initial employment skills for
industries in the Salisbury region.

The Salisbury Campus will focus upon youth and disadvan-
taged groups, providing open learning methodologies and out-
reach programs to link with the rapidly expanding Salisbury West
community. There will be a co-operative program delivery through
three local high schools. The focus by program is on Access/
Preparatory Education leading to a wide range of further study
within TAFE.

The report indicated that one option available in the future to
improve the educational training provision in the Salisbury and
Port Adelaide regions (which are currently underserviced) is to
transfer some of the program activities from colleges which are
currently under accommodation pressures to the new campuses.
If this option is pursued, consultation will take place with the
college communities involved.

4. In the provision of TAFE services it is a major objective
that TAFE facilities are planned and provided in a manner which
increases the efficiency of college operation and the effectiveness
of educational or training delivery. This is best achieved in mod-
ern, consolidated, well planned and equipped new facilities such
as those proposed for Port Adelaide.

The new College will be well placed to participate in the initi-
atives created by the MFP as it unfolds and develops, and may
provide facilities for MFP developments in education or research
within the building complex.

The College draws its students from Port Adelaide, Henley,
Grange and portions of the Woodville LGA. Therefore, the imme-
diate population serviced by the College is estimated to be in the
order of 130 000 people with a future growth in excess of 180 000
from housing development investment in the MFP.

The surplus office space in Port Adelaide is scattered, and any
attempt to lease a series of small spaces for the college will lead
to inefficiencies and significantly higher operating costs.

The capacity of the proposed Port Adelaide Campus is approx-
imately 1 400 student places and it is anticipated that the college
will operate at full capacity by 1996.

There is no expected income to DETAFE from leasing facilities
at the colleges.

5. The two projects proposed at Port Adelaide and Salisbury
will both significantly increase opportunities for education and
training for their relative communities which are currently suf-
fering a number of disadvantages including inadequate and sub-
standard facilities. The two projects will go a long way towards
correcting these major difficulties.

Additional staff and new courses will be provided with the new
facilities. The recurrent funding implications of additional staffing
and new courses have been raised with Treasury, and have been
noted in the PWSC evidence.

PASTORAL AREAS

In reply to Hon. PETER DUNN (13 February).

The Hon. ANNE LEVY: My colleague the Minister for Envi-
ronment and Planning has advised that pastoralists may well be
lable for any accident by travellers who negotiate station made
tracks as distinct from public access routes, particularly where
the pastoral lessee has given permission for such access to take
place. The Minister has further advised that public access routes
through the pastoral zone are to be identified and gazetted by the
Pastoral Board within the next one to two years.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION: TOURISM MINISTER

The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: I seek leave to make a per-
sonal explanation.

Leave granted.

The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT: This explanation will be very
brief, and is in response to some comments that the Minister
of Tourism made in her ministerial statement today. I want

to make quite clear—and I said so in Question Time last
week—that I had no reason to believe that the Minister had
done anything improper or that any improper behaviour
had occurred whatsoever. I said that in Question Time, and
I continue to hold that view. I have said so on the few
occasions when I have been interviewed about the subjects
that we have been discussing today. I am concerned that
the Minister says that I have been regurgitating stories. She
went on further to elaborate on stories on which I had not
elaborated at all, either within the Council or beyond it. All
I have done by way of question in this Council and outside,
when interviewed, is express a concern that a Minister
should be in a position which could be portrayed as a
conflict of interest and that I believed that it was probably
better for all concerned that she were not in that position.
I have never taken a position of being critical of the Minister
or of any dealings in which she or her partner may have
been involved. I wanted to make that clear, because, I do
not believe that the Minister has represented my position
accurately in her statement today.

STATUTES REPEAL (EGG INDUSTRY) BILL

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from 19 March. Page 3403.)

The Hon. PETER DUNN: [ rise to support this Bill,
although I have some reservations about what has gone on
in the past. In fact, the history of this matter since about
1988 justifies that statement. The Bill has a couple of effects,
which were adequately explained by the honourable Jamie
Irwin when he spoke to it at some length. I shall not spend
much time on this matter, but I will take a slightly different
tack. The Bill itself repeals the Marketing of Eggs Act and
the Egg Industry Stabilisation Act and vests property rights
and liabilities with the Minister. If I wanted to be truly
cynical, the Minister is the last person with whom I would
want to vest my investments and my properties. The Min-
ister can have the liabilities, but I certainly would not give
him too many of my property rights.

First and foremost, I started from an egg, although it was
probably not a chook’s egg. I did not savour meat much
when I was younger, so I ate a lot of eggs. I enjoyed them
then and I still do. I was raised on eggs, particularly during
the war when meat was sometimes a bit scarce.

The Hon. R.R. Roberts interjecting:

The Hon. PETER DUNN: However, I do not think meat
was scarce in Port Pirie—not by looking at the Hon. Ron
Roberts, who looks fairly well fed. Eggs are an important
part of our diet; they have been in the past and they always
will be; indeed, they will probably become more important
in the future.

Over a period eggs have got a bad name, because of a
diet fad run by someone who carried out a study that
showed that cholesterol was bad for us and, as eggs are high
in cholesterol, we should not eat them. It is interesting to
note that by changing the diet of chooks slightly the cho-
lesterol level can be reduced. The trials recently carried out
in some Scandinavian countries, involving a control group
and a group with a low-cholesterol diet, showed that people
with a fairly normal and natural diet with a relatively high
cholesterol level outlived those who had low cholesterol
diets. I do not think there is anything in black and white
in this country. All I know is that this Bill will make a
number of primary producers poorer and make it more
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difficult for a large number of people in the primary indus-
try to be financially viable.

In the 1940s and 1950s, when 1 was a youth, my recol-
lection of the industry is that just about every primary
producer ran a few chooks and produced their own eggs. In
those days we had well in excess of 20 000 primary pro-
ducers, whereas today in South Australia we have about
14 000. T am talking about genuine primary producers, not
those with small properties in the Hills. I am talking about
those who legitimately receive more than 65 per cent of
their income from primary production. In the 1940s and
1950s just about everybody ran a few chooks and produced
their own eggs. As a youth, that was how I got my pocket
money. I ran a few White Leghorns, a couple of Rhode
Island Reds and a few Black Orpingtons. I had a range of
birds. My mother implied that I had to keep them fed and
watered and collect the eggs. I always got disturbed, when
I was very young, when they got broody, because they were
fearsome looking things. T have realised since that they are
not terribly dangerous. We sold the eggs to the Port Lincoln
Produce Company which gave us enough money to exist
and carry on during that period.

The sad fact is that until recently that was very difficult
to do. Until 1988 there was a limit of 20 chooks. T do not
think that anyone will get terribly rich on 20 chooks. Even
if they were sold as meat, one could not get very rich on
them, and certainly one could not get very rich on the eggs
that they produced. Therefore, quotas were introduced. There
was a reason for that. The industry became more efficient,
and I am all for that. Efficiency in the industry meant that
many eggs were produced, some of which were not very
good, and a decision was taken to control the industry. I
think that is right. The consumer has a right to enjoy a
good, fresh egg, which does not break readily and which
has not been fertilised. That is right and proper. Therefore,
some regulation was introduced in about 1941, and it ran
through very sweetly until about 1988. Of course, the Ban-
non Government, with its great management skills—and
we have only to look at the past 12 or 18 months or two
years to see the skills that it has—

The Hon. M.J. Elliott: You guys supported that legisla-
tion.

The Hon. PETER DUNN: What has that got to do with
this?

The Hon. R.R. Roberts: You are trying to work up the
egg debate.

The Hon. PETER DUNN: I am trying to find out what
the interjection is about.

The Hon. M.J. Elliott interjecting:

The PRESIDENT: Order!

The Hon. PETER DUNN: I think the Hon. Mr Elliott is
worried that I am hijacking his debate, but we will proceed.
The management by this Government has been poor, der-
elict and without any substance or credence. One has only
to look at the State Bank and SGIC. Even if the Govern-
ment did not make the decisions, it chose the people. We
have just had an hour and a quarter of debate in this
Chamber on a Minister being unable to determine her
responsibility to the people of South Australia.

1 suggest that until 1988 the egg industry went along
relatively sweetly. However, we have only to look at some
of the pieces that were put in the paper during that period—
‘Egg prices to tumble with deregulation’ and ‘Egg producers
put before the consumers’—to see what I am talking about.
My word, how about that one! ‘Cheaper eggs on the way,
says Mr Arnold.” All these statements are coming from the
Labor Party to the consumer. I do not mind the consumer
getting cheaper eggs provided that the primary producer

gets his relative share. We have only to look at some of the
real prices being received by primary producers today to
determine that the consumer is benefiting at the expense of
the producer. There have been enormous changes. As a
result, only the big and efficient producers are now in
existence.

Looking at the charts today, we notice that most of the
producers run big operations above 20 000 chooks down to
1 000 chooks, with the average size primary producer run-
ning fewer than 1000 chooks. Because there has been a
drop in the return to the primary producer, effectively many
of the smaller producers have been eliminated. So, today
we have the silly situation where I live—600 miles from
the city—of eggs being transported from the city to the
supermarkets in my area because it does not pay primary
producers in that area to produce eggs. Heavens above, I
suspect that some of the grain from the area in which I live
goes to feed those bigger poultry runs that tend to be in the
Mid North, the Adelaide Hills and the Murray Bridge area.
We had an industry in which just about every primary
producer had a finger, but, because of the loss of profita-
bility or even a reasonable return, primary producers have
gone out of egg production.

Let us consider now the real price of eggs. In 1980 one
dozen eggs was worth about 82¢. That was a couple of years
before I came into this place. Since then we have had both
State and Federal Labor Governments and inflation has run
rampant. It has quietened down a bit now, but in the mid
1980s it ran like wildfire and just about wrecked primary
industry. In 1990—again in 1980 terms—the cost of a dozen
eggs was 59c. That is the actual cost taking into account the
inflation that has occurred since then. Of the difference
between, say, 60c and 82c, the retailer has taken 14c and
the primary producer has taken the residue—about 6c or
7c. It is a very small amount. So, do not tell me that eggs
are expensive because the primary producer got a lot of
money. That was not the case. In my opinion, it was because
the retailer was ripping off the industry; he was taking his
share regardless. However, the primary producer—the egg
producer himself—was getting screwed.

Of course, since then we have seen the deregulation of
the industry in New South Wales, there are now eggs going
everywhere, because more people have gone into the indus-
try and a number of those eggs are seeing their way into
South Australia. However, at least the New South Wales
Government had the honesty to compensate its producers
(I hope the Hon. Mr Elliott is listening to this). That Gov-
ernment, having regulated its industry earlier and then
deciding to deregulate, compensated those producers for the
chooks they had because it knew that incomes would drop
rapidly when other producers came into the industry.

That did not happen in South Australia; no way. The
Government will just deregulate and the producers will have
to help themselves. If they survive and swim, good luck to
them, but, if they do not, we will get our eggs from New
South Wales or Victoria. That is a bit sad in the long term,
because it gets rid of an industry that employs quite a few
people. I would suggest that now that it has been deregu-
lated—and this is one of the things that convinces me that
it should be—maybe more people will get into the industry
and a few more people will take on 500 or 1 000 chooks
and that they will produce a few eggs for places such as
Port Augusta, Whyalla, Renmark, Mount Gambier, Port
Lincoln and so on, instead of their being produced by the
very big battery operations now in the mid-north, around
the river, and so on. Probably in the long term that is what
will happen.
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However, as usual, the Government, lacks managerial
skill. T reiterate that not one of the members of the Gov-
ernment has ever been in business; not one of them has
ever gone to a bank and borrowed money or gone out into
the real world and made a business pay.

An honourable member interjecting:

The Hon. PETER DUNN: No you haven’t, not one of
you. You tell me of one who has ever gone to a bank and
borrowed a good sum of money, gone out into the com-
mercial world, made a business pay, made enough money
to pay themselves a wage, paid off the capital borrowed
and then used those skills in this place. Not one of the
members opposite, from the Premier down has done that.
Members opposite come from a union background, or were
school teachers. There is the odd lawyer, but they are not
in the real world; they are miles away. I suggest that not
one member opposite would know what a good business-
man was to look at. That is pretty obvious from their
performance in the past couple of years. They have not
been able to pick them; they have absolutely no idea; and
they are doing it again. God Almighty! It is a very sad
indictment on today’s Government to see us all so poorly.

The only people who are doing all right are the people
employed by the Government who cannot get the sack.
They get inflation built into their salary and they are fine.
That is lovely. However, the people who really produce the
wealth in this country, the people producing a bit of export
income, have been forgotten. I have not touched on the
pulping industry and I will not go into that too much. We
did produce a little too much pulp at one stage and had to
back off because we could not sell it overseas. That is mainly
because the Americans were doing it better than we were.
However, there is no-one in the present Government who
has any skills whatsoever in managing these sort of things,
yet they say they are experts. One has only to read the
headlines in the local newspapers—in the Advertiser and the
Stock Journal—to see what a nonsense the Government
goes on about.

However, the Bill is a long way down the track and the
industry is parlous. One has only to look at the management
of the Egg Board. Since 1988 it has been an absolute disaster.
The present manager is on a retainer of $7 000 or $8 000.
That is $90 an hour for the work he does for 25 hours a
week. That would work out at over $100 000 a year. Who
pays for that? Certainly not the consumers: it is the pro-
ducers. The manager is certainly getting fat. Members should
look at the number of cars with blue number plates at the
Egg Board. From 1941 to about 1988 there were four cars
and there are now 15. Members opposite have no idea how
to run or manage anything. It is an absolute disgrace to the
people who support it.

The Government has provided for a few cheap eggs, at
20c a week less on eggs—they are a bit cheaper now than
they were—but that has all come out of the producers’
pockets. At the same time, the Government will soon be
having handouts for these people who leave the board. It
really does not make a lot of sense to put in a manager
with that sort of package. What about the previous man-
ager? He nearly got run out of town. Chaos has reigned
supreme because the Government has no idea of how to
pick the right people.

The Hon. T.G. Roberts interjecting:

The Hon. PETER DUNN: The honourable member asks
what recommendation I would make. I would recommend
that we go to the people tomorrow so that we can have an
election on this. This is a good issue on which to go to the
people, because this is as big a disaster—on a very small
scale—as the State Bank, SGIC, WorkCover or anything

else. Just about everything the Government touches falls
over.

I support the Bill because the board is absolutely on its
knees at the moment. The only way the Government can
get out of the trouble it is in at the moment because the
board is costing so much is for it to allow the formation of
a cooperative. I note that the Minister has promised to lend
$700 000 at about 8 per cent interest. Heavens above, I
could go across the street now and borrow money at about
that rate. That is no great favour. However, I doubt whether
the Government has the money in its coffers to lend that
much anyway, when it is taking money away from hospitals,
schools and so on. This lot would take the wheat away from

-a sick chook.

I am disturbed about the management of this State. We
are in such a disastrous position at the moment that if it
goes on any longer my grandchildren and the Hon. Terry
Roberts’ grandchildren will never pay for the mistakes made
by this Bannon regime. The management of the board has
been a disaster. The setting up of a cooperative is probably
the answer. The industry should drag itself out of the mire
that it is in. There is no way that we can go back now
because of the deregulation in New South Wales and Vic-
toria. We have them on our doorstep supplying eggs if our
producers cannot do that. I believe that the industry is good
and comprises a good strong group of people. They will
provide us with all the eggs that are necessary and at a very
good price, provided the Government keeps its sticky fin-
gers out of it. For all of those reasons, I support the Bill.

The Hon. M.J. ELLIOTT secured the adjournment of
the debate.

[Sitting suspended from 4.39 to 5.11 p.m.]

ROAD TRAFFIC (ILLEGAL USE OF VEHICLES)
AMENDMENT BILL

In Committee.

Clauses 1 and 2 passed.

Clause 3—‘Amendment of s. 44—Using motor vehicle
without consent.’

The Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN: I move:
_ Page 1, lines 19 to 21—Leave out all words in those lines and
msert—

Penalty: For a first offence—

(a) where the defendant entered onto the land or premises
of another to commit the offence—imprisonment for
not more than four years;

(b) in any other case—imprisonment for not more than two

ears.
For a sut);sequent offence—

(a) where the defendant entered onto the land or premises
of another to commit the offence—imprisonment for
not less than three months or more than six years;

(b) in any other case—imprisonment for not less than three
months or more than four years.

I want to make a couple of observations before I deal with
the amendment. During my second reading contribution I
said that Mr Brindal, the member for Hayward, had a
private member’s Bill in the House of Assembly which was
directed towards removing section 44 of the Road Traffic
Act to the Criminal Law Consolidation Act, to signify the
seriousness with which that offence is to be regarded. That
is not an issue I now wish to pursue, partly for the reason
that it would be very difficult, if not impossible, procedur-
ally to achieve that, so what I want to do is to pursue the
amendment relating to the penalty. The other point I want
to make is that in the second reading contribution I referred
also to Mr Brindal’s private member’s Bill and his intention
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to propose that a person who enters on to land or premises
with an intent to commit an offence under section 65a (that
was his illegal use of motor vehicle provision) is guilty of
an offence. He had seven years imprisonment for that, and
I think that is much too high.

The Attorney-General said in his reply at the second
reading stage that that offence might in itself create some
difficulties of proof, and I acknowledge that as a difficulty.
How do we establish the intention to illegally use a motor
vehicle when people enter onto land or premises if they
have not in fact taken the vehicle? So, I acknowledge that
there is some validity in the observation which the
Attorney-General made. Notwithstanding that, the Liberal
Party still regards it as a matter of concern that offenders
may enter premises unlawfully with a view to taking a
motor vehicle for the purpose of using it illegally. One
particular instance that was drawn to my attention related
to car dealers who have their car yards open to the public
but secured by a chain fence or a chain fixed to vertical
posts as the only thing which prevents persons driving the
motor vehicle off the lot, whether it is a used or new car
lot.

Concern was expressed by one dealer, who indicated that
he had been the victim of a person hot-wiring a vehicle in
his used car yard. The offender drove it through the chain
and out on to the road, damaging the vehicle extensively.
The used car dealer felt particularly offended by the fact
that his yard had been broadly described as ‘broken into’
and that the offender had entered those premises for the
purpose of taking the vehicle and then illegally using it. So,
it seemed, in the context of that experience—and other
examples were given to us—that one way of tackling the
problem of taking a motor vehicle from premises, whether
from the front driveway of a private home or from a used
car yard or some other premises, and then illegally using it,
was to provide an additional margin of penalty where it
could be established that the vehicle was taken in those
circumstances.

So, the proposition which I now put, keeping in mind
the response of the Attorney-General at the second reading
stage and further consideration which I have given to the
issue, is to adopt the penalty provisions which the Attorney-
General has in the Bill but to seek in each instance for a
first offence and then for a subsequent offence to add, in a
sense, a premium sentence of two years maximum to each.
I refer members to the terms of my amendment.

It seems that some additional penalty needs to be allowed
to the court in imposing sentence, particularly because the
entry on to the land or premises for the purpose of taking
the vehicle, 1 would suggest, is more serious than taking it
from a public place. There may be arguments about that,
but I think that there is a greater sense of invasion of
property by that behaviour than where it occurs in the street
or in some other public place. I have indicated already that
I acknowledge that the maximum should not exceed that
which is imposed for larceny under the Criminal Law Con-
solidation Act. Again, there is some argument about that.
Mr Brindal is of the view (quite understandably) that the
penalty ought to be equivalent to larceny but, of course,
that does not accommodate the position where someone
actually steals a motor vehicle, doctors the plates and sells
it off interstate, obviously with the intention of depriving
the owner of that vehicle permanently.

The counter argument is that it is equally dramatic for a
vehicle owner to find that his or her vehicle has been taken
and illegally used and then crashed or set fire to and is then
a complete write-off, but I guess that is one of the things
we just have to come to terms with. There has to be a

distinction between the two. I acknowledge that Mr Brindal
has some good arguments in relation to that issue.

The other issue concerns minimum penalties. I have
expressed general reservation about minimum penalties, but
I accept that the Attorney-General’s proposition maintains
the status quo, so 1 do not seek to alter it.

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: The Government opposes the
amendment. One of the defects with the foreshadowed
amendment, namely, the difficulty of proof of intention,
has been removed. Nevertheless, the Government does not
believe that the amendment is necessary. First, section 17
of the Summary Offences Act already makes it an offence
to be on premises for an unlawful purpose and imposes a
penalty of $2 000 or imprisonment for six months. So, there
is already an offence covering that situation.

Secondly, the penalties sought to be imposed in respect
of the new offence are unrealistically high when compared
with the offences in the Criminal Law Consolidation Act.
For instance, an assault occasioning actual bodily harm
where a victim is 12 years of age or more attracts a penalty
of five years. Further, the offences of arson and wilful
damage attract penalties of five years and three years respec-
tively where the damage exceeds $2 000 but does not exceed
$25 000. The offence of larceny pursuant to section 131
only attracts a penalty of five years. This means that a
person could burn, wilfully damage or steal property and
receive a lesser sentence than a person who entered onto
land or premises for the purposes of using a motor vehicle
without consent. So, I think the penalties are out of kilter
but, in any event, I think the offence is unnecesary because
an offence covering this situation is already in the statute
books.

The Hon. I. GILFILLAN: I indicate opposition to the
amendment and to the clause. As I observed in my second
reading speech, I am not persuaded that an increase in
penalty is desirable. I certainly remain unpersuaded that an
increase in penalty would have any likely effect on the
incidence of the offence. From reading the original Act and
the Bill, my understanding is that, in these circumstances,
the actual offence concerns illegal and fraudulent use of a
motor vehicle and using a motor vehicle without consent.
If the offence of larceny is proven, it moves into a different
category of offence.

In my second reading speech, I acknowledged the concept
of breaking into a vehicle as being similar to breaking into
private property and that illegal use with the intention of
stealing is, obviously, larceny. I do not think that the Hon.
Diana Laidlaw pondered particularly profoundly on my
second reading speech and she argued that there were some
inconsistencies in it. To make it plain why I oppose the
amendment and the clause, it is my understanding that the
Act and this amending Bill deal specifically with the illegal
use of a motor vehicle without proven intent to steal.

There is also in the original Act scope for compensation
for damage and a two year period within which the com-
plaint can be laid. There seems to me to be a quite com-
prehensive facility for proper penalty and prosecution to
take place. Therefore, I am not persuaded that the amend-
ment has any particular merit and I will vote against the
clause in its original state because I do not believe that
increasing the penalty would do anymore than put more
people into our prisons and would have virtually no effect
on the incidence of the offence

The Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN: In the light of those remarks,
it is quite obvious that my amendment will not get the
numbers. So, if I lose it on the voices, I do not intend to
divide. Notwithstanding what the Attorney-General has
indicated, I intend to persist with the amendment.
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Amendment negatived.
The Hon. I. GILFILLAN: I move:
Page 2, lines 1 and 2—Leave out all words in these lines.

My amendment deletes proposed subsection (1b). I will not
repeat at any length the argument I used in my second
reading speech indicating my concern that a mandatory
disqualification without any scope for mitigation at all seems
to me to be most insensitive and quite pointless. The pen-
alty is loss of licence. I accept that that is an effective
penalty, but its effect and impact will vary considerably
from person to person according to their personal circum-
stances. Subsection (1b) could virtually destroy a person’s
capacity or ability to be employed. That person may never
pick up employment of the same nature and, in fact, may
have extreme difficulty picking up any employment at all.
In some rural areas of the State, the imposition of a six
months mandatory loss of licence could sentence someone
virtually to social as well as occupational isolation.

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: The Government opposes this
amendment. This is a serious offence involving a motor
vehicle, and disqualification should follow automatically.

The Hon. L. Gilfillan: It cannot even be reduced to four
months or three months; it has to be six months.

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: That is right. We are saying
that it should be a mandatory licence disqualification.

The Hon. I. Gilfillan: It will not affect you or me, but
what about someone on Kangaroo Island or in the Mid
North?

The Hen. C.J. SUMNER: They should not steal the car
in the first place.

The Hon. L Gilfillan: They are not stealing a motor
vehicle. The offence is illegal use. Stealing is a different
offence.

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: They should not be engaged
in the illegal use or stealing of a motor vehicle, however
the honourable member wishes to classify it. As with drink
driving offences, there should not be the capacity to mitigate
these minimum penalties. In the honourable member’s terms,
the penalty may be harsh, but I am afraid that larceny or
illegal use of a motor vehicle is a serious offence and, as
such, I think licence disqualification is an appropriate pen-
alty to attach to it.

The Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN: I was not aware of the amend-
ment until a moment ago.

The Hon. L. Gilfillan: I mentioned it in my second reading
speech.

The Hon. K. T. GRIFFIN: The Hon. Mr Gilfillan says
that he mentioned it in his second reading speech, but it is
something that I had overlooked. I follow the argument
that he is making. The Hon. Diana Laidlaw has raised the
issue of hardship licences. We think it is approprate to
look at that whole issue rather than in isolation. For that
reason, and because of the seriousness of this offence, we
do not intend to support the Hon. Mr Gilfillan’s amend-
ment at this stage, but we hope that the Attorney-General
will undertake the review that he has indicated is being
considered relating to the Law Society’s representations
regarding the issue of hardship licences.

For the present time we are not prepared to support the
amendment, but we recognise that some problems could be
created in relation to this measure. However, they are prob-
lems which should be addressed in the broader context of
hardship licences.

Amendment negatived.

The Hon. K. T. GRIFFIN: In relation to the penalty pro-
vision, the Law Society has raised with me—and it may
have raised 1t with the Attorney-General—the fact that the
first offence is a summary offence and the second is a minor
indictable and, on the basis that a court should not know

of previous convictions before the question of innocence or
guilt is determined, if a person is charged such that it is a
minor indictable offence, it will become obvious to the court
that it is a second or subsequent offence. As I understand
it, that matter was raised not just in this context but in the
context of some other graded penalties for subsequent off-
ences. It is quite obvious that, under the courts restructuring
Bills that we passed last year, it will become even more
obvious that, as a minor indictable offence, the subsequent
offence will then come to the knowledge of the court before
any plea has been taken. Will the Attorney-General indicate
whether he has addressed his mind to that issue and how
that can be dealt with in the context of the broad principle?

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: I am advised by my officers
that they are not aware that the matter has been raised with
me. All I can say is that I will examine it. I do not know
that the jury, unless it is a fairly alert jury, would be aware
that it was a second offence. In any event, as the matter
has been raised by the Law Society, 1 will have the matter
examined and will reply to the honourable member. It may
be that I can get the Government to reply in another place;
but I will certainly examine the issue that has been raised
by the honourable member.

Clause passed.

Title passed.

Bill read a third time and passed.

BUILDING SOCIETIES (SHARE CAPITAL)
AMENDMENT BILL

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from 18 March. Page 3285.)

The Hon. K.T. GRIFFIN: As I understand 1t, this Bill
was introduced at the request of the Co-op Hindmarsh
Building Society. It proposes to make an issue of convertible
notes to assist in meeting capital adequacy requirements
under the new financial institutions legislation which we
have before us and which is due to come into effect on |
July 1992. 1t is important that holders of the convertible
notes, which I understand are to be issued in about a
month’s time, should be able to sell the notes and shares
and to know before the issue that there is a market on the
stock exchange.

The Building Societies Act of 1975, in section 47 (13),
does prevent the sale of shares on any stock exchange. The
Bill repeals this provision. I have not had a chance to check,
but I understand that the building society legislation in other
States does not prevent the listing of shares on stock
exchanges, and there is no provision in the pending legis-
lation which would prevent building societies from issuing
shares which are listed on stock exchanges.

As T understand it, presently $28 million of permanent
shares are in the Co-op Building Society, the first of which
were issued in 1989, and they are traded on an exempt
stock market and not on the stock exchange. In my discus-
sions with the Hindmarsh Building Society, it indicated that
it was anxious to have the Bill passed. It recognised that it
was introduced by the Attorney-General at its request. It
has sought my assistance to ensure that the Bill does pass
during this session and as quickly as possible. There cer-
tainly does not appear to be any detriment in pushing it
through. It is for that reason that the Liberal Party supports
the Bill.

Bill read a second time.

In Committee.

Clause 1—Short title.
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The Hon. I. GILFILLAN: This has been dealt with fairly
quickly, and I did not have a chance to hear either the Hon.
Trevor Griffin’s or the Government’s second reading con-
tributions. Could the Attorney-General briefly explain what
the Bill does?

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: In simple terms, the Bill ena-
bles any building society—but effectively it is the new Co-
operative Hindmarsh Building Society—to publicly list on
the stock exchange a certain proportion of the permanent
shares. Previously, it has raised certain amounts of money
by way of a permanent share issue, but they are traded on
an exempt stock market, which the society itself operates
according to rules established by the former Ministerial
Council for Companies and Securities. This will enable it
to list those shares publicly and trade them on the Stock
Exchange. The basis for needing to do it is to increase its
capital adequacy ratio. Because of the merger between the
Hindmarsh and the Co-op, the capital adequacy ratio of the
Co-op fell from 12 per cent to 8 per cent. Obviously, it is
important that that be boosted by a capital raising program,
which the Co-op wishes to undertake. It has already raised
capital through the exempt stock market, but a public listing
will enable freer trading and more interest presumably from
investors than the current arrangements.

The Hon. I. GILFILLAN: Does that mean that the new
entity—the Co-op and the Hindmarsh—will need to comply
with all the listing requirements of the Stock Exchange, as
would any other corporation?

The Hon. C.J. Sumner interjecting:

The Hon. I. GILFILLAN: T am getting an affirmative
answer, so I assume that is correct. Secondly, will there be
any cooperative characteristic remnant in the new entity or
does 1t no longer stand as a cooperative as is widely under-
stood?

The Hon. C.J. SUMNER: It still is a cooperative, It is
not a building society of the Farrow kind. This is not
changing the current situation, except enabling the listing
of the shares on the regular Stock Exchange rather than
trading them via the exempt stock market which it has done
previously. It remains a cooperative but with the issue of a
certain number of permanent shares which can be traded.

Clause passed.

Clause 2 and title passed.

Bill read a third time and passed.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT (REFORM)
AMENDMENT BILL

Adjourned debate on second reading.
(Continued from 18 March. Page 3285.)

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: I support the second reading of
this Bill. On 10 March this year the Minister for Local
Government Relations sent me a copy of a draft of the Bill
which she intended to introduce into the Legislative Council
early in the sitting week commencing 17 March. In her
letter to me, the Minister said:

I hope the Bill can make good progress through the Legislative
Council during that week so that it is possible for Parliament to
deal with it before the end of the sitting. Although there may be
some minor technical refinements prior to the Bill’s introduction,
the main concepts in the Bill, which arise from the formal nego-
tiations between the State and the Local Government Assocation
under the memorandum of understanding, are settled.

I have now received the ‘more technical refinements’ to the
draft Bill. Some of my colleagues and I have been briefed
on the draft by the Local Government Association and the
Local Government Relations Unit. 1 express appreciation

to both bodies for giving us a briefing on the draft Bill: I
certainly appreciate the advance warning given to me by
the Minister. It has enabled me to carry out the usual
consultation process at least a week earlier than if it had
been commenced after the introduction of the Bill to Par-
liament, which was in the middle of last week. Nevertheless,
I express some objection to a Bill of this magnitude being
introduced into this place in the final days of a session. It
is not the first time that I have made that complaint, and
T guess I am not the first person to have made that com-
plaint, either. Nevertheless, we must deal with what is before
us.

I am not convinced that the Local Government Associ-
ation consultation process has been as full as it would have
liked or as some councils may have liked. Ideally, the draft
Bill should have been sent to all councils, leaving enough
time for their comments prior to the Bill being tabled; but
I am satisfied that all councils have had extensive consul-
tation prior to the Local Government Association negoti-
ating its stance with the Government on the Bill.

There are a number of deadlines in the Bill as a result of
the memorandum process, so there is an understanding by
me that they have to be dealt with one way or another prior
to the end of the session in nine sitting days time, which I
now understand has been increased by a further five days.
This ad hoc approach to the reorientation of local govern-
ment is not an ideal way to deal with what I will call a
major cutting of ties with the State Government. I will
address that point in more detail later.

As with many matters which come before us, we, as
individuals and as members of political Parties, eventually
have to make a decision. In matters dealing with local
government we all pay great attention and respect to the
association which represents all councils in South Aus-
tralia—the Local Government Association. No decisions are
perfect in respect of content, support or final outcome. In
other words, whatever we do here will not please everyone.
I can also say, of course, that not everything that comes
into this place will always please everyone, either.

In the Bill the Local Government Association has sig-
nalled the majority decision coming out of its consultation
process. As the Minister, the Democrats and we know, there
is always some dissension in the ranks. That is the case
with the amendments before us, some of which are far
reaching and provide for fundamental changes.

We on this side of the Council do not forget that the
negotiations to put local government more on its own have
been conducted by the Government and the Local Govern-
ment Association. Although the Opposition has supported
the move to disband the Local Government Department,
our philosophical position has plaved no part in the nego-
tiations, except that which is inherent in individual local
councils’ philosophy and which undoubtedly played a part
in the overall negotiation. I expect that exactly the same
case could be made out by the Democrats. The stark reality
is that the Liberal Party, despite 52 per cent support at the
last election, played no part in the negotiations and plays
no part until called on now to consider amendments to the
Act.

At a recent Spencer cities meeting in Port Lincoln I
mentioned that the most common issue that comes over
my desk from electors and some elected members was the
issue of accountability and how they can get some action
from their councils. The so-called offending council will not
always deal with a matter of conflict with their own electors.
The Local Government Association says that it is the
responsibility of the council, and there is a bureau which is
a shadow in size to the old department. More often than
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not offended electors are directed to the Ombudsman, and
my indirect experience in this area has been that those
offended more often than not are directed to the courts.
That is usually the end of the matter because the costs
associated with court proceedings and associated legal advice
makes any issue before a court almost prohibitive. There is
a whole range of problems which have to be dealt with by
someone—some body. No-one has come up with a solution
yet.

At Port Lincoln I said that there may need to be a
watchdog for local government. 1 had then, and have now,
no idea what form that watchdog should take. The President
of the Local Government Association has said recently,
following my remarks at Port Lincoln, that the Liberal Party
is going to introduce a Department of Local Government.
I refute that, as I have never said it, and it has not been
discussed, since we supported the moves to disband the old
Local Government Department.

I will now address some comments to the proposed
amendments. In relation to clause 4, Divisions I to XII of
Part II are repealed and new provisions are inserted. The
Minister’s second reading explanation told us that the Local
Government Advisory Commission was established in its
present form in 1984 to provide advice to the Minister on
any matters affecting local government. Most of the work
has been in investigating and recommending boundary
changes and reviewing elected members and ward structure.
The system replaces such methods as parliamentary select
committees, royal commissions and legalistic petitions
requiring the signature of the majority of electors.

Although the commission finalised 76 proposals for con-
stitutional change referred to it, it has not been successful
in instituting any amalgamation of metropolitan councils. 1
join with the Minister in paying a tribute to the past and
present members of the Local Government Advisory Com-
mission and I include the staff, who have worked tirelessly
with the commission.

Boundary changes and council amalgamations have been
achieved, with every council amalgamation being in the
rural areas. As 1 said before, not one amalgamation has
been achieved in the metropolitan area. The reasons are
obvious and have often been stated. Country people are not
in marginal seats and cannot therefore vote with their feet,
as was the case in Mitcham. This chapter of local govern-
ment will be closed with the shame of ministerial interfer-
ence hanging over its head. The commission cannot be held
responsible for what was done to it.

The Hon. Anne Levy: Mitcham is not a marginal seat.

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: The lessons to come out of the
metropolitan—

The Hon. Anne Levy interjecting:

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: Well, one very close to it was,
and it changed hands. The lesson to come out of the met-
ropolitan attempts to amalgamate councils was very clear.
As in both the Mitcham and Henley and Grange sagas, the
majority of the people, through poll results, came out on
top. Whether they are collectively right or wrong, the people
should have the final say. That is democracy.

The Bill proposes that the advisory commission be wound
up as of 30 June 1992 and be replaced by a process for
council constitution, amalgamation, boundary change and
abolition, which is managed by local government. A panel
of four will be constituted by the Local Government Asso-
ciation to facilitate and report on each proposal, Each panel
will have a representative of the association, the State Gov-
ernment and local government sector unions and an expert
in council administration.

Proposals may be initiated by either electors or councils,
but if any party to a proposal objects to a change by the
panel the change cannot then proceed. Electors may also
demand a poll on any panel recommendation. If the panel,
after considering the poll results, decides to continue with
a recommendation which has been rejected by a poll, it
must explain its reasons. Such a proposal can be initiated
by the relevant council or, if the proposal affects more than
one council, by all the councils for the areas, or by 10 per
cent of electors for an area or 50 per cent of electors for a
portion of an area.

The panel of four will oversee the preparation of a report
by the representatives of the parties to the proposals. These
representatives will be persons nominated by the councils
affected by the proposal and in the case of an elector-
initiated proposal three persons nominated at the time of
the formulation of the proposal. Ten per cent or more of
the clectors for an area can request that an indicative poll
be conducted on any recommendation contained in the
report. Any proposal can then be forwarded to the Minister
and thereafter the Governor may, if he or she thinks fit,
proceed to make a proclamation.

Clause 17 (4) (b) talks about the introduction of a proposal
where a proposal must comply with any guidelines pub-
lished by the Local Government Act in the Gazette. We, of
course, will not know those guidelines until after the legis-
lation is dealt with and the guidelines published. 1 have
some apprehension about how tight those guidelines may
be and, indeed, what they will be. I have some apprehension
about the constition of special panels. There seems to be
no limit to the number of panels which can operate simu-
taneously. There seems to be no limit to the number of
proposals which can be running simultaneously under the
same panel. I do not believe any member of a panel should
be or have been a member of a council the subject of an
amalgamation proposal. Similarly, chief executive officers
or others with extensive knowledge should not have been
employed by a council which is the subject of a proposal.

I am somewhat apprehensive about how the Local Gov-
ernment Association will find enough people with enough
time to deal with the undoubted workload of impending
amalgamation proposals. The 1990-91 report of the Local
Government Advisory Commission had before it some 11
proposals, including some of a counter proposal nature, and
I acknowledge that some of the 1990-91 proposals have now
been resolved. The fact remains that it may not be uncom-
mon for 10 to 12 or more proposals to be in the pipeline
to be dealt with at the same time.

Regarding the poll provisions (clause 18), the Opposi-
tion’s policy is—and I have often stated it in relation to
amalgamation proposals—that a poll taken in respect to
clause 17, where all revelant arguments are summarised and
made public before the poll, the poll result should be deci-
sive. We believe a poll does reflect the wishes of the major-
ity with all factors known. A proposal should be finished
once the poll result is known.

The Hon. 1. Gilfillan interjecting:

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: Yes, all those who are affected.

The Hon. Anne Levy: Is it compulsory?

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: No, it is not compulsory voting—
yet. It simply will be a majority of those people—as was
seen at the Henley and Grange proposal—who turn out to
vote at a poll.

The Heon. Anne Levy: Even if 1t is only 2 per cent?

The Hen. J.C. IRWIN: Well, if they are really so disin-
terested in local government then they show it with a
turnout of 2 per cent. I do not have a problem with that,
and neither does the Liberal Party. I suggest to the Hon.
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Mr Gilfillan that one difference we had some time ago
about which were the affected areas and how they would
be defined has been resolved, but I will talk about that with
the honourable member later. I will move accordingly in
the Committee stages to have that proposal for a definitive
poll.

The altering or ward structure of a council will be internal
to a council. A council will be required to carry out a review
in accordance with section 24. Council must ensure that all
aspects of the composition and wards of the council are
reviewed at least once in every seven years, which is cur-
rently the situation and we are coming to the end of that.
This process will include the preparation of a report, public
submissions, and the formulation of appropriate proposals.
The report will be considered by the Electoral Commission
and the council will be able to give effect by notice in the
Gazette. Public submissions will be sought to alter the status
of a council or its name.

The timing is about right for this proposal as all councils
should have completed their review of ward boundaries by
30 June 1992. I am aware of a few, including Adelaide City
Council, that have not yet concluded the process or, if they
have it has not been made public, to my knowledge. I am
advised that the proposal before us for ward reviews and
the involvement by the Electoral Commission will be paid
for by all councils paying initially 5¢ per elector for the
work the commission does in preparing electoral rolls. This
is done twice a year.

Last year we had drawn to our attention by councils the
new rates being charged for the preparation of council val-
uations. We saw last year where the Valuer-General caused
massive increases including a minimum charge to a lot of
councils without consultation with the Local Government
Association or individual councils. I would like to be advised
by the Minister about what arrangements there will be for
the per elector charge to be calculated and to be kept in
place from election to election. If any increase is sought by
the commission it must be justified to the Local Govern-
ment Association before being applied.

Clause 10 will allow a council to grant an exemption from
the operation of section 80 (5) of the Act, which relates to
conflict of interest. The provision presently provides that
an officer of a council cannot act in relation to a matter in
which he or she has a personal interest without an exemp-
tion from the Minister. An exemption will expire at the
first meeting of the council after a general election, but may
then be renewed by the council.

In the light of the nature of the amendment before us in
the Bill, this amendment is understandable. The debate on
section 80 regarding conflict of interest has been drawn out
for far too long.

It is a matter far too important to be left any longer
without resolution with appropriate amendments. While I
appreciate the need to find a balance between enticing expe-
rienced people to serve on councils as their officers and
protecting the electors of a community from exploitation of
inside information and decision-making, it is not good
enough to expect individuals to have to go to the courts to
sort out conflict of interest. I cannot recall too many cases
where the court has been asked to rule on a conflict of
interest involving local government. Local government with
its declaration by an individual and then leaving the room
is perhaps the most strict of conflict provisions I can recall
debating in this place and T applaud it.

Any amendments to the conflict of interest provisions
must include consideration of a council itself in conflict
with the community, in other words, protecting one of its
activities by any number of means, including confidential

sessions. It is my strong view and that of the Opposition
that councils exist to help their communities, not to com-
pete with them, especially from an advantaged position. We
have sufficient concern with the whole area of the conflict
provisions that until they are all properly addressed we will
move an amendment to clause 10, part 17 which will have
the effect of a council granting an exemption to an officer
under new subsection (5) only if it is adopted by a unani-
mous council decision. I look forward to the Minister’s
review of conflict provisions actually reaching a conclusion
and debating new provisions before the end of this year.

The Hon. Diana Laidlaw: How long has it been going on
now?

The Hon. J.C. IRWIN: Four years or more. Clause 11
determines that the membership of a council will, as from
1993, be held at three yearly intervals, all in, all out. It is
difficult for the Opposition to oppose longer terms for
councillors as this Parliament has extended its terms of
office from a straight three year term to one now between
three and four years with double for the Legislative Council.
As T recall the debate on length of terms for local govern-
ment in 1984 (although I was not here), it was more con-
centrated on all in all out versus staggered terms than about
the length of term. It is difficult to draw analysis from the
Parliament because of the bicameral system. The Assembly
of course is all in all out which in practice is never likely
to happen with a 100 per cent turn over of representatives.
The Party system will not allow that to happen. The Leg-
islative Council is a staggered system of half the member-
ship going to an election every time the Assembly goes.

While 1 acknowledge that the Local Government Asso-
ciation’s policy for councillor terms is four years, with half
the council going to an election every two years, I know
that at their last annual general meeting they did move for
three year terms, all in, all out. This is in line with the
proposal in this amending Bill. The Opposition stance is
that we should continue to have local government terms of
two years, with all councillors going to an election ¢very
two years. | have to say on behalf of my colleagues in both
Houses (and I include the other place because of the nature
of its representation and its members’ connection with local
government in their own electorates) that the majority are
uncomfortable with four year terms and uncomfortable with
the all in, all out provision. As we cannot obviously split
three in half and we do not want to go back to an election
every year, because of the expense we are forced to support
the status quo.

I know this will be a disappointment to many in local
government but I have to say that, because of the nature
of the amendments before us and the new direction they
undoubtedly signal, we will need to be convinced that local
government has the support of the majority of electors and
ratepayers to have three years terms in office before going
to the electors for endorsement of their competence and
what they have managed in the previous three years. Our
collective feeling is that the support is not there yet for
three year terms, although the justification for local govern-
ment regarding three year terms to improve planning is very
strong. | would like to return to that general argument later.

As I have said before, the Opposition has no involvement
in the memorandum process. If we are expected to come
in cold, as it were, at this end of the process, then those
involved with local government will have to understand
that the Opposition cannot be expected to embrace all of
the changes antomatically. To illustrate this point further I
can say that, while other parties have months to consult
and negotiate we have a week. I am uncomfortable now, as
I have been previously, in signalling the amendments to
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local government and moving to debate them with virtually
no time to consult on extremely important and far-reaching
matters.

I make these points now, even though the longer term
debate for three or four year council terms has been around
for some time, but the suggested three year provisions
inexplicably tie in with other important matters we are
debating in this Bill.

Clause 13 will allow a council to determine a basis other
than a basis specifically allowed under section 176 of the
Act for the purposes of differential rating, if it is appropriate
to do so after an amalgamation or boundary change. This
arrangement can only apply for a maximum of five years.
While [ have to support the arrangements suggested in
clause 13, I am suspicious about how they will be used. It
would be unfair, for instance, if an amalgamated council
kept rates high in the old council areas in order to achieve
a slow consolidation of the rate rise, when the argument for
the amalgamation proposal would no doubt have been based
on a large amalgamated council being more effecient, which
is debatable, and a lower rate base for all residents, and we
are well used to seeing that argument being put.

Clauses 15, 16 and 17 relate to fixing of fees by council.
Local government will have the authority and responsibility
to determine the fees to be charged for certain functions
performed by councils. I realise that all those clauses are
not correct, and that reflects some of my hurry in complet-
ing the arrangements for making this speech but, in follow-
ing through and trying to collate some of the clauses [ am
referring to, what I mean to refer to is not exactly lining
up. The mechanism allows the range of fees to be progres-
sively added to as fees currently set by State agencies, by
regulation, are transferred, or new functions and associated
fees are devolved to local government. It also transfers to
local government the decision about whether any particular
fee will be standard across the State or may vary from
council to council.

The Local Government Association will have power to
make regulations governing fees imposed by councils. Ini-
tially only an agreed set of fees under the Local Government
Act, the Land Brokers and Valuers Act, the Strata Titles
Act, the Real Property Act, etc. will be involved, but it is
expected that responsibility for other fees collected by coun-
cils for work which they perform will be routinely trans-
ferred by Governor’s notice. Regulations made by the Local
Government Association will be reviewable by the Legis-
lative Review Committee of Parliament and subject to dis-
allowance. If the Local Government Association determines
not to require uniformity across the State for any particular
fee, then each Council may set its own. The association has
agreed that it would make regulations fixing fees for the
first two years so that planning and building approval fees,
in particular, remain standard over the State.

These are major changes and will reflect on local govern-
ment in general and individual councils in particular. The
State Government has transferred to local government the
odium of fixing various fees.

The Local Government Association has accepted that
responsibility on behalf of the councils, and I know that it
has been calling for it for some time. Councils now have
the responsibility of being accountable for the fees they set.

There are a number of amendments in the Bill which
take away the need to obtain Ministerial approval. These
approvals were inserted into the Local Government Act for
a purpose by the Parliament and in general were as a check
and balance to various activities undertaken by councils.
While there is little choice left but to support the amend-
ments—Iittle choice because after 30 June 1992 the bureau

goes out of existence and there is virtually no structure left
to examine a request for Ministerial approval—I am a little
apprehensive about the absence of any of these checks or
balances.

It we go further and look at some areas still remaining
in the Act which require Ministerial approval then my
apprehension increases. Between now and the next major
change to the Act I believe we need to think seriously with
the Local Government Association about exactly who or
what body will or could resume the check and balance
responsibility now being deleted or proposed to be deleted.

If the Local Government Association is unwilling to take
on that role, the Parliament may need to consider who or
what will. I do not think it is presumptuous of me to suggest
that there cannot be a void.

Clauses 22, 23, 24 and 25 relate to the by-law making
powers of councils, and removes the necessity for vetting
by the Minister and Executive Council. By-laws will still
remain subject to disallowance by the Legislative Review
Committee of this Parliament. The Bill sets out principles
relating to objectives and forms of by-laws. Councils are
also required to give their communities notice of intention
regarding making a particular by-law. Local government will
be able to adopt as a model any by-law made by a council
which has gone through the process of Parliamentary Review.
Councils will be able to adopt a model by-law by resolution,
which makes for an efficient sharing of resources and ideas
within local government. The reference of powers and the
guidelines for the passing of by-laws are also set out.

I conclude with some remarks about the Local Govern-
ment Association. I have no doubt that extensive discussion
is taking place about the increasing role the association is
taking in, and its responsibility for, local government in
this State, and, in particular, local communities. After all,
we are seeing in this Bill before us now the beginnings of
the Local Government Association being the Parliament for
local government. The Local Government Association’s
functions and responsibilities will evolve as they already
have and just as Commonwealth and State Parliaments
continue to evolve. What must evolve 1s a certainty for the
community that decisions and responsibilities emanating
from the Local Government Association have been arrived
at by a due and proper process.

The challenge for the Local Government Association is
to maintain and encourage the individuality of however
many councils may exist from time to time in this State,
for these councils do represent individual and different
communities probably more so in the rural areas than in
the city, although I hasten to acknowledge and support the
differences of individual metropolitan councils, many of
which want to maintain their individuality. The challenge
is to maintain this individuality whilst at the same time
maintaining the need for the consultation and decision mak-
ing process which reflects a majority view. The Local Gov-
ernment Association is acknowledged and renowned for its
consultation process. It is of necessity a slow process by its
members and individual councils with the twice monthly
or monthly meeting process.

Because of the process of devolving power from the State
Government to local government, this Parliament must
eventually consider the whole constitutional basis of local
government and the constitution of the Local Government
Association. Admittedly, we should not meddle or seck to
meddle in the affairs of the Local Government Association,
but because we are passing over certain powers, and they
may well come later from further afield than the Local
Government Act, the people who elect us have a right to
know that those who will resume those powers have a strong
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very steady base from which to use those powers from both
a democratic and legal point of view.

I have indicated the Opposition’s stance on this Bill and
I have in a few instances outlined where we will seek to
amend certain clauses. The memorandum process has been
in process for some time now. The Bill before us now seeks
to put into effect some of the negotiated agreements, but
there will undoubtedly be more. I have always believed,
and said so here, that the new arrangements for local gov-
ernment should be introduced in one package so that all of
us who would be participating in the debates would be able
to see and understand the big picture, not a series of small
pictures, which all have to somehow come together to form
a cohesive unit standing apart from the Government when
the debate is concluded.

It is my belief and that of the Opposition that no more
arrangements should be made to amend the Local Govern-
ment Act until the whole matter of local government has
been the subject of a select committee. This will bring the
Opposition and the Democrats into the debate so that all
new proposals for local government will be well tested out
before legislation is introduced.

This process will also allow many interested people and
groups to make submissions by way of the select committee
process. At the moment they are virtually frozen out. At
the appropriate time I will propose that the Council set up
a select committee to look at all immediate future arrange-
ments affecting local government. Many of these will be at
the end of the negotiation process under the memorandum
of understanding. It is also my attention at the appropriate
time to refer some proposals in the Bill before us to the
select committee.

I refer in particular, to panels and ward restructuring; to
clauses 16 and 17, which relate to fixing of fees by councils,
and to various other clauses which relate to the by-law
making powers of councils. This does not indicate a lack
of support for the direction of the proposals in the Bill but
rather that the Opposition is not prepared to embrace these
matters without knowing the total future picture for local
government. The select committee should look at and advise
the Parliament on all provisions of the Lacal Government
Act that relate to conflict of interest.

There must also be in the terms of reference of a select
committee a reference to the Local Government Associa-
tion. The Opposition believes that this Parliament just can-
not devolve responsibility and obligations to an association

without a thorough examination of its constitution, its deci-
sion making process, its power to settle disputes and a whole
range of other matters which the electors of the State have
a right to be comfortable with.

I have not consulted with the Local Government Asso-
ciation or, indeed, with many persons or bodies who would
be interested in my remarks and propositions contained in
the second reading explanation. I have, of course, consulted
as widely as I can with my parliamentary colleagues. I
believe I have said often enough today that I am uncom-
fortable with the time limits imposed on the passage of the
legislation. The pressure cooker atmosphere associated with
the last days of a session is just not conducive to making
good decisions on anything, let alone the whole future of
local government. Although it may be conducive to con-
sumation of the memorandum process purely between the
Government and the Local Government Association, it is
not conducive for other people who have a legitimate inter-
est in local government to get into the act.

We have learned today of another five sitting days. That
1s certainly good for the amount of legislation still to be
concluded but it does nothing for the Opposition’s consul-
tation process with local government, Certainly, we can
speak to key people, but some of the key people or councils
can expect to put alternative proposals for their future
through their consultation process. In other words, even if
we do (and I will) talk to local government at length about
what I have said tonight, we cannot expect to go through
the local government process and back to the executive area
concerning what they think of our proposals. I support the
second reading of this Bill.

The Hon. R.R. ROBERTS secured the adjournment of
the debate.
TECHNICAL AND FURTHER EDUCATION
(MISCELLANEOUS) AMENDMENT BILL
The House of Assembly intimated that it had agreed to
the Legislative Council’s amendment.
ADJOURNMENT

At 6.19 p.m. the Council adjourned until Wednesday 25
March at 2.15 p.m.



